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Executive Summary

In anticipation for the forthcoming Ogden Valley General Plan upifdéber County tsiff found a

need to discover the maximum development potential of the Ogden Valley. Tla@e=been similar
attempts to discover this in the past but none have gone to the level of detail as this study. It is
intended to be used as an empowering educa#ibtool for the County and the Ogden Valley public
to understand the direction current trends are pushing valley development. It should stand as a
baseline from which to challenge existing development regulations and verify that they are guiding
thevalleyi 2 6 NR (KS Llzof A0Qa RSaANBR 2dzid02YSao

To calculate final buitt dzi = 2NJ & 6SQ@S GSNN¥SR AlGZ GKS aYIFIEAY
the total number of dwelling units allowed by the current zoning, then adjusted each by the
following ordinance cons#ints:

1 Reduced for public lands

1 Reduced for sloped areas

1 Reduced or increased based on previous entitled approvals, such as cluster subdivisions,
Planned Residential Unit DevelopmefRRUD)and Development Agreements

9 Increased for existing legal naonforming parcels.

We find that under current ordinances and the above ordinabased constraints final buHdut

could yield up to approximately 24,116 dwelling units. That is approximately 20,500 units more than
what exists today, and doesot include tle Town of Huntsville. This is significant change, and it
requires no legislative decisions permit.

Considering this potential it is imperative to know how long it will take to reach the maximum
potential. We provide population projections based the current average tefyear rate of change.
The projections demonstrate that if the growth continues to increase at similar rates as in the past
the valley will experience fubuild-out in approximately 4§ears The projections also show that in
this timeframethere could be nearly as many dwelling units as permanent residents. This indicates
the high demand for recreational/second hontes.

We will continue to challenge these findings and projections throughout the general plan priicess.
they prove corret there will be dramatiémpacts oninfrastructurein the valleylf they prove truet
will change the current pastoral way of life.

As we embark on the Ogden Valley General Plan update process the implications of this report need

to be considered by thé 2 dzy & ' yR @I ffSe& NBaARSydad h@SN KS
F2NJ GKS 3ISYySNIf LXLFy dzZJRFGS Attt Faarad GKS [ 2dz
for the future. Until that time we recommend that valley residents reflectioK S [ dzSa G A2y X &
IANR 6T INB 6S O2YF2NIIFofS 6A0GK INRBgAYy3I G adl Gdz

! Earlier projections estimated full buiout in approximately 30 years. This was lzhsa inaccurate 2010
Census data. See pg 27 of this report for more information.

* Earlier projections estimated more dwelling units than people within the next 15 years. This was based on
inaccurate 2010 Census data. This sentence has been updateddragsote accurate data.
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1.0 Introduction

In anticipation for the forthcoming Ogden Valley General Plan update Weber County staff found a

need to discover the true maximum development potential of the Ogdaltey if developedb full

build-out under existing zoning laws. There have been similar attempts to discover this in the past

but none have gon# the level of detail as this study. It is intended to be used as an empowering
educational tool for the Caty and theOgden Valley public to understand the direction current

trends arepushingvalleydevelopment. It should stand as a baseliran which to challenge

SEAalGAY3 RS@GSt2LISyd NBIdA FGA2ya FYR GSNAFe GKI
desired outcomes.

1.1 What is Maximum Zoning Density?

For the purposes of this stugMaximum Zoning Densiig the sum oflwellingunits6 5 | dllawed
within every zoning designation in a given areastimateshow manydwellingunits will exist when
the current zoning is completely budut. The residential bild-out of a zone occurs when all the
land within that zone is divided at the minimum lot size requirement of the zonka residential
use, or other similar allowed use, is established on &ashlting lot.In short, it is how many
residences can be established in the community based on current zoning standards.

Depending on the goals of the community, enacting a minimum lot size requirement in a community

may be an attempt to promote publicellth, safety and welfare, assist with the preservation of a
RSAANBR O02YYdzyAdGé | LIISENI yOSE | yRbBwhat yOS | 02 Y\
providing a minimum lot size requirement also does is allows a community to estimate how many

housing units wi result in a given area based on a ratio of the number of resulting lots and the

acreage of thearea2FNJ SEI YLX S Ay BKofe, hehinfnyim latlsifet S& Qa | +
requirement is three acres for a residential use, or in other words a dwellingasaitreage ratio of

1:3. Thisis an equivalegtossRSy aA & 2F ndoo Rg S Fdcthnagin dzy A G a LIS NJ
approximately 10% of the land for right$-way and access, the A/zoneyields a more probable

YySi RSyYyaAGeinthd@OgdebNaher 5! ! Qa

Applying the relevant ratio calculation to each zone will yield the maximum potential number of
units in that zone. Taking the sum of each zoning designation in the Ogden Valley will yield the
maximum estimated number of dwelling units in the OgdereyalProviding this calculation will
helpthe community to understand potential growth patterns and estimate their impatkss $one
of the necessary first stexto re-evaluating the General Plan of a community.

1.2 Why Calculate Maximum Zoning Density?

% See D.M. BeckeThe Police Power and Minimum Lot Size Zoning, Part |, a Method of AnglysisU. L. Q.
3, 263323 (1969) for a challenging analysis on the legitimacy of standard lot size requirements.
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The point of calculating maximum zoning density is to help the community challenge their own
expectations of the future. It is intended to be a tool to help answer the quesfisnwe grow, are
we comfortable with growing at status quo? Or are changes né®2de

The maximum zoning density is a number intended to act as a metric to measure the usefulness and
effect that the tools of zoning employ in a communitycdtculateghe final buildout of a

community, and as sucthould be used to verify that currenbzing is meeting the objectives of the
O2YYdzy Al e Qa @i foungthatthé Rsulirg) métric @ uripdfatable, théine new
knowledgeshould be usedo challenge theplan and/or the tool It is harmful to the effect of a

community plan, togther with the vision, goals, and objectives, to retain contradictory

implementation tooldn a zone

As part of this evaluation it must be realized that the maximum zoning density does not necessarily
mean that final builebut will come to full fruitonay R S @Sy AF Al R2Sa AlG 62y Qi
Growth rates will likely continue to follow existing trends.

A primary purpose of zoningts help temper theunpredictableandinconsistent nature of
development. This not only benefitmsichuman expectabns on our perceptions of quality of life
as we interface with our community, it albelps to providemore predictabilityand consistencyn

the real estate market, thereby promoting the financial welfare of the community as a wivlen

a community réks onnon-regulatory externalities (such as financial constraitdsjontrol growth
rather thanutilizingtools in the zoning toolbox thethere is less control over predictability of future
development. The location, size and configuration, sprawl pagteand infrastructure impacts of
developmentthen become dependent oless predictablenarketmotivators and innovative
RSOSt2LIYSYyld (GSOKyAljdzSad LF (GKS NBOSY(l K2dzaAy3a o622
on financial externalitiesnstead & carefully considered zoning regulatioean lead to a wide array
of variance in predictable futures.

1.3 Why Are We Even Considering More Growth?

There are some who feel that tHeégden Valley is already crowded relative to the comfort of existing
residents Why would we consider more growth? Why not simply shut the gate at the mouth of the
Canyon and call it goodhese are questions that are often
called to mind in a community that enjoys a degree of
separation from faster growing urban and suburban
commurities. The answer is fairly simple: development rights in comfortable with

the Ogden Valley have already been allocated thrairgh

zoning code. To use these rights all a land owner mustdo is ~ growing at status quo?
demonstrate compliance with adopted standards. Shutting the
proverbialégrowth gate¢ at the mouth of the canyon translates
to an advocation for the removal of development righthis is
not an impossible taskt has been done in the Ogden Valley in
the past using the tool of downzoningowever it is usudy met with stiff resistane fromprivate
property rights advocates. Removing development potential is a politically polarizing subject. Thus,

0GAs we grav, are we

Or are changes needed?
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there needs to be a careful balance between regulating development in the best interest of the
community welfare and preserving an individi Q& LINA @I §S LINBLISNIi & NRARIKG A&

When zoning first came to the Ogden ¥glthe valley floor was zoned fone acre minimum lot

sizes. It is speculated that this was done in an effort to provide equity and fairness to as many

people as possible llocatingrightstod OK  dzy' A T 2 NI f Besidentsdof thie Kaley m dhcpn Q& =
became aware that one acre lot sizes could yield so much development potential and so little
development predictability that the shifting political sands resulted in a downzone of the Ylalbey

to three acre minimum lot sizes. The negatifects of this action still resonateith some

opponentsof the move; folks who felt that twehirds of their property wealth was removed from

them.

The County grants many development approvals.dasy for the average lgyerson to believe that
thereis some built in right for the County to deayy developmentequest This is all too painfully
clear when one approaches the Planning
Commission or County Commission in
public comment period and prests a la
completely reasonable opposition to an
application just to find that the
application gets approved anywaghe ‘
truth is that the County does not have

limitless discretion to choose who

develops and who does ndAs better

explained irSection3.1, the County has = == == _LeaslatT/e-
verylimited discretionwhen it comes to

denying development applicatiogin k

cases where thapplication complies

with adopted laws' See Figure 1 for a

graphic representation

Figure 1: Discretionary Limits on Decisions

se

Administrative

What this means is that song as

development rights exigh the valley then the community should expect those rights to eventually
be used. To do this the community needs to have a gooerstanding of what rights exisind
where. This study provides that.

1.47EAO080 OEA 01210 1T £ 01 ATTETC

There are mangonsiderationghat go into a response to such a questi@ne appropriate

consideration relevant to conservative Weber Countyuld illustrate the potentiafinancial
implicationboth with and withouta pro-active land use plan

Landowners have a naturgl myopictendency to develop their land to the maximum return on
investment (ROI). This type of development focuses on boundari@©! and often fails to consider

* SeeUCA §1727a508.
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the less measurablienpactsof their development on the community as a whoseich as the

expense ofnitigation ofdevelopmentimpact on infrastructure demand forgovernment services,
and theimpacts on theenvironment This boils down t@ne questionwho is responsible for paying
for theseimpacts” If a community fails to hold the developer accountatuetheir community
impacts then the public can become liable for dwsts ofmitigation. The rush to respond to urgent
mitigating effortsthrusts the community into a reactive planning mo&eactive planninggils to
adequatelyleaddevelopment in a mamer that mnimizes future community costs, but rather chases
the problems after the opportunity to act has passkdessenceit creates a social environment in
which thelong termcosts of development arbeingsubsidizedy thecommunity at largedo the

sole benefit of the developés).

Converselythrough proactiveland use planning a community cguoide future developmenin a
manner that generallpredicts future needsand expenses. When planned correctlfreancially
conservativecommunity can conhue to experience steady growth rates without necessarily
experiencing increasing tax rates.

2.0 Density Calculations

2.1 Maximum Zoning Density

There have been various attempts to calculate maximum potential densities in the Ogden Valley in
the pastwith varyingdegrees of succes§he 1998 Ogden Valley General Plan estighatenaximum
build-out of 6,200 dwelling unit&Current county staff does not have complete documentation as to
how this number was computed, but given the writings in the 1998 plan it Iy likkat this number
gta GASR G2 I aOl, NddEnowhzs abnktiaifis anadysiscH ayuhalysis dides
not adequately consider the likelihood that constr@ can be overcome, as better illustrated
Section3.1of this report, and tingthe maximum zoning density calculation to this yields potential
for a gross underestimatiol.he 2005 Ogden Valley General Plan Recreation Element estimated a
maximum buildout of 16,000 dwelling unitSHowever it has since been discovered that sorhe o

the calculations that led to this number failed to account correctly for the density potentiagin

FR3 zone, a zone with one of the highest density potestidhotherinformal estimationconducted

®Be aware that the many jurisdictions, including Weber County, try to offset this expense with impact fees.
The impacts mentioned here are the lasting impacts that are less measurable than those for which impact fees
are created. Impact fees are most resgive to the calculable and predictable impacts a development has on
GKS O02YYdzyAilied 2S0SNI/2dzyieqQa OdNNByid AYLI O FSS aOKSR
measurable impacts. There are practical limitations to the use of impact fees. &opkx because of the

specificity required to use them they are applied on a developnrigrdevelopment basis and often fail to

consider the bigger picture. There are also legal limitations to their use. According to UGBa§1hpact

Fees Act, they mudte allocated within six years of the collection of the fee, and as such fail to be more
responsive to long term financial impacts.

® SeeOgden Valley General PlaWeber County. 1998. Section 8.06. Accessed Jul 10, 2014.
http://www.co.weber.ut.us/mediawki/index.php/Ogden_Valley_General_Plan

" See2005 Ogden Valley General Plan Recreation Eleriégiber County. 2005. 112. Accessed July 10, 2014.
http://www.co.weber.ut.us/planning_commission/packets/OVGP_Rec_Element.pdf
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by former countystaffin 2009 led to the belief that there is potential for up to 20,000 dwelling

units in the Ogden Valley. A complete record for how each of these humbers were obtained is not
availableat this time,but given the wide array of variance it seemed prudent to take a closer look at
the zonng codest this timeand provide a more completelocumented, and replicabl@aximum
zoning deniy calculation. SectioB.2 of this report covers in detail the assumptions and limitations
of thesecalculationsF 2 NJ § KS NPl RSNDa NBEGJASS

As can be observed Table 1 the maximum number of dwelling units at full beoitit is

approximately 24,116.This number is the sum of the maximum potential of each zone based on the
maximum potential by development type (traditional subdivision development versugclust
subdivision development) and maximum potential by sewer and water provisiaie 2will help
explainthis better. Table Zoreaks outdensity by zone based on wategwer type and based on
development type traditional or clustefPRUD Table lassunes the highest beneficial use will be
produced for each zonend sums each for the totdbecause of limited infrastructure and the
expense of developing on sloped areas, a reasonable estimation of actuabbuikprobably

closer to 20,000 to 22,500

8 Estimation conducted by Justin M in or around 2009.

°There is little pride in authorship in these calculations. Skeptics and critics are invited to analyze the
methods, assumptions, and limitations in the report and exhibits to find potential errors that may change the
totals. Consasus on a reasonable estimation will be imperative if the County anticipates engaging a
Transferable/Purchasable Development Rights program in the future.
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Table 1: Density By Zone, Maximum Potential

Dwelling
Zone Units

Forestry Zone F-40 2711.05
Forestry Zone F-10 783.19
Forestry Zone =5 2377.80
Shoreline Zone S-1 104.73
Forest Valley Zone FV-3 6222.91
Agricultural Valley Zone AV-3 4286.06
Forest Residential Zone FR-1 265.97
Residential Estates Zone RE-20 154.80!
Residential Estates Zone RE-15 767.65
Residential Manufactured Home Zone RMH-1-6 14.34
Forest Residential Zone FR-3 2161.06
Commercial Valley Resort Recreation Zone CVR-1 1591.21
Destination Recreation Resort DRR-1 2426.00
Commercial, Valley Zone Cv-1 0.00:!
Commercial, Valley Zone CV-2 250.00
Gravel Zone G 0.00
Manufacturing Valley Mv-1 0.00:
Open Space Zone o1 0.00:

Grand Total Ogden Valley Dwelling_ Units at FuI_I Build—Qu.t_by 24116.76

Highest Density Possibility:

Table 2: Density By Zone, Type of Development,

and Sewer and Water Considerations

Number of Dwelling Units
Traditional Subdivision Cluster/PRUD Subdivision
Zone
Development Development
Commur:ll\tly;lirewer and Septic and Well Commur:ll\tlya‘irewer and Septic and Well

Forestry Zone F-40 2711.05 2711.05 2326.77 2326.77
Forestry Zone F-10 783.19 783.19 573.98 573.98
Forestry Zone F-5 2377.80 2377.80 2249.89 2249.89
Shoreline Zone S-1 104.73 104.73 5.49 5.49
Forest Valley Zone FV-3 6034.06 6034.06 6222.91 6222.91
Agricultural Valley Zone AV-3 3526.04 3526.04 4286.06 4286.06
Forest Residential Zone FR-1 197.38 197.38 265.97 265.97
Residential Estates Zone RE-20 154.80 122.75 152.97 124.52
Residential Estates Zone RE-15 767.65 749.56 744.79 765.95
Residential Manufactured Home Zone RMH-1-6 14.34 1.58 14.34 1.58
Forest Residential Zone FR-3 2161.06 797.20 1613.77 805.67
Commercial Valley Resort Recreation Zone CVR-1 0.00 0.00 1591.21 322.87
Destination Recreation Resort DRR-1 2426.00" 2426.00 2426.00" 2426.00
Commercial, Valley Zone CV-1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Commercial, Valley Zone CV-2 250.00 250.00 250.00 250.00
Gravel Zone G 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Manufacturing Valley MV-1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Open Space Zone O-1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Grand Total Ogden Valley Dwelling Units at Full Build-Out b){ 21508.09 20081.34 29724.16 20627.67

Development Type by Water/Sewer Type:
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2.2 Current Density

In contrast, the current number of dwellingits in theunincorporatedOgden Valley, as can be

observed in Table,3s approximately 3,600
units. This numberwasderived using various

Table 3: Current Dwelling Units by Zone

. . . Dwellin

GIS data, and is subjdo potential selection Units 9
errors. Assuch should be considered an Forestry Zone F-40 189.00
. . Forestry Zone F-10 213.00
estimate According to the Weber County Forestry Zone Fs5 241,00
| é é S é é 2 ND é 2 -_F -_F 7\ c") S lj K Shoreline Zone S-1 28.00
) ) ] . . Forest Valley Zone FV-3 705.00
assessed residential units in the Agricultural Valley Zone AV-3 1015.00
; . Forest Residential Zone FR-1 162.00
unincorporated Ogden Valley is 3,536. The  |resigental Estates zone RE-20 34.00
County Assessor reports that tAiewn of Residental Estates Zone REL5 306.00
. . . Residential Manufactured Home Zone RMH-1-6 0.00
Huntsville has a totaif 244 dwelling units, Forest Residential Zone FR3 650.00
. . . Commercial Valley Resort Recreation Zone CVR-1 81.00
yielding a grand total for both incorporated  |pestination recreation Resort DRR-1 0.00
H Commercial, Valley Zone Cv-1 0.00
anq unlr?corpora.ted Ogden \{al.ley .of ?,780 Commercial Valy Zone Vo 0.00
residential dwelling units. This is six times lesycraw! zone G 0.00
) 3 3 Manufacturing Valley MV-1 0.00
than the maximum potential buildut. Open Space Zone o1 0.00
Grand Total Ogden Valley Current Dwelling Units by Zone*: 3624.07

*Weber County Assessor's data indicates a total of 3,536 residential units in the Ogden Valley
(3,780 if including incorporated Huntsville). This difference may be a selection error based on
existing GIS data.

3.0 How Density Was Calculated

3.1 Legislative Authority for Density, and Related Administrative Obligations
It is important to note that with the exception of method and assumptimmber twoin section 3.2
all calculations were derived under the current legislative framework established by Weber County

fortheOgdy I ffSed | fSIAa&ELIGABS OUA2Y A& | RAAONSI
body. In Weber County the legislative body is the County Commission.
Alegislative action is definedl @ G KS | G K { GF (G &fdiods dzRa Yl y Q& hTFFAOS

A legislativeact is a decision made by a public vote of the city council or

county commission that results in an ordinance, amendment to an ordinance,

adoption of the general plan, amendment to the plan, or creation of an

official policy, rule or code of general commity-wide application.Only a

body of elected council members or county commisgiatan make

legislative decisions. These actions by local legislators are afforded great

deference by the courts. The local city council or county commission has the

discreton of adopting any plan, ordinance, rule, or standard asegislative

act unless it carbe proven that their decision does not advance the general

gSEFINB 2F GKS O2YYdzyAideod ''a t2y3 Fa AG Aa
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local decision advances the gera welfare, and doesot violate state or
federal statutes and constitutions, it will be uphefd.

Legislative decisions differ froatdministrativedecisionsA land owner has an entitled right to
approval of (and th&€ounty Commissioghallapprove an alministrative decisioso long as it
adheres to all relevant adopted lawsAn administrative decision is defined as follows:

When the council, commission, planning commission, board of adjustment,
appeals authority, or their staff administers and enforcadegislatively

adopted plan, ordinance, rule, or standard, however, their decisions are not
legislative acts. They are administrative or qugsdicial acts and they are not
entitled to the same deference as legislative acts. These-tegislative

decisbns must be supported by substantial and factual evidence that must be
included in a formal record ahe decisionsAll actions and decisions made by
staff, executivesboardsof adjustment, appeals boards, and hearing officers
are administrative or quasjudicial acts. Many decisions by legislative bodies
are not legislative at all, since they do not result in an ordinance, general
plan, code, rule or policy. Decisions involving individual subdivision approvals,
variances, conditional use permits, and aiplans are never legislative. They
are administrative and must all be supported by substantial evidence in the
record if they are to be legal and enforceabte.

The total density set forth by the current zoning weasatedo @ G KS [/ 2dzy e @ € SIAAE I
Future legislative actions (i.e. new or amended ordinances, rezones, or conservation easements)

may dramatically alter the resulting calculatioBgcause of the wide discretion the County

Commission has in deciding legislative decisions it is iripess predict how total maximum

density may change through time.

Onemay posit thatt is an inappropriatessumptiorthat certain landsn the valley will be
developed or further developed to their maximymotential because of myriadof localized
condraints. Suchconstraints may includthe configuration ofxisting developmentareas
encumbered by undesirable physical features, areas far removed from existing transportation
infrastructure, areas underserved by water availability, etc. While it & tinat these constraints
may slow future growth, they are nétgislative restrictionsinder thecontrol of the Weber County
CommissionEach of them can be overcorgeen theappropriate level of financial inputdesign

9See C.M. Caly Utah Citizens Guide to Land Use RegulaBatt.Lake City: State of Utah Depaetrhof
Natural Resources. 2005. 29.

' See UCA §177a506 and UCA §1Z7a508 for state law governing administrative decisions.

2See C.M. Calpy Utah Citizens Guide to Land Use RegulaBalt.Lake City: State of Utah Department of
Natural Resource2005. 31.
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innovation and political pressuren other agenciedf they can be overcome the landowneiil
then havea right to approval pursuant to the requirements of an administrative decision.

Ignoring potential derigy based on these constraints may sigortsighted. Therarevoluminous
case tudies in the planning profession that show innovative methosiedto overcome the
problem Sme are directly resolved by the developand othersare a result oghifting public
pressure directly attributed to developmerntonsider the followingpcal examples

Areas Encumbered by Undesirable Physical Fedixaapleln the case of Canyon Estate
Drive at the mouth oBig Cottonwood Canyan Salt Lake Countyhe 43 lot Tavaci
developmentemployed an innovated and expensive method to gain accessilairfmysites.
Imagel depicis one of two Imagei? Access 10 Tavaci. 3
concrete bridges designed to Development; Salt | akeiCotinty; Utah

negotiate the steep topography : - ;
of the area. According to the
project developet’ the access (a
private road)came at a cost of
$7.5 million, and was designed
in a manne so as to optimize
the visual aestheticever more
intrusiveaccess methods.

Water Constraints Case
ExampleTheProvo River Project was created in part duatbetermination by theSalt
Lake CityCouncil that avater scarcity in the growing Salt Lake Vatleyld be hamful to
the health, safety, and general welfare of .
community** Thecity created the

Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake City,
who partnered with the Provo River Water
Users Association (PRWUA) tin water from
a new Reservoir in Provo Canyon tdt Eake
City. he need forsuch an exhaustiveroject
was a direct result ofreaggregatiorof local
developmentwhichpushed the limits of
existing water availabilitin the areaIn this
specific case the project did require legislative

Image2: Provo River Pipeline,

Bina July 1, 2014 phone discussion the developer of Tavaci indicated that the total cost to construct the
access was approximately $7.5 million dollars. The intent of the bridges was to reduce the visual impact of the
access when viewed from sounding properties. Original approvals were for cuts and fills in the

mountainside in excess of 100 feet vertical. The bridge method was adapted from existing hillside projects in
coastal California.

Yoz |1 2202y WNIPS ¢ KSfSalfLakeEitydRrbvb RiveyProjefie@rdhekks A & G NA O
wSa SN2 ANE ¢ | OOBtR/AVGWRSIciddz/&N/utlities/PDF A0Filds/deercreek.pdf
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action on behalbf Salt Lake City, but in the evemsimilar situation were to occur in the
Ogden Vallethe project would likely be under the control of the Weber Ba3imservancy
District, which is a separammlitical subdivisiotirom the Countyln other wordsCourty
legislative control over such an expansion would be limi@akes sanilar to, but more
extreme thanthe Provo River Projeetre the link from Lake Mead to Los Angebasd the
recently failed attempt tgipe waterfrom the Snake Vallegrea to Las Vega&iven the

right resources and development pressures, water provision in the Ogden Valley may fall
outside ofthe direct control of the Weber County Commission.

Areas Removed from Existing Infrastructure Case Example: K/ 2dzy e Qa €2y 3 ail
policy is that any land owner desiring density greater than 0.2 (B#&re lotsyhould

annex into an adjacent city or incorporate. In the cases of Eagle Mountain and Saratoga

Springs images3 and4, the developers ‘Image3i#Eagle Mountam/Saratoga Sprlnge Pnor'to 07
incorporated.Approximately one decade 1997 sgurce Google Earth #.* _ SR

after initial developmenthe newly el S '
increased traffic demand along the
existing infrastructure in the area proved
too intense The mounting development
pressure ledJtah Department of
Transportatiorto construct two new
four lane highways to provideaccesgo : A
the areaand upgradewo others from ' . L ) '; Google
two lane highwayso five.*° In this case o

developers were not compelled to Imaged: Eagle Mountain/Saratoga Spnnggols
provide adequate infrastructure Source: Goggie Sartht ¢ 4

necessarily relatetb the impacts of f
their developmens. They built fist and
the State reacted aftelEvidenceof this
type ofreactive transportation planning
can be found throughout the state.
Residents of Ogden Valley should not
expect current infrastructureapacityto
be a definindimitation to growth. Given
the right financial environment, innovative desighilities, and political pressure, traffic
infrastructure is more likely to follow development patterns, not lead it.

wGoogle
e

> Highway 85, connects northern LeBity to the Northern area of Saratoga Springs (east/west); and Highway

145, also known as Pioneer Crossing, connects to American Fork Main Street to Saratoga Springs (east/west).

¥l AIKelre ToX O2yySOGAY3I [ SKAQA al éstern UtahNBudtiand K NR dzZ3 K { I NJ
Tooele County (east/west); and Highway 68, the primary north/south arterial in the area connecting

communities on the western side of Utah Lake to Southern Salt Lake County.
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One constant remains in these three case studies: if the development rights exist or are dranted

the local legislative authoritghen overcoming other constrainis only a matter of financial and/or

political motivations and in many cases, political motivations will shift as populations .grbe
bestmethodofY I Ay AyAy3a GKS [/ 2dzyGie&Qa f S3A alirdughh S O2vy i
development right allocation. This is why the maximum zoning density potential is so important to
understand. If development can happen, and given the maximum zoning density potential for the

Ogden Valley it can in a significant amount, then we rtee@ly ona proactiveplan for how it will.

3.2 The Assumptions and Methods

Every study is based on a certain set of assumptBiasesn the assumptions may lead to
inappropriateerrorsin the results. For this reasaeararticulation ofthe assumptios and
methodsused to obtain the resultare provided belowothersmay independently obtain the same
results by replicating the methods. Critical analysis of them is encouriajedeans producing
better data for future analysisA complete compilationf the calculations can be reviewedHxhibit
Aat the end of this repott

1. Based on existing GIS data, we calculatéabe 4: ogden valey Acreage by zone

the total area of each zon& his ,

. . one Acreage
calculation can be seen in TalleA ’
graphic epiction is provided iMap 1. Forestry Zone F-40 205000

Forestry Zone F-10 8972.90

Forestry Zone F-5 15985.80

. . . . Shoreline Zone S-1 4005.56
Tosimplify thedensity calculation we e Fva 1191097
separated traditional subdivision types |Agriculural Valey zone A3 9794.80
L Forest Residential Zone FR-1 1129.06

from cluster subdivision types and Residential Estates Zone RE-20 187.44
. . Residential Estates Zone RE-15 690.80
prOVIdGZi tWO Separate CaICUIatlonS’ one Residential Manufactured Home Zone RMH-1-6 2.19
for each. One calculation is as if full builgForest Residential Zone PR3 296.98
i ) i . Commercial Valley Resort Recreation Zone CVR-1 278.74

out will be attained with traditional Destination Recreation Resort DRR-1 3753.50
e Commercial, Valley Zone Cv-1 1.32
subdivisiordevelopment at the TR ova o585
maximumallowed density of the zong ~ |Graw! Zone © 12.47
i . i i Manufacturing Valley MV-1 8.26

and the Othel’ IS as |f fu” bUI-ldut W|" be Open Space Zone O-1 1895.38
attained Wlth Cluster SUbdiViSion Grand Total Ogden Valley Acreage: 209526.43

developmentat the maximumalloweddensity of the zone plus the relatedlusterdensity
bonuseslt is of worth noting thabecausecluster subdivi®ns cannotincludelands over
particular slope¥ in the net developable acreadtcalculation Table2 (on pg 10, shows
that even when addingootential bonus densitglustersubdivisiondevelopmensand

traditional subdivisiondevelopmensyield roughly he same density calculations.

"See LUC §10B9 to review the slope restriction for citer subdivisions, master planned communities, and
tw; 504090
®pursuant to LUC §161t7, the net developable area is defined as follows:
Acreage, net developable. The term "acreage, net developable” means a total of all land area that lies within a project
boundary and has not been excluded from use in density calculations or deemed "undevelopable" by this or any other county,
state, or federal law, ordinance or regulation. The area within existing and proposed public and private roadfggsshall
not be counted towards "net developable acreage."

Pagel5of 55



Map 1. Ogden Valley Zoning
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Map 2:Ogden Valley Public Lands
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3. We assumd that the lands held by the United States of America, State of Utah, and Weber
County(seeMap 2 will remain open in perpetuitgo wereduced the overall density
potential by the acreage of those lands. Hwsg it is important to note thathe Federal
FYyR {GF0GS tlFryRa IINB y2i dzyRSNJ 6KS O2ydiNRt 27F
still have the potential obeing transferredo private control. Because of the goals and
objectives of these enties, this occurs infrequently.mexamplds the relatively recent real
estate transaction between the fedal government and Snowbaskhen publidands are
transferred to the private sectaurrent zoning of the land will dictate density potential.
Given hat these transactions occur infrequently tisisidy does not consider thaotential,
however, the County has no legislative control over the destiny of federal and state lands,
and there is no guarantee the County can make frations of thesdandswy Qi 2y S RI &
become developedTheCounty may want to consid@rotecting them viastricter zoning
regulations Neighboring aunties have protected forest areas with zoning regulations via
large minimum lot sizes, such as 160 and 320 acre lot minimums.

4. The County has applied density restiggis to certain types of lanthat affect total potential
density. The density calculations for each zone were adjusted based on the following:

a. Slopes. Every zone was adjusted for slopeaditional subdivisions onnds over
certain slopes are requiret provide moreacreageper lot,"® and duster
subdivisions cannot include certain slopeghieir overall density calculatiorfS.
Using GIS software,sbope analysis of the entire valley was condudtedetermine
the acreage of certain slopeas shown irMap 3 The overall density on sloped
lands was adjusted in accordance with the criteria of each Zbne.

b. ReservoirPineview Reservoir and Causey Reservoir are for the most part
completely owned by the United Statef America, but there arapproximately 66
acres of Pineview that appear to be h@ldvately. This area was reduced from the
density calculations.

Septic and WelHead FPotection. Becausehe scale ofull build-out in the Ogden
Valley is largely depeeit on access to pubfitwater and sewer systemshe final
potential maximum dwelling unit count will depend on the future
creation'expansionof these systems and their service boundary size and location
relation to zoning boundariehese systems mawpt necessarily be County owned
and operated systems. They can ateone in the form ofpecial service distrist

¥See LUC §10B4-12 for specific slope restrictions for traditional subdivision developmiotthese

calculations wepplied theformula¥ 2 NJ d NS & i NRA OG SR f 20a¢é¢ §1281412keverif 2 LIS NI y 3¢
though developers may be more inclined to configure lots in such a manner to specifically avoid slope

penalties. We did this to create a method of consistent calculation in consideration of all area greater than 25

percent slope throughout the County

“See LUC §16B9 for specific slope restrictions for cluster subdivisions, master planned communities, and

tw; 504090

' The exact calculations can beviewed in Exhibit A

2] LIzt AO0E s GSNI a8aiGSY Aa Fye O2Y vodyfor thase systedmsi SY A GK 1
fall under the control of the Webeorgan HealthDepartment, and are further governed by UAC §R300
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(enabled by the Countyut independently governed thereafter) or private
communitysystems (sedlap 4for areas where existing systems sérvienhe

minimum lot size requirement for a property without access to a community sewer
or water system must meet certain soil percolation rates and provide sufficient
acreage to contain a 200 foot diameter wk#éad protection area. The Weber
Morgan HealttDepartment estimates this acreage to be between 1.00 and 1.75
acres depending on soil types. To demonstrate this constraint in the density
calculations we took the zon&ghat allow lot sizes under this threshold and

liberally assumed that all soils thénewill percolate so as to permit a 1.25 acre lot
sizes, and then provided two resulting calculations, as can be reviewabia 2

(on pg.10). The first computes the maximum density based on the future service of
community sewer and water throughout ela zone. The second computes the
maximum density based on all areas within the zone being served by septic and
ASHSNY ¢KAAa lFaadzYLliaAzy KFa I gARS RS3INBS
minimum lot size requirement is reduced for areas where only conitpgewer or
only community water is being provided, and of further complication there are
certain zones such as the-BRone that regulates density a little differently based
on the provision of community sewer and/or watéThere is already current
development served by community sewer and wétet the higher densities, so
there is high probability that full buitdut will be greater than the maximum zoning
density based on individual septic and wells, but for simplicity purposes this study
provides tle two numbers to give the egleran understanding that there is a range
of possible final builebut. The two numbers provide the minimum and maximum
thresholds.Table 2sums the higher of the two calculations per zone to provide the
total maximum possiblewelling units Pie charts showing the differences between
zones based on development type and sewer/water provisions can be reviewed in
Exhibit C.

% The zones that allow minimum lot sizes less than 1.25 acres are theR#R0, REL5, RMH1-6, FR3, and
CVRI zones. Otherones may also permit smaller lot sizes by development agreement or cluster/PRUD
subdivision development.

* See LUC §16H7-5: Site Development Standards.

% Community water and community sewer in the area of these zones include: Eden Water Company, Libert
Water SystemPowder Maintain Water and Sewer District, Wolfcreek Water Compa¥glf Creek Sewer
Improvement District
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Map 3: OgderValley Steep Slopes
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Map 4: Ogcen Valley Parcels Served by Current Community Sewer System
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5. There are preexisting legislative density restrictions on certain lands within the Countyatigat
not explicitly provided foas legislative restrictionis the Land Use Cod&hey were handled as

follows: Table 5: Current Nonconforming Lots by Zone

a. Cluster Subdivision$he Land Use . c '\f'on‘_
) one ontorming

Code permits and encourag€suster Lots
Subdivisiongn certain areas of the  |Foresty Zone F-40 L5
Forestry Zone F-10 0.00;
County. There are currenth? Forestry Zone F-5 109.00
. . Shoreline Zone S-1 8.00;
Cluger Subdivision plats the Ogden |q; e vaiey zone V.3 633,00
Valleyrecorded in the Weber County |Agrcutural valey Zone V-3 829.00
" o - A - Forest Residential Zone FR-1 112.00!
wSO2NRS WOUhtT F 7\ O YResidential Estates zone RE-20 0.00
. .. Residential Estates Zone RE-15 0.00
enumerates IndIVIduaI phases Of a Residential Manufactured Home Zone RMH-1-6 0.00!
single development if platted Forest Residental Zone PR3 0.0
Commercial Valley Resort Recreation Zone CVR-1 0.00
Separately from others). For the Destination Recreation Resort DRR-1 0.00
. Commercial, Valley Zone Cv-1 0.00;
purposes Of thlS Stwae assume Commercial, Valley Zone CV-2 0.00!
that a cluster subdivisiowill be Gravel Zone G 0.00
f' d . h | d Manufacturing Valley MV-1 0.00!
configure with lots an open space [open Space Zone O-1 0.00
A ~ ./ e = Grand Total Ogden Valley C N forming Lots by Zone: 2509.00

FNBF&a GKIG YIEAY Ao oR o ToNe Coo NI e s o

density potential by anticipating steep slopes in the configuration, thereby avoiding
density reductions due to hillside protection requirements. We did, however, remove
from the cluster subdivision calculations all slopes over those required by the
subdivision ordinancé. This assumption is further supported by the fact that the
County owns open space easements within eabdivisiorthat would require
legislative action twelease. Thus, the entire acreage of each was calculated at their
approveddensity, and the overafioning density countvasadjusted for the difference.

b. Planned Residential Unit Developme®RUD)There are 13 PRUD condominium plats
inthe Ogden ValleW5 O2 NRSR Ay (KS 2SoSNWw] Sv@sfie wSO2NJ
evaluatedin the same manner as cluster subdivisions.

c. Development Agreementdhe County has six developmegreements: Snowbasin,
Powder Mountain, Wolf CreeEagle Ridge, The Oaks, and thesrgly approved
Clapier agreement. Each agreement specifies the number of units allowed per zone.
Because development agreement approvals in each of these cases were legislative
decisions, for this study we took the resulting dwelling units approved anstifuted
them as the zoning density of the entire acreage of the legal description of the land
encumbered by the agreement. The overall density calculations for affected zones
were adjusted to reflect the densities allowed in the agreemelmishe case oPowder
Mountain, density allocation was not plainly specified greazone basis. To
compensate for this the total density of that developmé&B800 dwelling unitsjvas
attributed to the largest zone within the development area, which was the&Zdne.

% 35ee LUC §1659.
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Thedevelopmentbreakdown of theselevelopments isvailable for review ifExhibitB and
the map of each of them can be observedMap 5.

6. The study doesgot considerall of the lands within the County with conservation easements
that are not in favoof Weber County. This is because Weber County has no legislative control
over the preservation/success of those conservation areas. But it should be noted that there
are lands that are unlikely to increase in density due to these third party easements.

There are a considerable number of roonforming lots in various zones in the val(sge

Table 9. These norconformities are largely due tealleyfloor downzoning that occurred in

0 KS Mddaofputd an accurate maximum zoning density potentialifnportant to

know how many entitled nonconforming lots exist, and how their count fits into the density
calculation. Using GIS software we mapped all lots with existing entitlements in each zone. By
calculating the current nonconforming density (dwaedlianits per acre) of each zone we were
able to determine the difference between the density of these lots and what they otherwise
would be if developed at current minimum lot sizes. We added this calculation to the total
density potential for the zone. €hGIS software used to find these properties is only as good

as the data that feeds it. We assumed the most accurate of data to determine this is the

| 2dzyie !aaSaaz2Nna ¢FE w2fftad 126SOSNE AG A& 6:¢
tool for asgssing property and is not always compatible with land use designations. As such,
this computation should be taken as a best guess estimate rather than an exact result. These
properties can be observed Map 6.

7. We assumed that all of the existing Conmaial Valley Resort Recreation (G})Rone will be
developed to maximize residential uses. The C\ZBne is not a typical residential zone
because it provides more commercial uses than any other zone in which residential uses are
allowed, the only excejin being the Destination Recreation Resort (EXRRone. Residential
units are only allowed in the CMRzone with a PRUD development.

8. Some zones allow accessory dwelling units to compliment the main use. For example,
commercial zones allow dwelling usiifor a night watchman, and some residential zones allow
accessory apartments and rental sleeping rooms that are incidental to the main dwelling unit.
The calculations do not include these units.

9.1 O2YLX SGS lFylrfeara 27F ¢éeYasha@ cogducked as patrgfihis GA £ S«
study. The final numbers do not reflect their potential maximum baid According to the
[ 2dzyGe ! aaSaaz2NNa hFFAOS | dzyliadAat f.Bhe QaedDINB Y G f &
| dzy G & @At f S Q astudyss arSinfpdriamt EonsidefatidnK A &

*The County downzoned much of the valley floor from one acre minimum lot sizes to three acre minimum lot
sizesf GKS mMppnQad ¢KA& R2gyi 2yAy3a g+a RdzS G2 | NBFEAT LG
potential development demand that would compromise the rural aesthetic integrity of the valley.
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Map 6: OgdenValley Nonconforming Parcels
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fact it could takea few decadesat current growth rates to reach 24,0@vellingunits. So what does

the more immediate future hold and how does nraxm zoning density affect thealley now?

4.1 Predictab ility of Development Patterns

Maximum zoning density tells us where development can o@uthe Ogden Valley development
patterns evolve, and approximates the densities of thiidare development locationsAll

development will not occur simianeously, and some areas simply2 y/b@ developed by their

owners; there is no way of accurately predicting this. However, becausetatiodavelopment

rights exist throughout the valley (s&4ap 8, maximum zoning density helps us understand that

any area where development rights exist has the potential to be developed. It helps the community
be prepared for a worst case scenario sitaativhere lands they never anticipated being developed
become developed at the maximum development potential (with all related negetipacts).Take

ar Ciy|

. €4
‘. . y -4 .'

Google | ~.Google

the case of Herriman City in souiestern Salt Lake County (see Imagesd 6)¢ KS OA (& Qa
population when it incorporated in 1999 was 771052 L S® 14 2F G(KS wnmn OSyd&dz
population was 21,785; substantial growth over the course of one decade. When development

rights are allocated plentifully, as was the case in Herriman City, and as is the ttes©gden

Valley (albeit on a scale that is larger in terms of acreage and minimum lot sizes), the predictability

of this type of growth becomes elusive because it is wholly dependent on market demand. We must

then rely on the information available to ughich with this study is a better understanding of the
gLttSeQa YFEAYdzy RS@St2LISyid LRGSyidAlt olaSR 2y R
zoning codeAs we employ the forthcoming General Plan update, it is vital for the community to

understard going into it that the current allocation of development rights yields low predictability of

the actual potential future$?

“Based on phone conversation with Herriman Cityffstaly, 7, 2014

#This is not intended to be a values statement that condemns growth or the possibility for growth. It is
intended to bring to light the unpredictability that exists given the current development allocation. The
community should be fullinformed that the infinite futures of the valley if developed at status quo zoning
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As previously stated, the whole point of calculating maximum zoning density is to help the
community challenge their own expectans of the future. It is intended to be a tool to help answer
the question: as we grow, are we comfortable with growing at status quo? Or are changes needed?

4.2 TDR, PDR, and Conservation Potential

Having a reliable accounting of the potential number of diwglunits per zone at maximum build

out is also an important metric with which to evaluate open space protection programs, like
Transferable Development Rights (TDR), Purchasable Development Rights (PDR), and conservation
easements. The current GenerahPkalls for the use of these programs to preserve valuable open
space areas throughout the vall&in these programs the maximum number of units can be

O2YLI NBR G2 | Gobylé 2F dzyAda Ay I IAGSy 12ySo

across zoes can help the County evaluate whether future programs are functioning as desired.

4.3 Maximum Density Timeline

It is difficult to predict the timeline to maximum buittlit because it depends on numerous

unknown future variables. However, we can look te fiast to attempt to predict the future. The

rate of change imousing units from 1970 to 2010 averages to approximately 56.0% per decade. The
rate of change in population frot970 to 2010 averages to approximately 33.6% per decade. Using

this rate of chage staff predicts that the Ogden Valley will reach full bailtlunder existing

NE3IdzZ  GA2y&a Ay FLIINRPEAYI(GSte on @SINB 606SiGsSSy
projected growth®!

Table 6: Projections

Projections Based on Average Ten Year Rate of Change

Actual Projected
1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
Total Housing Units 823 1155 1778 2699 3653  5352.8437217843.673 11493.55 16841.83 24678.81
Decade Average Rate of Change Between 1970 and 2010 = 45.3%
Population 2148 3294 3954 5877 6604  8822.82738111787.14 15747.41 21038.27 28106.71

Decade Average Rate of Change Between 1970 and 2010 = 33.6%

Source: US Censuédte: The 2010 Census has the incorrect number of units in the Ogden Valley. This report has been corrected to reflect the correct number based on
building permit data

regulations will bring forth many changes. It will affect the existing pastoral lifestyle that valley residents have
become accustomed to enjoy. The desire for or agairst/th is a values statement that belongs to the

O2YYdzyAlGed ¢KS F2NIKO2YAy3d DSYSNIft tftly Attt | GGSYLIW

% 5ee2005 Ogden Valley General Plan Recreation Eleriésiber County. 2005. 11B2. Accessed July 10,
2014.http:/ lwww.co.weber.ut.us/planning_commission/packets/OVGP_Rec_Element.pdf

' Note: Table 6 represents the Housing and Population data of the Ogden Zallety Census Division (CCD)
for the years 1970-2000. Previous versions of thisreport also used the 2010 Census counts of 4,802 dwelling

units, but it has since been discovered that the 2010 Census data for the Ogden Valley GCD does not

accurately reflect the number of unitsthat were in the Valley in 2010. Based on building permit data, the

County issued 857 permitsfrom 1999 to 2009, and the Town of Huntsville issued 97 during the same time,
yieldingatotal increase over the 2000 Ogden Valley GCD of 954 dwelling units. The count of 3,653 for 2010 is
amore likely estimate, and is generally in line with the GISestimates shown on page 11 of thisreport, aswell
asthe County Assessor@ counts.
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4.4 Population and Housing Implications
In 2010, the Ogde Valley hachn approximate population 08,604people.The population is
expected to double by 203The average household size of the valley is approximatéEpeople

(seeTable J.¢ KS SEGNBYS RAFFSNBYyOS

population growth rate is
SELX I AYSR o0& (K

Table 7: Housing and Vacany Data

vacancy rates. The Ogden Valley
has a 53.9%* vacancy ratgas
compared tathe rest of Weber

Ogden Valley  Weber County Utah
Avg. Household Size 2.97 2.9 3.1
Vacancy Rate 53.90% 8.60% 10.409
Vacancy Rate due to
Recreational Units 49.30% 3.10% 4.909

County, at 8.66 and all of Utah,

Source: 2010 US Census

0S3G6SSadtieKS @ ffSeQa

at 10.4%The difference is

explained in the number of vacantaeational and seasonal homest current trends theresould

be almost as many housing unitsas permanent residents in the valley within the ne$g years>

Accounting for these dwelling units, and not for the population trends alone, is an important
consideraion for future planning in the vallelgecause of the role they play during peak times of the
year, such as popular vacation times, holidays, and times of special events. The recent Fourth of July
weekend demonstrated a prime example of the recreational demantiapact on the valley.

5.0 Water and Sewer Implications

5.1 Culinary Water
As provided in the case examples herein, overcoming water constraints in the upper valley may not
be as difficult as some may think. 2005 Ogden Valley Recreation Element explaingtbégisatly:

While there is the potential that water limitations will restrict the amount of

growth, it is also likely that new water sources and delivery systems will be
built to overcome any water shortages. As the saying goes, water flows in

two directions: downhill and towards money/.

The Engineers at the Utah Division of Water Rights exXptait there are currently plenty of water
rights (paper water)allocatedto provide for the Ogden Valley at maximum beoidgt. They estimate

32 Gonsidering the inaccurate housing unit estimates from 2010 Census, this number may not be accurate. A

more likely estimate may be closer to 43%vacancy.

% Note: Earlier projections estimated more dwelling units than people within the next 15 years. This was
based orthe inaccurate 2010 Census data. This sentence has been updateddrasaotre accuratduilding
permit data.

% See2005 Ogden Valley General Plan Recreatiemé&nt Weber County. 2005. 112. Accessed July 10, 2014.
http://www.co.weber.ut.us/planning_commission/packets/OVGP_Rec_Element.pdf

% Gary BrimleyAssistant Regional Enginggveber River/Western Region Offjddtah Division of Water

Rights e-mail messag to author,June 30, 2014
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that current allocatio of rights could yield up t87,420 acre feet of watef If all resulting units at

maximum buildout use the average acifeot of water, then water rights may not be a true

constraint to potential growthn the valley This is supposing that there will befficient motivation

for the owners of the rights currently to allow the transfeffie Engineerurther explain that

paper water is not wet water, and the rightaation is only as good 85I G dzZNB5 Q& oAt AGe
the water®’

As discussed in thease studies iGection3.1, if water becomes a constraint it is not likely it will be
dzy RSNJ G KS / 2dzyieQa tS3aratl iAdS O2yiNRBf | OO0O2NRAY:

5.2 Sanitary Sewer

Community sewer is quite different than water in terms of local legislative contaik &w

demands that a sewer system be governed by a body pktic as such may be one of the last
non-zoning development constraints that the Weber County Commission has control over. The
Commission may create a special district and delegate sewanymktto the board of that district,

but still maintainsome control when it comes to the boundaries of the district. For community
sewer systems that are not governed by a district, the County remains the body politic for it. There
are six sewer distrist’ in the Ogden Valley arelghtother sewer companie¥.

Community sewer notwithstanding, most zones in the County can still be developed using septic
systems. The governing authority for septic systems is the Wiloegan Health Department,
whichis a divsion of the Utah Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ¢. use of a septic
system requires a lot that has 20,000 continuous square feet under 25% slope if the property is
served by community water, and 1075 acres of land if the property is sendgdwell (additional
acreage needed for well head protection). The county has no legislative control over the use of
septic systems.

6.0 Findings and Recommendations

The primary objective of this study was to flesh out the final boaiddof existing zoning ithe
unincorporated Ogden Valley, and determine howhallenge®ur existingexpectations. We find

that undercurrentrules final buildout could yield up to approximately 24,116 dwelling units. That is

% This number includes water right8%7127 through#35-7392, as can be reviewed in the Ogden River

Decree ahttp://waterrights.utah.gov/cgibin/docview.exe?Folder=DECREE112T28% number does not

Ay Of dzRS 2S0SNJ . aAy 2F0GSNJ/2yaSNDlIyOe 5AaGNAOGQa ad2n
87 Gary BrimleyAssistant Regional Engine&veber River/Western Region Offiddtah Division of Wate

Rights phone conversation with author, July 1, 2014.

% See UCA §113-205.

% Sewer Districts: Durfee Creek Sewer District, Powder Mountain Water and Sewer District, Wolf Creek Sewer
ImprovementDistrict, Nordic Valley Sewer District, Green Hills Seugtri®, and Huntsville Hollow Sewer

District.

“® Sewer companies for which the County Commission remains the Body Politic: Emerson Hills, Bailey Acres,
Hawkins Creek, Basin View, Pineview West, Trappers Crossing, Ski Lake Sewer Distiacm il Sewer
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approximately 20,500 units more than what existday ¢ and does not include the Town of
Huntsville. This is consideraldbange and itrequires no legislative decisions to enable.

Considering this potential it is imperative to kntwaw long it will take to reach the maximum
potential. The projections dmonstrate that if the growth continues to increase at similar rates as
the past the valley will experience full buidit in approximately 30 years. If this occurs it will
dramatically impact infrastructure conditions in the valley. It will change tmeentipastoral way of
life.

As we embark on the Ogden Valley General Plan upgtaieesshe implications of this report need

to be considered by # County and valley residents. Over the next yerSt / 2 dayfsiilér®sa

for the general plarupdatewill assisthe @untyii 2 Syl 6f S G(KS Lzt A0 @2A0S
for the future. Until that time we recommend thaglleyresidentsreflect on the questiol & ! & 6 S
grow, are we comfortable with growing at $t& quo, or are changes needed?
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EXHIBIT A: Density Calculations per Zone

How to read the charts:

This number 'lells the total number of dwelling
units the zone can support if the Total Land
acreage is divided at the standard minimum lot

size.

This number represents the reduction of dwelling units from the zone’s acreage due to

acreage held in Public Lands.

This number is the difference between the total number of dwelling units the zone's
acreage can support and the total number of dwelling units the acreage held in public
lands can support. It is the number of dwelling units attributed to the Sum of Private

Lands.

This number is the difference in dwelling units between the Sum of Private Lands and the
Restricted Density Private Lands. It is the number of dwelling units attributed to the Net
Developable Area of Private Lands. “Net Developable Area [Acreage]” is

used in density calculations to describe the total acreage of land that are considered

Tl b dwao D b

Ciemar Sbdviion Dev b et

‘developable;-as de

waco—a

l / This 3 o
Fessenis| Bemeszone e T TEHy  [fEEn 5 Developable Area of Private Lands in the zone that are attributable to the diffe
-Public Lands -61406.43 Ci535 180 - 61406, 15 o
Sum of Private Lands 83033 21 2278 321 n the follo ng:
-Restricied Density Privle Lands 1 [ -sacs.3 (G222 750 [~ 34721.66
NetDe elopatk Area Private Lands 18323 N, 25755 .
s Looisiafie Dorsity Fostinfonson Friak Lands /: ‘/ The acreage of Net Developable Area of Private Lands developed at st
Told Devslopatie Private Lands / %‘ zoning requirements.
+Bonus Density
Totsl Developatie Friwie Lands wih Bonuses / J’ SR The acreage within the zone occupied by previously approved master
+Current Nonconirming Lots m__
Total Potential Dwelling Units F-40 / [Qz11.09\|\ developments.
This number represents the reduction 01" dw=lllng ] LERARY

units from the Sum of Private Lands attributed to
slopes, acreage for rights of way, and other non-

buildable areas (i.e. Pineview Reservoir). In the

case of zones with a minimum lot standard of less
than 1.5 acres, the column with subtitle “Indiv.
Septic” includes additional reduction due to
acreage required by the Health Department to
support a well head and a septic drain field. For
the purposes of this study this is being called the

Restricted Density Private Lands.

This number is the difference between Net
Developable Area of Private Lands and the Other
Legislative Density Restrictions on Private Lands.
For the purposes of this study this is being called
the Total Developable Private Lands
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These master planned developments, including planned residential unit developments,
cluster subdivisions, and lands with zoning development agreements, were typically
platted with alternative densities with areas preserved in perpetual open space in favor of
the County. For the purposes of this study this is being called the Other Legislative
Density Restrictions on Private Lands.

This number represents the number of units that could be added to the zone as maximum
Bonus Density potential for cluster or PRUD development.

This number is the sum of Total Developable Private Lands and the Bonus Density
potential of cluster and/or PRUD development.

This is the total estimated number of Nonconforming Lots in the zone. Nonconforming
lots are typically smaller lots than otherwise allowed in the zone, but are legal because

they were created prior to current density restrictions (grandfathered).

Total maximum potential density for the zone,




261.512751

. . Development
Existing Nonconforming Lots  acreage

2412.22468
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Resulting Units

818  60.3056171

Potential Units Difference

757.6943829

Average lot size

2.948929932

Percent Zone
Nonconforming

1.60%

Traditional Subdivision Development Cluster Subdivision Development A"er"m'ﬂuaz‘f“’”’“e"‘ Residential Uses Allowed
Acres Potential DU's Acres Potential DU's PRUD ;‘js dﬁl"“::fr Fs;"‘ngl'l‘; Two Family Three Family Four Family M“D‘:’:ﬁn’“;y D‘f’::’lf‘g Re%e{ggl b %%%% B’s:;:s"(dlm :%E’E"::e Re;és";’:w Hotel
F-40 X X
Total Lands 150505.70 3,762.64 150505.70 3,762.64
-Public Lands -61406.49 -1535.16 -61406.49 -1535.16
Sum of Private Lands 89099.21 2227.48 89099.21 2227.48
-Restricted Density Private Lands ) -8909.92 -222.75 -34741.66 -868.54
Net Developable Area Private Lands 80189.29 2004.73 54357.55 1358.94
-Other Legislative Density Restrictions on Private Lands 3 -51.38 -51.38
Total Developable Private Lands 1953.36 1307.56
+Bonus Density 0.00 261.51
Total Developable Private Lands with Bonuses 1953.36 1569.08
+Current Nonconforming Lots Difference 757.69 757.69
Total Potential Dwelling Units F-40 2711.05 2326.77
Total Land 150505.7
Area in Public Lands
County  2730.46519 3165.604554 118935898.3
State  9050.89872 394257148.4
Federal 49625.1213 2161670285
Public Lands 61406.4853
Restricted Density Areas ~ A°®S 10% For ROW Lani:?::gulniﬁkov % of Zone oo szea o P°‘T§'§Lﬁﬁiﬂ h Min Lot Size
% Slope
0-25 34175.28 3417.527539 30757.74785 38.4% 0.025 768.9436963 1742400
25-30 8926.00496 892.600496 8033.404464 10.0% 0.025 200.8351116 1742400
30-35 9089.45195 908.9451952 8180.506757 10.2% 0.025 204.5126689 1742400
35-40 8206.54576 820.6545758 7385.891182 9.2% 0.025 184.6472796 1742400
Above 40 28701.9367 2870.193668 25831.74301 32.2% 0.025 645.7935753 1742400
89099.2147 8909.921475 80189.29327 100.0% 2004.732332
Cluster Restricted Density Areas
% Slope
0-40 60397.28 6039.727806 54357.55026 67.79% 0.025 1358.938756
Above 40 _28701.9367 0 0 32.21% 0 0
89099.2147 6039.727806 54357.55026 100.00% 1358.938756
Other Legislative Restrictions
Cluster Subdivisions Dexi:i:;‘:“‘ C’:f"::re:”i:n Potential Dus Resulting Units Difference
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
Development Agreements
Powder Mountain 2055.00 51.375 0.00 51.38
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
2055.00 0.00 51.375 0.00 51.38
Bonus Density
Base Zone UnitS  1307.56
% Cluster Bonus__ 20.00%




T I
Traditional Subdivision Development Cluster Subdivision Development A“”"”‘Zﬁﬂi‘f'”"‘e"‘ Residential Uses Allowed
Acres Potential DU's Acres Potential DU's prup  ResClustel  Sindle oo ity Three Family Four Family MUlti-Family  Group Reg'p:::i ° ;Z:l:;:t Bed and Cao::/g‘re‘ Rec. Lodge/ o
Family Dwelling Dwelling [ 0SS0 Breakfastint [P Resort
F-10 X X
Total Lands 8972.90 897.29 8972.90 897.29
-Public Lands -19.14 -1.91 -19.14 =il et
Sum of Private Lands 8953.76 895.38 8953.76 895.38
-Restricted Density Private Lands ) [ -895.38 " -89.54 [ -3109.13 " -310.91
Net Developable Area Private Lands 8058.39 805.84 5844.63 584.46
-Other Legislative Density Restrictions on Private Lands ) " 2264 " 2264
Total Developable Private Lands 783.19 561.82
+Bonus Density 0.00 " 12.16
Total Developable Private Lands with Bonuses 783.19 573.98
+Current Nonconforming Lots Difference " 0.00 " 0.00
Total Potential Dwelling Units F-10 783.19 573.98
Total Land 8972.9
Area in Public Lands
County  10.314668 449306.9173
State = 1.9445295 84703.70581
Federal 6.8772473 299572.8911
Public Lands  19.136444
Restricted Density Areas 'S 10% For ROW Lani;ﬁ:‘rgxmv worzone  PUSAIORSIPEr Pmeggjle:zﬁ::: " Min Lot Size
% Slope
0-25 3791.40 379.1398556 3412.2587 42.3% 0.1 341.22587 435600
25-30 895.6171 89.56171 806.05539 10.0% 0.1 80.605539 435600
30-35 932.9913 93.29913 839.69217 10.4% 0.1 83.969217 435600
35-40 874.0256 87.40256 786.62304 9.8% 0.1 78.662304 435600
Above 40 2459.731 245.9731 2213.7579 27.5% 0.1 221.37579 435600
8953.7636 895.3763556 8058.3872 100.0% 805.83872
Cluster Restricted Density Areas
% Slope
0-40 6494.03 649.4032556 5844.6293 72.53% 0.1 584.46293
Above 40 2459.731 0 0 27.47% 0 0
8953.7636 649.4032556 5844.6293 100.00% 584.46293
Other Legislative Restrictions
Cluster SubdviSIons aeags Conconvaion  POIMADUS  ResutngUnis  Diference
Causey Estates 1-3 1638.07 1238.80 163.807 153.00 10.81
Sunridge Highlands No1 671.20 476.71 67.12 64.00 3.12
Sunridge Highlands No2 382.10 240.00 38.21 37.00 1.21
Sunridge Highlands No3 80.26 11.13 8.026 8.00 0.03
Sunridge Highlands No4 207.53 153.40 20.7529 20.00 0.75
Sunridge Highlands No5 325.00 244.23 32.5 31.00 1.50
Sunridge Highlands No6 93.98 69.06 9.3982 9.00 0.40
Sunridge Highlands No7 111.73 85.71 11.1728 11.00 0.17
Sunridge Highlands No8 157.86 115.00 15.7859 15.00 0.79
Sunridge Highlands No9 124.28 90.99 12.4282 12.00 0.43
Sunridge Highlands No10 214.98 172.03 21.498 21.00 0.50
Sunridge Highlands No11 324.40 86.88 32.4398 32.00 0.44
Sunridge Subdivision No2 Unitl 167.36 257.12  16.7355056 16.00 0.74
Sunridge Subdivision No2 Unit2 243.23 212.42 24.32315289 22.00 2.32
Sunridge Subdivision No3 494.47 419.84 49.44692688 50.00 -0.55
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
5236.44 3873.32 523.6443854 501.00 22.64
Bonus Density
Base Zone Units  60.82
% Cluster Bonus__20.00%
12.163709
Existing Nonconforming Lms'”xi'r"e"a';‘:"‘ Resulting Units  Potential Units Difference Average lot size Npoen’c":r:"‘orzrzl’:;
0 0] 0 0 0.00%
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Traditional Subdivision Development Cluster Subdivision Development A"e’"a‘ixﬁmf“’"”‘e"‘ Residential Uses Allowed
Acres Potential DU's Acres Potential DU's prup  ResClustel  Sindle 0 eo ity Three Family Four Family MUli-Family  Group Re;;;::; ° BBrZ::f‘::l Bed and C:r:‘:/(:rel Rec. Lodgel ey
Family Dwelling  Dwelling Neods  Dwelling Breakasting LI Resort
F-5 X
Total Lands 15985.80 3,197.16 15985.80 3,197.16
-Public Lands -2647.36 -529.47 -2647.36 -529.47
Sum of Private Lands 13338.44 2667.69 13338.44 2667.69
-Restricted Density Private Lands ) [ -1333.84 " .266.77 [ -4275.26 " -855.05
Net Developable Area Private Lands 12004.60 2400.92 9063.18 1812.64
-Other Legislative Density Restrictions on Private Lands ) " -98.03 " .98.03
Total Developable Private Lands 2302.89 1714.60
+Bonus Density 0.00 " 460.38
Total Developable Private Lands with Bonuses 2302.89 2174.98
+Current Nonconforming Lots Difference " 74.91 " 74.91
Total Potential Dwelling Units F-5 2377.80 2249.89
Total Land 15985.8
Area in Public Lands
County  197.54933 7175473.398  1429775.623
State  915.70431 39768867.43  118400.5982 3.296703 808.5291
Federal 1534.1047 59710049.96  7114518.655 920.315973 112.903373
Public Lands 2647.3584
Restricted Density Areas  A“res 10% For ROW "a"ixﬁ:‘;u::;mv 96 of Zone bus ":ﬂ;":"‘d per P°‘el;‘;‘5"e|2;';“’; Ne Min Lot Size
% Slope
0-25 6823.09 682.3094827 6140.785345 51.2% 0.2 1228.157069 217800
25-30 1207.031 120.7031 1086.3279 9.0% 0.2 217.26558 217800
30-35 1101.186 110.1186 991.0674 8.3% 0.2 198.21348 217800
35-40 938.8848 93.88848 844.99632 7.0% 0.2 168.999264 217800
Above 40 3268.245 326.8245 2941.4205 24.5% 0.2 588.2841 217800
13338.442 1333.844163 12004.59746 100.0% 2400.919493
Cluster Restricted Density Areas
% Slope
0-40 10070.20 1007.019663 9063.176965 75.50% 0.2 1812.635393
Above 40 ° 3268.245 0 0 24.50% 0 0
13338.442 1007.019663 9063.176965 100.00% 1812.635393
Other Legislative Restrictions
Cluster Subdivisions De,_v\ec:z';g:m reage Potential Dus Resulting Units Difference
Durfee Creek Estates 173.13 123.89 34.626 33.00 1.63
Durfee Creek Estates No. 2 (Amd) 94.19 75.21 18.837 13.00 5.84
Durfee Creek Estates No. 2B 39.83 23.19 7.9664 11.00 -3.03
Durfee Creek Estates No. 2C 30.26 21.46 6.0518 6.00 0.05
Green Hill Country Estates 1-7 1052.75 680.78 210.5506 117.00 93.55
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
1390.16 924.53 278.0318 180.00 98.03
Bonus Density
Base Zone Units  1534.60
% Cluster Bonus__30.00%
460.38108
Existing Nonconforming Lms"*xi'[’;"a’;‘:"‘ Resulting Units  Potential Units Difference Average lot size NZE"'CD:I;‘me”:‘;
170.46 109 34.092 74.908 1.563853211 1.07%
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Traditional Subdivision Development Cluster Subdivision Development A““““Zﬁ;z;ebwem Residential Uses Allowed
Acres Potential DU's Acres Potential DU's prup  ResClustey  Single 1 coniily Three Family Four Family MUli-Family - Group Re;p:c?:l ° :;Zika';gz Bed and C:nn:/?re‘ Rec. Lodge/ g
Subdivisior|  Family Dwelling  Dwelling Needs  Duwelling Breakiastinn PSR o Resort
S-1
Total Lands 4005.56 801.11 4005.56 801.11
-Public Lands -3454.26 -690.85 -3454.26 0.00
Sum of Private Lands 551.30 110.26 551.30 801.11
-Restricted Density Private Lands 3 [ 55.13 " -11.03 [ -62.09 " -801.11
Net Developable Area Private Lands 496.17 99.23 489.21 0.00
-Other Legislative Density Restrictions on Private Lands " 0.00 " 0.00
Total Developable Private Lands 99.23 0.00
+Bonus Density 0.00 " 0.00
Total Developable Private Lands with Bonuses 99.23 0.00
+Current Nonconforming Lots Difference " 5.49 " 5.49
Total Potential Dwelling Units S-1 104.73 5.49
Total Land 4005.56
Area in Public Lands
County  6.4366683 280381.2722
State  7.6646436 333871.8747
Federal 3440.1574 149853257
Public Lands 3454.2587
Restricted Density Areas ~ Acres 10% For Row Lanim:t;‘::}m“ % of Zone O e P"‘e[?é'f'eﬁﬁfni’! N Min Lot Size
% Slope
0-25 540.88 54.08832236 486.7949012 96.9% 0.2 97.35898025 217800
25-30 2.6880082 0.268800817 2.419207353 0.5% 0.2 0.483841471 217800
30-35 1.8914764 0.18914764 1.702328756 0.3% 0.2 0.340465751 217800
35-40  1.5295802 0.152958021 1.376622187 0.3% 0.2 0.275324437 217800
Above 40  4.3089851 0.430898507 3.87808656 0.8% 0.2 0.775617312 217800
Reservoir Area 6.6314 0 0 1.2% 0 0 0
557.93 55.13012734 496.1711461 100.0% 99.23422922
Cluster Restricted Density Areas
% Slope
0-30 543.57123 54.35712318 489.2141086 98.6% 0 0
Above 30 7.7300417 0 0 1.4% 0 0
551.30127 54.35712318 489.2141086 100.0% 0
Other Legislative Restrictions
Cluster Subdivisions Dexi:oe‘:;‘:m e Potential Dus ~ Resulting Units Difference
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00
Bonus Density
Base Zone Units  0.00
% Cluster Bonus___0.00%
0
Existing Nonconforming LOLSDEX‘Z:UEZE;N Resulting Units Potential Units Difference Average ot size N:En'sr:‘flwzrzz‘z
12.53 8 2.506 5.494 1.56625 0.31%




I
Traditional Subdivision Development Cluster Subdivision Development A“e’"""xﬁozfe‘f"’p’“e”‘ Residential Uses Allowed
Acres Potential DU's Acres Potential DU's PRUD SRSS dil‘l":'; f;"‘fl"‘; Two Family Three Family Four Family M0 T8 Di,g:Eg Re%;;z;:l ° 53%&%1 Br::ff:;"lm :%Z,E‘,:e Re;.e :ssge« Hotel
Jeeds _ Dwelling
FV-3 X X
Total Lands 11919.97 3,973.32 11919.97 3,973.32
-Public Lands -162.33 -54.11 -162.33 -54.11
Sum of Private Lands 11757.64 3919.21 11757.64 3919.21
-Restricted Density Private Lands 3 [ -1175.76 " -301.92 [ -2561.66 " -853.89
Net Developable Area Private Lands 10581.87 3527.29 9195.98 3065.33
-Other Legislative Density Restrictions on Private Lands ) " 2141.06 " 2141.06
Total Developable Private Lands 5668.35 5206.39
+Bonus Density 0.00 650.82
Total Developable Private Lands with Bonuses 5668.35 5857.21]
+Current Nonconforming Lots Difference " 365.70 " 365.70
Total Potential Dwelling Units FV-3 6034.06 6222.91
Total Land 11919.97
Area in Public Land§ - T
County ~42.970875 118347.0149 272563.2781 2.404819 21146.76376 277657.86341182094 127209 i o~
State " 8.7980173 6.22315 268745.5931 102237.213 2696.293425 34.056175 9522.25 2.31675 4@;
Federal 110.56601 770853.1031 458063.6123 3580644.641 6693.855276 '_ Y 3
Public Lands  162.3349
Restricted Density Areas  Ates 10% For ROW La"i;‘i’::!i‘z"lmv 9% of Zone bus ’jﬂ;’f" Per P”‘eé‘;"é"'e ::):g:nfef Ne Min Lot Size
% Slope
0-25 8328.41 832.8408771 7495.567894 70.8% 0.333333333 2498.522631 130680
25-30 776.86434 77.68643446 699.1779102 6.6% 0.333333333 233.0593034 130680
30-35 629.46212  62.9462119 566.5159071 5.4% 0.333333333 188.8386357 130680
35-40 483.01783 48.30178282 434.7160454 4.1% 0.333333333 144.9053485 130680
Above 40 1539.882  153.9882039 1385.893835 13.1% 0.333333333 461.9646118 130680
11757.635 1175.76351 10581.87159 100.0% 3527.290531
Cluster Restricted Density Areas
% Slope
0-40 10217.75 1021.775306 9195.977756 86.90% 0.333333333 3065.325919
Above 40 1539.882 0 0 13.10% 0 0
11757.635 1021.775306 9195.977756 100.00% 3065.325919
Other Legislative Restrictions
Cluster Subdivisions Dez"’:"a';:”‘ cﬁ:’::[e:l:;‘" Potential Dus Resulting Units Difference
Sheep Creek 4 31.22 12.89 10.40666667 25.00 -14.59
Spring Mountain Ranchettes 49.35 11.67 16.44841598 31.00 -14.55
Spring Mountain Ranchettes #2 16.39 3.76 5.462059994 13.00 -7.54
Reserve at Crimson Ridge Ph 1 127.40 75.03 42.46666667 35.00 7.47
Radford Hills No 5A 25.03 15.88 8.342333333 7.00 1.34
Radford Hills No 5B 2.01 0.00 0.669333333 2.00 —1.33
Radford Hills No 6A 15.98 12.00 5.325666667 3.00 2.33
Trappers Crossing 73.13 48.97 24.376 26.00 -1.62
The Legends 164.61 64.16 54.87065718 41.00 13.87
Basin View 29.92 14.53 9.973333333 8.00 1.97
Le Chalets at Ski Lake Ph1 1.70 0.66 0.566 1.00 -0.43
Le Chalets at Ski Lake Ph2 11.12 4.19 3.705666667 10.00 -6.29
Le Chalets at Ski Lake Ph3 2.07 0.41 0.689333333 2.00 =1L 2]
Le Chalets at Ski Lake Ph4 11.80 4.13 3.933666667 11.00 -7.07
Le Chalets at Ski Lake PhS 7.59 0.79 2.53 8.00 -5.47
Le Chalets at Ski Lake Ph6 15.51 6.15 5.171 14.00 -8.83
Development Agreements
Wolf Creek 40.00 13.00
Powder Mountain 2103.00 701 2800.00 -2099.00
2727.81 275.22 895.9367998 3050.00 -2141.06
Bonus Density
Base Zone UnitS  2169.39
% Cluster Bonus__30.00%
650.81674
Existing Nonconforming LotsDexecl,Z:;?:m Resulting Units ~ Potential Units Difference Average lot size NF;en’cfr:‘f‘mZ;:‘eg
801.88916 633 267.296385 365.703615 1.266807512 6.73%
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Bonus Density
Base Zone Units  2656.99
% Cluster Bonus_30.00%
797.09565

- . Development
Existing Nonconforming Lots  acreage

1123.0242

Resulting Units

829

Potential Units Difference

374.3414037 454.6585963 1.354673355

Average lot size

Percent Zone
Nonconforming

11.47%

Traditional Subdivision Development Cluster Subdivision Development A"E’"a"xﬁna‘:";'”"'“e"‘ Residential Uses Allowed
Acres Potential DU's Acres Potential DU's PRUD ;,e: d‘i:v‘i“:i:)’i FS;’r‘rﬁ'; Two Family Three Family Four Family M‘g“";:n’“;'y D(\f\;:nﬁg Re%\iczgi © EEEEES: Br::ﬂ:s""’lm :%Egze Re;'e :;’gge’ Hotel
AV-3 X X
Total Lands 9794.80 3,264.93 9794.80 3,264.93
-Public Lands -220.26 -73.42 -220.26 -73.42
Sum of Private Lands 9574.54 3191.51 9574.54 3191.51
-Restricted Density Private Lands [ -957.45 " -319.15 [ -1068.69 " -356.23
Net Developable Area Private Lands 8617.09 2872.36 8505.85 2835.28
-Other Legislative Density Restrictions/Provisions " 199.02 " 199.02
Total Developable Private Lands 3071.39 3034.31
+Bonus Density 0.00 " 797.10
Total Developable Private Lands with Bonuses 3071.39 3831.40
+Current Nonconforming Lots Difference " 454.66 " 454.66
Total Potential Dwelling Units AV-3 3526.04 4286.06
Total Land 9794.8
Area in Public Lands
County  62.502282 584502.1207 2138097.299
State  80.198615 407028.3762 35980.60446 3050442.703
Federal 77.554819 1596535.259 1781752.663
Public Lands 220.25572
Restricted Density Areas  Acres 10% For ROW La"i;;:;‘[i‘oenﬁmv % of Zone bus ’iﬂ;ﬁ“ per Pmeg:z:zﬁ:b:’; Ne Min Lot Size
% Slope
0-25 9389.59 938.9587103 8450.628393 98.1% 0.333333333 2816.876131 130680
25-30 61.35745 6.135745 55.221705 0.6% 0.333333333 18.407235 130680
30-35 39.3951 3.93951 35.45559 0.4% 0.333333333 11.81853 130680
35-40 25.63877 2.563877 23.074893 0.3% 0.333333333 7.691631 130680
Above 40 58.56586 5.856586 52.709274 0.6% 0.333333333 17.569758 130680
9574.5443 957.4544283 8617.089855 100.0% 2872.363285
Cluster Restricted Density Areas
% Slope
0-30 9450.9446 945.0944553 8505.850098 98.71% 0.333333333 2835.283366
Above 30 7 123.59973 0 0 1.29% 0 0
9574.5443 945.0944553 8505.850098 100.00% 2835.283366
Other Legislative Restrictions
Cluster Subdivisions DEX’;',?;'S: " c/;::e?e:x::n Potential Units  Resulting Units Difference
North Fork Meadows 29.70 17.97 @ 12.00 -2.10
Bailey Acres Phl 42.15 13.90 14.05 38.00 -23.95
Bailey Acres Ph2 6.94 0.00 2.313333333 10.00 —7169
Sheep Creek 1 60.18 33.37 20.06 54.00 -33.94
Sheep Creek 2 28.01 16.21 9.336666667 25.00 -15.66
Sheep Creek 3 41.67 21.54 13.89 39.00 -25.11
Elk Ridge Estates 23.33 14.73 7.776666667 9.00 -1.22
Aspen Falls 27.54 17.90 9.18 10.00 -0.82
Rivers Edge 14.00 29.68 4.666666667 49.32 -44.65
Eden Hills Sub No. 1 11.92 3.09 3.973852158 10.00 -6.03
Eden Hills Sub No. 2 16.84 2.92 5.613333333 15.00 =) 2]
Eden Hills Sub No. 3 39.05 5.64 13.01666667 36.00 -22.98
Eden Hills Sub No. 4 21.07 5.71 7.024 20.00 -12.98
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
0 0.00
Development Agreement
Wolf Creek 84.74 28.24666667 0.00 28.25
Eagle Ridge 87.75 29.25 50.00 -20.75
534.89 182.66 178.2978522 377.32 -199.02
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Traditional Subdivision Development Cluster Subdivision Development A“*"‘“‘xﬁ&z‘f"’“’“e"’ Residential Uses Allowed
Acres Potential DU's Acres Potential DU's PRUD 595 Cluste] = Single  ; camily Three Family Four Famity Muli-Family  Group Re;m::?; © BBr:kav:gx Bed and c::;ze\ Rec. Lodge/ o)
ubdivisior]  Family Dwelling  Dwelling Noods welling Breakfastinn S0V Resort
Community Sewer  Indiv.. Septic and Community Sewer  Indiv.. Septic and
FR-1 and Water well and Water well X X
Total Lands 1129.06 1,129.06 903.25 1129.06 1,129.06 903.25
-Public Lands -198.17 -198.17 -247.71 -198.17 -198.17 -158.54
Sum of Private Lands 930.89 930.89 655.54 930.89 930.89 744.72
-Restricted Density Private Lands ) [ -93.09 " -370.47 " -537.13 [ -707.40 " -707.40 " -565.92
Net Developable Area Private Lands 837.80 560.42 118.41 223.50 223.50 178.80
-Other Legislative Density Restrictions on Private Lands " -10.75 " -8.20 -10.75 " 0.00
Total Developable Private Lands 549.67 110.21 212.75 178.80
+Bonus Density 0.00 0.00 g 0.00 0.00
Total Developable Private Lands with Bonuses 549.67 110.21 212.75 178.80
+Current Nonconforming Lots Difference 87.17 87.17 87.17 87.17
Total Potential Dwelling Units FR-1 636.84 197.38 299.92 265.97
Total Land 1129.063
Area in Public Lands
County ~ 41.24856 26301.68462 1770485.57
State  11.083934 482816.1835
Federal 145.83632 6352629.973
Public Lands 198.16881
Acres 10% For Row _ Land with 10% rov 96 of Zone DU's Allowed Per Potential DU's of Ne Min Lot Size
Restricted Density Areas Adjustment Acre Developable
% Slope
0-25 164.46 16.44582489 148.012424 17.7% 1 148.012424 43560
25-30 27.84458 2.784458 25.060122 3.0% 0.8712 21.83237829 50000
30-35 27.86181 2.786181 25.075629 3.0% 0.764210526 19.16305964 57000
35-40 28.16565 2.816565 25.349085 3.0% 0.670153846 16.98778681 65000
Above 40 682.5639 68.25639 614.30751 73.3% 0.576953642 354.4269554 75500
930.89419 93.08941889 837.80477 100.0% 560.4226042
Septic and Well Area 0.8 118.4099392
Cluster Restricted Density Areas
% Slope
0-40 248.33 24.83302889 223.49726 26.68% il 223.49726
Above 40 T 682.5639 0 0 73.32% 0 0
930.89419 24.83302889 223.49726 100.00% 223.49726
Septic and Well Area 0.8 178.797808
Other Legislative Restrictions On Septic and Well
Cluster Subdivisions Dexi';"a;‘:m Cﬁf";ang,:u':" Potential Dus Resulting Units Difference Potential DUs Difference
0 0.00 0 0.0
0 0.00 0 0.0
0 0.00 0 0.0q
0 0.00 0 0.09
0 0.00 0 0.09
0 0.00 0 0.09
0 0.00 0 0.09
0 0.00 0 0.09
0 0.00 0 0.09
Development Agreements
Clapier 3.64 0.00 3.64 1.00 2.64 2.912 1.914
Wolf Creek 9.11 ()31 1.00 8.1 7.288 6.29
0 0.00 0 0.09
0 0.00 0 0.09
0 0.00 0 0.09
0 0.00 0 0.09
0 0.00 0 0.09
0 0.00 0 0.09
0 0.00 0 0.0
0 0.00 0 0.0q
0 0.00 0 0.0q
12.75 0.00 12.75 2.00 10.79 10.2 8.2
Bonus Density
Base Zone UnitS  166.05
% Cluster Bonus___0.00%
0
Existing Nonconforming LOtSDEXiI:gpa::nl Resulting Units Potential Units Difference Average lot size Nzen'cfn"t;z:m
24.830909 112 24.830909 87.169091 0.221704545 2.20%














































