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STATED MOTION :
Move to direct staff to update the HDH Proposal as follows:
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Review and consider feedback provided to the planning commission via e-mails,
written comments submitted at the public open houses held July 10 and July
31, 2018, and comments submitted through the “story map”/website related to
the proposed HDH overlay. Staff recommends the planning commission
develop and agree on a process for reviewing the comments and updating the
HDH proposal with the goal of scheduling a public hearing in September to
solicit public comments on a draft ordinance.
BACKGROUND:
All textual comments submitted in relation to the HDH overlay proposal have
been catalogued. Staff attempted to organize comments by theme. Comments
that touch on multiple themes are included in each pertinent grouping. The
identified themes include: Location, Density, Design, Height, Infrastructure,
Affordability Controls, Financing/Cost, Dark Skies, Process, Other Plans/Policies,
and Miscellaneous. In addition to the provided comments, Staff is providing
example illustrations of what an actual development might look like if a
developer utilized the incentives associated with the HDH5, HDH15 and HDH25
districts, respectively.

Story map: High Density Overlays
ATTACHMENT(S):
Compiled feedback
“Massing Study/Illustrations”
Draft HDH overlay proposal (map and code text)

HDH Feedback
Location
Love this, thank you! It still feels like the light pink high density way out in SV is a mistake. I may be
missing something, but why just because the county made a mistake (in my opinion) and built high
density far out in the valley in the '90's should we continue that far out today? The high
infrastructure and water costs as well as vehicle trips to town are inefficient and smoggy. Could we
just leave those in low development until 20 years from now, to see where we are then? By then we
may have more commercial out there.. more places to work NOT in town, etc. Why not "save" this
area for future dev? This seems designed for SITLA development, or something. I mean everything
south of the Arena...thanks!
I am concerned about the large amount of area being considered for the maximum density and
particularly the potential height of buildings. With so much of these areas currently built with 1story houses and roads that are insufficient for much higher density, 45 ft. buildings could seriously
impact adjacent properties and entire neighborhoods in terms of increased traffic, parking issues,
sunlight loss & privacy issues.
I would rather see many of these dark pink areas dropped down to the blue category where you
already have smaller lots and higher density as well as maintaining the rural character in our valley
further from Hwy 191 that so many people value.
As an owner of real estate in Grand County, and someone who hopes to help create solutions to
affordable housing, I am excited about this proposal. My only request is that we provide higher
density opportunities in certain areas. For instance, I own .5 acres of Highway commercial property.
Under the 25 units/acre proposal, it is still more profitable for me to develop short term nightly
rental units (which is not my desire). To get to a point where equal profits are available, and still
provide "affordable" housing (condos at a price of sub $155,000) I would need to get to 36
units/acre. I would suggest a density of this amount to incentive developers to move forward with
these types of developments.
Convey deed restrictions to public!!
NO more than one story houses on SITLA square/rectangle. Access concerns off and onto Hwy 191
Need a road to extend Rimrock to town??
Also NEED more East/West connections on east side of hwy in SV Drive to access hwy
Emphasize required set backs, and buffers when going from low density to higher
What about water? Biggest question and concern code enforcement and water restrictions required
for overlay? No lawns etc.
What about stepping it all down one notch?? Move all bright light, all light pink into blue? Maybe a
bit less to swallow at once?
Planning Commission
Thank you…
Consider SOLAR ACCESS in your consideration for building heights on RIMROCK RD.
30' max?? Would not be a major infringement on our 18 SOLAR PANELS
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What about overall energy increases (please address)
Lighting issues - night sky is already affected
Water is an issue - enough?
Bought here (on Lemon Ln) because rural and remote
No more than 1 story houses. 3 Story condos are causing houses rather than cliff walls to be
obscured
Nobody monitors light ordinances now! This will get out of hand.
Need to have higher density in area HDH25a
1) Water is already a critical problem.
2) We already need traffic lights at the junction of Lemon Lane and 191 to turn left toward Moab
3) Residents of Lemon Lane value their privacy and were required to maintain 1 acre lots. Will these
proposed homes be 1 acre lots?
Thank you for all your work. I truly think you are on the right track, and think the east side of the
valley needs more MFR.
It was a pleasure meeting you yesterday at the High Density Overlay Open House yesterday. I just
wanted to tell you again how impressed I am by the work you have done on this proposal to date.
You have thoughtfully combined all of the information at hand into a feasible first step to solutions
for the housing crisis in Moab. Yesterday was a great move toward getting the approval that will be
required to get it passed.
We do hope to be one of the small local developers to provide some of the essential housing that we
need. In particular, my father, fiancé and I are under contract on a 1.4 Acre property at 1187 & 1189
Murphy Lane. Per this screenshot, we are currently JUST outside the proposed overlay. Although this
property has challenges (don’t they all?), we believe that the site has strong potential for a small
housing project. I hope you will take into consideration adding us, and the property just below us,
into the overlay so we may further pursue a local housing development and approvals in the future.
As I mentioned, I am more than happy to help with your efforts in any way possible. I hope you will
contact me if there is anything I can do.
While I understand affordable housing is a nationwide problem (not just isolated to Moab), I find
that having a 45-ft height limit in much of the south end of town and along the highway to be
unacceptable. Having grown up in a large city, and being an architect and having studied urban
planning, I know that he building "canyons" will be detrimental towards views, solar rights, and will
lead to an unfortunate "ghettoization" in those areas. Even in places like Chicago, three floors above
grade is the usual limit for neighborhoods. Please look at some studies of "projects" in Chicago and
elsewhere that show that the further above the ground the residence, the less control parents and
others have with what happens at ground level. Most low-rise (three stories only) are more
successful than high-rise projects (which a building of 45 feet would be considered). Please eliminate
the 25a option from your consideration.
40 foot tall buildings should not be allowed next to regular residential neighbors. People can have no
yards, if they so choose, but putting these monstrosities in next to established homes is just wrong.
There IS plenty of land further up the valley. Let San Juan County have the density. (12 likes)
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There’s plenty of room at the south end of the valley, stacking people on top of each other, will not
help the quality of life in Grand county! (8 likes)
We already live in crowded subdivision that is next to businesses along the 191. PLEASE no more!
There is too much noise and traffic. When planning future homes, not sure where they will go but
our experience here is that the Holyoak road is being used (and abused) by people trying to pass
through to Hyway, VIA Holyoak so ACCESS ROADS and BUFFERS NEED TO BE INCORPORATED WHERE
BUSINESSES ARE CLOSE TO RESIDENTIAL, and they need to COMPLY with CODES about
lighting/noise! MAKE TRAFFIC GO AROUND HOUSING NOT THROUGH IT! The roads are affected, the
sewers, the normal access is being pushed to limit, without INSIGHT and CARE in PLANNING! PLANT
LOTS & LOTS OF TREES FOR EVERY NEW DEVELOPMENT!
I find this study to be admirable in effort but I have some reservations. I appreciate looking at areas
where increased density in residential buildings would promote affordable housing for local
residents. However, I am troubled that there is no reference to improving the infrastructure to
support the increased density. There is no mention to improvements to Spanish Valley Drive as a lot
of the increased density would be using that road. I realize that once some of the development is in
place, that future commercial development could happen, such as a grocery store, elementary
school, parks, restaurants, etc. so locals don't have to travel to downtown Moab for services. There
needs to be a "South Moab" developed. And, with San Juan County's plans on developing the south
end of Spanish Valley, what about the additional traffic on Hwy 191? To me this study is only half of
what is needed to have a bigger picture of the future of Spanish Valley.
Stay out of San Juan County Spanish Valley clean up the mess you've created in Grand County most
of the 191 is a filthy looking embarrassing junkyard getting worse daily clean that up! Build
affordable housing not low income that just brings more crime. Invest in cleanliness and organization
in your county don't tread on my county to line your pockets $$$$$👎👎
Holyoak area is dense enough as it is. Housing has sprung all around the Holyoak area for years. The
argument that the mass of HD’s should be located no more than 4.3 miles from the heart of
downtown doesn’t make sense to me. Hdh should be located on the south highway.
Holyoak is already a very dense neighborhood, perhaps more than any other area. Bus service is
coming to Moab. That will help with congestion somewhat but it’s a mess anyway we do it now.
Stages of development with areas that would entail the least impact on existing neighborhoods
being highest priority, would honor the intentions of those who desire the R1 A1 space. Without
prioritizing with stages of development that can play out, making projections into future needs is all
theoretical and not based upon reality.
Several parcels in the proposal are SITLA parcels, have they indicated if they'll participate or not?
Many parcels backup to existing residences and neighborhoods…will there be larger setbacks, open
space, view restrictions to protect current residents?
Maximum/limited dwelling prices should be used for some parcels
Nice to develop 191 instead of Murphy?
I appreciate the locations of your selected densities. I question the potential of oversupply of deeded
primary residences. That requirement may need to be flexible in time.
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I attended the open house last night and wanted to share my comments with you. I am not against
creating more affordable housing. We need affordable housing. I just feel that the over lay the way
it is currently presented is way too much. Meaning first step might to look at developing the HDH
along the 191 corridor where there is currently infrastructure to support it and it would bring
minimal impact to existing neighborhoods... I feel that the County council needs to first change the
land use code to stop all development of Nightly rentals, condo's, and hotels along the corridor
which would the open the way to support the development of affordable housing. Also, We don't
have a handle on how much water is available in our valley. The HDH was developed before San
Juan County dropped their bomb of building a 6000 person town in South Valley, before there were
16 new hotels planned, and before a 320 acre University campus was approved. Plus we are in a
severe drought. Also In the proposed HDH I also do not like the way of building up with high story
structures and how that would impact existing neighbors. I just moved from Orchard Villa, and the
Entrada development has blocked the sun on the town house where I had lived.
Thank you for letting me give voice to my concerns.
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Density
I am concerned about the large amount of area being considered for the maximum density and
particularly the potential height of buildings. With so much of these areas currently built with 1-story
houses and roads that are insufficient for much higher density, 45 ft. buildings could seriously impact
adjacent properties and entire neighborhoods in terms of increased traffic, parking issues, sunlight loss
& privacy issues.
I would rather see many of these dark pink areas dropped down to the blue category where you
already have smaller lots and higher density as well as maintaining the rural character in our valley
further from Hwy 191 that so many people value.
Good afternoon JD. As an owner of real estate in Grand County, and someone who hopes to help
create solutions to affordable housing, I am excited about this proposal. My only request is that we
provide higher density opportunities in certain areas. For instance, I own .5 acres of Highway
commercial property. Under the 25 units/acre proposal, it is still more profitable for me to develop
short term nightly rental units (which is not my desire). To get to a point where equal profits are
available, and still provide "affordable" housing (condos at a price of sub $155,000) I would need to get
to 36 units/acre. I would suggest a density of this amount to incentive developers to move forward
with these types of developments.
Convey deed restrictions to public!!
NO more than one story houses on SITLA square/rectangle. Access concerns off and onto Hwy 191
Need a road to extend Rimrock to town??
Also NEED more East/West connections on east side of hwy in SV Drive to access hwy
Emphasize required setbacks, and buffers when going from low density to higher
What about water? Biggest question and concern code enforcement and water restrictions required
for overlay? No lawns etc.
What about stepping it all down one notch?? Move all bright light, all light pink into blue? Maybe a bit
less to swallow at once?
Need to have higher density in area HDH25a
1) Water is already a critical problem.
2) We already need traffic lights at the junction of Lemon Lane and 191 to turn left toward Moab
3) Residents of Lemon Lane value their privacy and were required to maintain 1 acre lots. Will these
proposed homes be 1 acre lots?
While I understand affordable housing is a nationwide problem (not just isolated to Moab), I find that
having a 45-ft height limit in much of the south end of town and along the highway to be unacceptable.
Having grown up in a large city, and being an architect and having studied urban planning, I know that
he building "canyons" will be detrimental towards views, solar rights, and will lead to an unfortunate
"ghettoization" in those areas. Even in places like Chicago, three floors above grade is the usual limit
for neighborhoods. Please look at some studies of "projects" in Chicago and elsewhere that show that
the further above the ground the residence, the less control parents and others have with what
happens at ground level. Most low-rise (three stories only) are more successful than high-rise projects
(which a building of 45 feet would be considered). Please eliminate the 25a option from your
consideration.
There’s plenty of room at the south end of the valley, stacking people on top of each other, will not
help the quality of life in Grand county! (8 likes)
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We already live in crowded subdivision that is next to businesses along the 191. PLEASE no more!
There is too much noise and traffic. When planning future homes, not sure where they will go but our
experience here is that the Holyoak road is being used (and abused) by people trying to pass through
to Hyway, VIA Holyoak so ACCESS ROADS and BUFFERS NEED TO BE INCORPORATED WHERE
BUSINESSES ARE CLOSE TO RESIDENTIAL, and they need to COMPLY with CODES about lighting/noise!
MAKE TRAFFIC GO AROUND HOUSING NOT THROUGH IT! The roads are affected, the sewers, the
normal access is being pushed to limit, without INSIGHT and CARE in PLANNING! PLANT LOTS & LOTS
OF TREES FOR EVERY NEW DEVELOPMENT!
Holyoak area is dense enough as it is. Housing has sprung all around the Holyoak area for years. The
argument that the mass of HD’s should be located no more than 4.3 miles from the heart of downtown
doesn’t make sense to me. Hdh should be located on the south highway
Holyoak is already a very dense neighborhood, perhaps more than any other area. Bus service is
coming to Moab. That will help with congestion somewhat but it’s a mess anyway we do it now.
You may have problems trying to get the lower density product (5-10 u/ac) work. At 5 u/ac you would
be doing single family homes/lots. A developer would need to be careful with “spec” inventory homes
if they are building them out. If they are selling lots, they should probably be OK assuming the demand
is there for custom builds and self-builds. If you go to 10-15 u/ac you would more than likely be doing
an attached product which may involve additional risk of needing to construct “buildings” at a time,
but if they got in a pinch could use the 20% if they couldn’t sell a unit or two in a 6-plex.
I am not in favor of the High Density Housing proposal. If you have ever been in Eastern U.S. cities, you
may have noticed that high density housing tends to create slums. That is never the plan, but it is
almost inevitable. Human beings in close concentration create waste and chaos. When there is no
open/green space, there is seldom pride of ownership, at least in our current society. Those of us who
weren't born here, chose Moab in great part because of its open, rural feel.
I originally favored the plan because it seemed a way to possibly get a handle on our low-income
housing shortage, but as I read the current proposal, I don't see that aspect presented. This just feels
like another cave-in to developers without consideration of our quality of life: pack as many people as
possible into the space in order to maximize profits. If the trade-off was affordable housing, it might be
worth it, but as it is, I would appreciate the council considering rejecting this proposition.

Nice "slideshow"! One of your slides summed up the philosophy rather well: "a voluntary, incentivebased program, the high density residential overlay will not be used on every eligible parcel, and likely
will not be used on the vast majority of eligible parcels. With this in mind, the focus in drawing the
overlay is to allow as many areas as it is appropriate the opportunity to construct more housing."
Although it may not seem likely now, I'm concerned that if we do such extensive high density zoning,
with no sideboards for maximum allowable houses in each zone, that we could end up with a very
crowded valley eventually. I am also very concerned about over-allocating our limited water with
development (especially with hotels! Although that's another topic...) but I suppose the water issue is
something that would be addressed through approval/ denial of specific building permits?
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Change density in phases
Reduce heights all around
Where are the open space set-asides?
Hotel and nightly rental high-rise MORATORIUM
With high density there needs to be some open spaces for children to play, to keep them from playing
in the streets
As a born and raised local I think higher density is overdue.
We can't have a thriving economy/workforce if we have no housing. This is a must do!! Thank you.
1) Water is already a critical resource in Grand County. Development should be calibrated to water
resources in drought year.
2) Increased density will create dangerous traffic conditions on Hwy 191. Can only occur if frequent
traffic lights on Hwy 191 are placed
3) High density increases noise and decreases security. It will destroy the ability to enjoy the homes we
have created.
Due to the limited supply of water, I am greatly concerned about the proposal to increase density in
unincorporated Grand County. The current density levels are not sustainable as we move toward
buildout. I can only support an increase in density in certain zones when there is a corresponding
"down zone" of other areas to ensure the County does not over-build beyond what our water supply
can support. I believe it will also be found that the burgeoning growth in the number of nightly
accommodations has and will sap our water supply. No growth without proof of water. The end result
will likely mean less density overall across the county to accommodate a few blocks of tight density.
Any increased density should only be in the highway commercial zone and not in the existing
residential neighborhoods.
Everyone should go and support this!
It needs to pass. The only way we get affordable housing is with high density. If you can only build one
house per $100,000 acre. The valley will never be affordable. (3 Likes)
I believe that 80/20 for locals will prevent quality development. Lots of the primary rental houses in
Moab are bought as investments by non-locals. I'm a believer in incentives for locals to buy, not deed
restrictions for owners. We have empty nesters in too large of houses in Grand County that would like
smaller homes, less overhead. Which would free up large family homes. This is a good process to try to
help local, working, county people. I would prefer valley wide up zoning, 1 acre zoning does not work
for the anyone except the high end property owner. Most of the 1 acre lots in Spanish Valley could
accommodate another home or two.

We support the county's direction in applying the higher density to properties in Spanish Valley. The
higher density provides lower income housing possibilities that are needed for many living in the Moab
area. We do feel the zoning should be geared toward primary residential homes, not rentals or second
homes.
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I can't help but reflect upon efforts by the community (in past years' General Plans) to state a strong
preference for preserving the rural character and agricultural element of Moab. I remember when
ridge line development was frowned upon, even regulated. The quality of the air and access to public
lands have been seen as assets for choosing to retire here. None of the numerous citizen efforts to
maintain local community quality of life seem to gain traction with regard to developing this special
place beyond carrying capacity. The density increase as proposed is way overdone, invasive to
neighborhoods, and heavily reliant on developer incentives.
Aside from overtaxing aging sewer trunk lines, this plan, together with plans to build out Southern
Spanish Valley, is entirely optimistic about future water resources, given the likelihood of increasing
periods of drought. This year's prolonged drought should be a good reminder of that issue.
So, rather than criticize, let me ask why we need to beg developers to do something we could do for
ourselves. I envision incentivizing a contractual arrangement between those looking for housing and
current year round residents with enough property to add an additional structure, such as the type
currently popping up for overnight rental, or a TRAILER. The incoming county attorney will certainly be
able to craft language waiving impact fees, assuring that no short term rentals occur, and imposing
fees for violating the intent to provide affordable housing for local workers. Rent control may sound
like government overreach, but not when contractually agreed to. No developers would be required.
Separate contracts for landowner-owned structures and renter-owned structures would be required,
as well as verification of adequate utilities and sewer connection. I know trailer parks are out of favor,
but in the above context, I'm reminded that no one would get away with overnight rentals, because
their neighbors would certainly notice!
Thank you for the opportunity to express an alternative to the current plan, and for taking the time to
consider it. I've read the current plan is only one of the "tools in the box" referring to providing
affordable housing. Maybe other" tools " would better serve the community.
Whoever came up with this idea must not understand what it cost to build in this town. If I add a
dwelling to my property, the cost to build it would not justify me being able to rent it at a low cost to a
local. Especially since most of us have a hard time paying our own mortgages, trying to find a way to
qualify for more money or a bigger loan is not a possibility for most of us to add 1 to 4 more units to
our properties. We have looked into it. People already can add 1,000 ft extra dwelling to their property
and most people don’t even do that. So obviously people are not interested in this. If the empty lot
next to us ends up with 4 or 5 units on it. We are leaving this town.
Write letters to the city and county councils and to the newspaper editors. This is a terrific forum and
there is realistic opposition to the proposed huge density changes but we MUST make our feelings
known to those we elected to represent us.
I am a life-long local of Moab. Properties affected by this proposal are directly across the street from
my home. I will be very affected by this, and I fully support it!
Simply put: without density, we can't have affordability. We all have to sacrifice.
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I think density is a great idea, especially since Moab has historically had a boom/bust economy.
Bringing in people/businesses would increase the longevity of the town. ADUs might be a great way to
increase density and increase rental opportunities too. I think design requirements would be good for
new commercial buildings to keep the character of the town, but I think residential design
requirements would be incredibly limiting. With a housing crisis we need innovation and creativity so I
would be careful not to put too many restrictions. Also have you considered a different way to present
a plan like this? I think the word density scares some people but can be a really good thing. Just food
for thought. :)
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Design
Convey deed restrictions to public!!
NO more than one story houses on SITLA square/rectangle. Access concerns off and onto Hwy 191
Need a road to extend Rimrock to town??
Also NEED more East/West connections on east side of hwy in SV Drive to access hwy
Emphasize required setbacks, and buffers when going from low density to higher
What about water? Biggest question and concern code enforcement and water restrictions required for
overlay? No lawns etc.
What about stepping it all down one notch?? Move all bright light, all light pink into blue? Maybe a bit
less to swallow at once?
While I understand affordable housing is a nationwide problem (not just isolated to Moab), I find that
having a 45-ft height limit in much of the south end of town and along the highway to be unacceptable.
Having grown up in a large city, and being an architect and having studied urban planning, I know that he
building "canyons" will be detrimental towards views, solar rights, and will lead to an unfortunate
"ghettoization" in those areas. Even in places like Chicago, three floors above grade is the usual limit for
neighborhoods. Please look at some studies of "projects" in Chicago and elsewhere that show that the
further above the ground the residence, the less control parents and others have with what happens at
ground level. Most low-rise (three stories only) are more successful than high-rise projects (which a
building of 45 feet would be considered). Please eliminate the 25a option from your consideration.
We already live in crowded subdivision that is next to businesses along the 191. PLEASE no more! There
is too much noise and traffic. When planning future homes, not sure where they will go but our
experience here is that the Holyoak road is being used (and abused) by people trying to pass through to
Hyway, VIA Holyoak so ACCESS ROADS and BUFFERS NEED TO BE INCORPORATED WHERE BUSINESSES
ARE CLOSE TO RESIDENTIAL, and they need to COMPLY with CODES about lighting/noise! MAKE TRAFFIC
GO AROUND HOUSING NOT THROUGH IT! The roads are affected, the sewers, the normal access is being
pushed to limit, without INSIGHT and CARE in PLANNING! PLANT LOTS & LOTS OF TREES FOR EVERY NEW
DEVELOPMENT!
I am not in favor of the High Density Housing proposal. If you have ever been in Eastern U.S. cities, you
may have noticed that high density housing tends to create slums. That is never the plan, but it is almost
inevitable. Human beings in close concentration create waste and chaos. When there is no open/green
space, there is seldom pride of ownership, at least in our current society. Those of us who weren't born
here, chose Moab in great part because of its open, rural feel.
I originally favored the plan because it seemed a way to possibly get a handle on our low-income housing
shortage, but as I read the current proposal, I don't see that aspect presented. This just feels like another
cave-in to developers without consideration of our quality of life: pack as many people as possible into
the space in order to maximize profits. If the trade-off was affordable housing, it might be worth it, but
as it is, I would appreciate the council considering rejecting this proposition.
Change density in phases
Reduce heights all around
Where are the open space set-asides?
Hotel and nightly rental high-rise MORATORIUM
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With high density there needs to be some open spaces for children to play, to keep them from playing in
the streets
I think density is a great idea, especially since Moab has historically had a boom/bust economy. Bringing
in people/businesses would increase the longevity of the town. ADUs might be a great way to increase
density and increase rental opportunities too. I think design requirements would be good for new
commercial buildings to keep the character of the town, but I think residential design requirements
would be incredibly limiting. With a housing crisis we need innovation and creativity so I would be careful
not to put too many restrictions. Also have you considered a different way to present a plan like this? I
think the word density scares some people but can be a really good thing. Just food for thought. :)
Planning Commission
Thank you…
Consider SOLAR ACCESS in your consideration for building heights on RIMROCK RD.
30' max?? Would not be a major infringement on our 18 SOLAR PANELS
40 foot tall buildings should not be allowed next to regular residential neighbors. People can have no
yards, if they so choose, but putting these monstrosities in next to established homes is just wrong.
There IS plenty of land further up the valley. Let San Juan County have the density. (12 likes)
Several parcels in the proposal are SITLA parcels, have they indicated if they'll participate or not?
Many parcels backup to existing residences and neighborhoods…will there be larger setbacks, open
space, view restrictions to protect current residents?
Maximum/limited dwelling prices should be used for some parcels
Please make this proposal more visual for those who aren't able to see:
1) What does 1 biggest allowed house look like in 1, 1/2 house per acre?
2) Take same lot and show what 5 units per acre HDH development that is 35' high
3) Same lot with 10 then 15 then 25 units per acre w/ heights of 35' and 45' maximums
Thank you
Thank you for your impressive work, JD especially. I'm excited about this work and need to spend more
time reviewing. Initially, I appreciate you've taking into account solar access. If you haven't already, to
the extent these would be applicable, please also consider viewshed and lighting (night sky) protections,
and thinking ahead to providing for wildlife and transit corridor (especially bikes). Thanks!
It’s a good idea if you don’t mind having no yard. (2 likes)
(Reply to above) Many people don’t want a yard to tend. Moab definitely needs more diversity in
housing options. (3 Likes)
There needs to be an architectural code first.
Too many ugly metal buildings here already. (6 likes)
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Thanks for all your work to make our little valley a better place to live.
My main comment in regards to the proposed high density housing overlay proposition is that WE NEED
A COUNTY WIDE ARCHITECTURAL CODE very first. Please do all you can to make that happen soon.
Why can’t we be the “Atomic Architecture” capital of the world? After all, we were the Uranium Capital
of the World.
p.s. enough metal buildings already. Please NO more.
I am in support of the proposal. Higher density encourages walking and biking for smaller trips which will
help mitigated traffic in the long run.
Developers should be required to contribute to bike infrastructure.
Design guidelines should be introduced in order to preserve the character of this special place.
Dark night Sky
Bike Lane
Traffic
191 Corridor
Gas Line Easements for bike lanes
Thank you
Has there been any design functions done to see the impact 45' height restrictions on the hwy wou8ld
impose? Important to "see" what impact that will have to the surroundings. However, I support
increased height restrictions.
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Height
While I understand affordable housing is a nationwide problem (not just isolated to Moab), I find that
having a 45-ft height limit in much of the south end of town and along the highway to be unacceptable.
Having grown up in a large city, and being an architect and having studied urban planning, I know that
he building "canyons" will be detrimental towards views, solar rights, and will lead to an unfortunate
"ghettoization" in those areas. Even in places like Chicago, three floors above grade is the usual limit for
neighborhoods. Please look at some studies of "projects" in Chicago and elsewhere that show that the
further above the ground the residence, the less control parents and others have with what happens at
ground level. Most low-rise (three stories only) are more successful than high-rise projects (which a
building of 45 feet would be considered). Please eliminate the 25a option from your consideration.
Change density in phases
Reduce heights all around
Where are the open space set-asides?
Hotel and nightly rental high-rise MORATORIUM
Planning Commission
Thank you…
Consider SOLAR ACCESS in your consideration for building heights on RIMROCK RD.
30' max?? Would not be a major infringement on our 18 SOLAR PANELS
40 foot tall buildings should not be allowed next to regular residential neighbors. People can have no
yards, if they so choose, but putting these monstrosities in next to established homes is just wrong.
There IS plenty of land further up the valley. Let San Juan County have the density. (12 likes)
Please make this proposal more visual for those who aren't able to see:
1) What does 1 biggest allowed house look like in 1, 1/2 house per acre?
2) Take same lot and show what 5 units per acre HDH development that is 35' high
3) Same lot with 10 then 15 then 25 units per acre w/ heights of 35' and 45' maximums
Thank you
Has there been any design functions done to see the impact 45' height restrictions on the hwy wou8ld
impose? Important to "see" what impact that will have to the surroundings. However, I support
increased height restrictions.
I am concerned about the large amount of area being considered for the maximum density and
particularly the potential height of buildings. With so much of these areas currently built with 1-story
houses and roads that are insufficient for much higher density, 45 ft. buildings could seriously impact
adjacent properties and entire neighborhoods in terms of increased traffic, parking issues, sunlight loss
& privacy issues.
I would rather see many of these dark pink areas dropped down to the blue category where you already
have smaller lots and higher density as well as maintaining the rural character in our valley further from
Hwy 191 that so many people value.
What about overall energy increases (please address)
Lighting issues - night sky is already affected
Water is an issue - enough?
Bought here (on Lemon Ln) because rural and remote
No more than 1 story houses. 3 Story condos are causing houses rather than cliff walls to be obscured
Nobody monitors light ordinances now! This will get out of hand.
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I attended the open house last night and wanted to share my comments with you. I am not against
creating more affordable housing. We need affordable housing. I just feel that the over lay the way it is
currently presented is way too much. Meaning first step might to look at developing the HDH along the
191 corridor where there is currently infrastructure to support it and it would bring minimal impact to
existing neighborhoods... I feel that the County council needs to first change the land use code to stop
all development of Nightly rentals, condo's, and hotels along the corridor which would the open the
way to support the development of affordable housing. Also, We don't have a handle on how much
water is available in our valley. The HDH was developed before San Juan County dropped their bomb of
building a 6000 person town in South Valley, before there were 16 new hotels planned, and before a
320 acre University campus was approved. Plus we are in a severe drought. Also In the proposed HDH
I also do not like the way of building up with high story structures and how that would impact existing
neighbors. I just moved from Orchard Villa, and the Entrada development has blocked the sun on the
town house where I had lived. Thank you for letting me give voice to my concerns.
I support the idea of higher density in some of the currently undeveloped areas. I would like to see the
height restrictions decreased to 3 story max in the highest density areas. Deed restrictions to ensure
that housing is for full time workers/residents I do support.
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Infrastructure
I am concerned about the large amount of area being considered for the maximum density and
particularly the potential height of buildings. With so much of these areas currently built with 1-story
houses and roads that are insufficient for much higher density, 45 ft. buildings could seriously impact
adjacent properties and entire neighborhoods in terms of increased traffic, parking issues, sunlight loss
& privacy issues.
I would rather see many of these dark pink areas dropped down to the blue category where you
already have smaller lots and higher density as well as maintaining the rural character in our valley
further from Hwy 191 that so many people value.
What about overall energy increases (please address)
Lighting issues - night sky is already affected
Water is an issue - enough?
Bought here (on Lemon Ln) because rural and remote
No more than 1 story houses. 3 Story condos are causing houses rather than cliff walls to be obscured
Nobody monitors light ordinances now! This will get out of hand.
I attended the open house last night and wanted to share my comments with you. I am not against
creating more affordable housing. We need affordable housing. I just feel that the over lay the way it
is currently presented is way too much. Meaning first step might to look at developing the HDH along
the 191 corridor where there is currently infrastructure to support it and it would bring minimal impact
to existing neighborhoods... I feel that the County council needs to first change the land use code to
stop all development of Nightly rentals, condo's, and hotels along the corridor which would the open
the way to support the development of affordable housing. Also, We don't have a handle on how much
water is available in our valley. The HDH was developed before San Juan County dropped their bomb
of building a 6000 person town in South Valley, before there were 16 new hotels planned, and before a
320 acre University campus was approved. Plus we are in a severe drought. Also In the proposed HDH
I also do not like the way of building up with high story structures and how that would impact existing
neighbors. I just moved from Orchard Villa, and the Entrada development has blocked the sun on the
town house where I had lived.
Thank you for letting me give voice to my concerns.
Convey deed restrictions to public!!
NO more than one story houses on SITLA square/rectangle. Access concerns off and onto Hwy 191
Need a road to extend Rimrock to town??
Also NEED more East/West connections on east side of hwy in SV Drive to access hwy
Emphasize required setbacks, and buffers when going from low density to higher
What about water? Biggest question and concern code enforcement and water restrictions required
for overlay? No lawns etc.
What about stepping it all down one notch?? Move all bright light, all light pink into blue? Maybe a bit
less to swallow at once?
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We already live in crowded subdivision that is next to businesses along the 191. PLEASE no more!
There is too much noise and traffic. When planning future homes, not sure where they will go but our
experience here is that the Holyoak road is being used (and abused) by people trying to pass through
to Hyway, VIA Holyoak so ACCESS ROADS and BUFFERS NEED TO BE INCORPORATED WHERE
BUSINESSES ARE CLOSE TO RESIDENTIAL, and they need to COMPLY with CODES about lighting/noise!
MAKE TRAFFIC GO AROUND HOUSING NOT THROUGH IT! The roads are affected, the sewers, the
normal access is being pushed to limit, without INSIGHT and CARE in PLANNING! PLANT LOTS & LOTS
OF TREES FOR EVERY NEW DEVELOPMENT!
Thank you for your impressive work, JD especially. I'm excited about this work and need to spend more
time reviewing. Initially, I appreciate you've taking into account solar access. If you haven't already, to
the extent these would be applicable, please also consider viewshed and lighting (night sky)
protections, and thinking ahead to providing for wildlife and transit corridor (especially bikes). Thanks!
I am in support of the proposal. Higher density encourages walking and biking for smaller trips which
will help mitigated traffic in the long run.
Developers should be required to contribute to bike infrastructure.
Design guidelines should be introduced in order to preserve the character of this special place.
Dark night Sky
Bike Lane
Traffic
191 Corridor
Gas Line Easements for bike lanes
Thank you
1) Water is already a critical problem.
2) We already need traffic lights at the junction of Lemon Lane and 191 to turn left toward Moab
3) Residents of Lemon Lane value their privacy and were required to maintain 1 acre lots. Will these
proposed homes be 1 acre lots?
Holyoak area is dense enough as it is. Housing has sprung all around the Holyoak area for years. The
argument that the mass of HD’s should be located no more than 4.3 miles from the heart of downtown
doesn’t make sense to me. Hdh should be located on the south highway
Holyoak is already a very dense neighborhood, perhaps more than any other area. Bus service is
coming to Moab. That will help with congestion somewhat but it’s a mess anyway we do it now.
Nice "slideshow"! One of your slides summed up the philosophy rather well: "a voluntary, incentivebased program, the high density residential overlay will not be used on every eligible parcel, and likely
will not be used on the vast majority of eligible parcels. With this in mind, the focus in drawing the
overlay is to allow as many areas as it is appropriate the opportunity to construct more housing."
Although it may not seem likely now, I'm concerned that if we do such extensive high density zoning,
with no sideboards for maximum allowable houses in each zone, that we could end up with a very
crowded valley eventually. I am also very concerned about over-allocating our limited water with
development (especially with hotels! Although that's another topic...) but I suppose the water issue is
something that would be addressed through approval/ denial of specific building permits?
1) Water is already a critical resource in Grand County. Development should be calibrated to water
resources in drought year.
2) Increased density will create dangerous traffic conditions on Hwy 191. Can only occur if frequent
traffic lights on Hwy 191 are placed
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3) High density increases noise and decreases security. It will destroy the ability to enjoy the homes we
have created.
Due to the limited supply of water, I am greatly concerned about the proposal to increase density in
unincorporated Grand County. The current density levels are not sustainable as we move toward
buildout. I can only support an increase in density in certain zones when there is a corresponding
"down zone" of other areas to ensure the County does not over-build beyond what our water supply
can support. I believe it will also be found that the burgeoning growth in the number of nightly
accommodations has and will sap our water supply. No growth without proof of water. The end result
will likely mean less density overall across the county to accommodate a few blocks of tight density.
Any increased density should only be in the highway commercial zone and not in the existing
residential neighborhoods.
I can't help but reflect upon efforts by the community (in past years' General Plans) to state a strong
preference for preserving the rural character and agricultural element of Moab. I remember when
ridge line development was frowned upon, even regulated. The quality of the air and access to public
lands have been seen as assets for choosing to retire here. None of the numerous citizen efforts to
maintain local community quality of life seem to gain traction with regard to developing this special
place beyond carrying capacity. The density increase as proposed is way overdone, invasive to
neighborhoods, and heavily reliant on developer incentives. Aside from overtaxing aging sewer trunk
lines, this plan, together with plans to build out Southern Spanish Valley, is entirely optimistic about
future water resources, given the likelihood of increasing periods of drought. This year's prolonged
drought should be a good reminder of that issue.So, rather than criticize, let me ask why we need to
beg developers to do something we could do for ourselves. I envision incentivizing a contractual
arrangement between those looking for housing and current year round residents with enough
property to add an additional structure, such as the type currently popping up for overnight rental, or a
TRAILER. The incoming county attorney will certainly be able to craft language waiving impact fees,
assuring that no short term rentals occur, and imposing fees for violating the intent to provide
affordable housing for local workers. Rent control may sound like government overreach, but not
when contractually agreed to. No developers would be required. Separate contracts for landownerowned structures and renter-owned structures would be required, as well as verification of adequate
utilities and sewer connection. I know trailer parks are out of favor, but in the above context, I'm
reminded that no one would get away with overnight rentals, because their neighbors would certainly
notice! Thank you for the opportunity to express an alternative to the current plan, and for taking the
time to consider it. I've read the current plan is only one of the "tools in the box" referring to providing
affordable housing. Maybe other" tools " would better serve the community.
Love this, thank you! It still feels like the light pink high density way out in SV is a mistake. I may be
missing something, but why just because the county made a mistake (in my opinion) and built high
density far out in the valley in the '90's should we continue that far out today? The high infrastructure
and water costs as well as vehicle trips to town are inefficient and smoggy. Could we just leave those in
low development until 20 years from now, to see where we are then? By then we may have more
commercial out there.. more places to work NOT in town, etc. Why not "save" this area for future dev?
This seems designed for SITLA development, or something. I mean everything south of the
Arena...thanks!
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I find this study to be admirable in effort but I have some reservations. I appreciate looking at areas
where increased density in residential buildings would promote affordable housing for local residents.
However, I am troubled that there is no reference to improving the infrastructure to support the
increased density. There is no mention to improvements to Spanish Valley Drive as a lot of the
increased density would be using that road. I realize that once some of the development is in place,
that future commercial development could happen, such as a grocery store, elementary school, parks,
restaurants, etc. so locals don't have to travel to downtown Moab for services. There needs to be a
"South Moab" developed. And, with San Juan County's plans on developing the south end of Spanish
Valley, what about the additional traffic on Hwy 191? To me this study is only half of what is needed to
have a bigger picture of the future of Spanish Valley.
Nice to develop 191 instead of Murphy?
The following topics need to be presented to the public at the open houses before adding more high
density overlays for development in Grand County.1. Success of approximately 10-year-old “High
Density Overlays” around Government Building near Resource Blvd north to Moab City. Has the
approximately 10-year-old overlay for increased density in the Resource Blvd. area of Grand County
been successful in providing affordable housing? A. If successful in providing affordable house, why do
we you need more overlays.B. If not successful in providing affordable housing why will the new
proposal be an improvement?1. Available Water for High Density DevelopmentGWSSA was given their
second or third allocation of 500-acre feet of water by the Utah Division of Water Rights over 5 years
ago. GWSSA will have to apply for approval of a third allocation in the near future. The water is
available in the Glen Canyon Aquifer per the USGS study. However!!!!!!!A. How many more equivalent
housing units can be built before GWSSA has to apply to the state for another water allocation?
GWSSA needs to include in this analysis of available water the approximate 300 ERUs sold to SITLA
when the water system was completed and the projected water requirements of our new University.B.
The USGS study says we have approximately 6000-acre feet of water available in the Glen Canyon
Aquifer. GWSSA has water rights for a small part of the available water. Moab City has much older
water rights and owns the largest portion of available water. Moab City will certainly protest any
request by GWSSA for another allocation. How much of the 6000 acre does GWSSA owned based on
the age of their current water rights.? How many ERUs can the county approve based on their share of
the available 6000 acre feet? What will GWSSA do if Moab City prevents future allocations of water?C.
The available 6000-acre feet of water from the USGS study will not build out the Moab Valley if we
increase density of construction. The county needs to look at alternative sources of water for
development before increasing the density of housing in the valley. Alternative sources are available
but will cost an unknown millions of dollars. Approving high density development without water
sources for other land owners means many land owners will not be able to develop their property in
the future or the cost of water for the future developments will be very high.How many acres in the
valley will not have water for development in the future if we increase the density today based on
current water rights and sources?
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The increase in density proposal does not require that affordable housing is constructed. The proposal
assumes that building house for only primary residents will result in affordable housing. This
assumption has several problems. The following questions need to be answered or this proposal is the
dream of every outside or local developer.
1. Who in the county will be responsible to guarantee that the housing will not be resold five or ten
years later as second or third homes to wealthy people?
2. Who in the county will be responsible to verify that the first buyers are not buying a second home?
3. Where in the western US has this assumption proven to provide affordable housing to a community?
The website prepared for the public by the people making the proposal has very little concrete facts.
There is absolutely no concern for the quantity of available water. There are no details about where
their assumption has been proven to work. There is no detail on who will monitor sales of the new
housing.
Do we have enough water??
We need to consider the future availability of water to support this kind of density without destroying
the resource for all of us who live here.
If this zoning is approved how many units will be added, total? At what point will all the water be
gone?
Why do we need to cater to the bikers for a bike lane. They don't bring much revenue to the
community and makes it so roads have to be much wider.

The City needs to send a letter to the County that the proposed increase in density needs to be tabled
until the state completes the adjudication of the valley and ownership of the available water is
established.
Moab City should by now realize that SITLA is a very poor development partner. Please remember the
fiasco with SITLA during the Cloudrock and Lionsback developments. SITLA will take water, sewer, and
infrastructure and when there are no more gifts tell you they will not follow the Land Use Code. The
public needs to know your plan to work with SITLA? How will the city prevent another fiasco with
SITLA?
GWSSA does not have sufficient water for development of the University in the current state
allocation. When GWSSA asks for another 500 acre foot allotment in the future, will the city protest
the allocation? Will the city have a contract with GWSSA that guarantees the new allocation will go to
the university and not to more density in the county?
GWSSA has very few old water rights and the city owns most of the available water in the aquifer.
GWSSA is probably using city water for the university.
Not enough water to supply that many people, think about it, a water study was done and Spanish
Valley and Moab came up short (5 likes)
Yeah enough with the "flexible zoning" too!! Mixing business with residential is no good! They blast
you with their lights at night, traffic increases, some idiot businesses have live bands and point their
amplifiers towards the neighborhood, tear up the streets and sewers and YES, the WATER!!! Council
needs to SLOW roll and start by changing all outdated street lights to warm LED's OR with shield (NO
glare everywhere). THEN FIX OUR ROADS we already have! Kudos to more AFFORDABLE housing for all;
not just the PT workers imported in. (2 likes)
STOP BUILDING SO MUCH OUR LITTLE VALLEY WILL NOT SURVIVE!
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Regarding Stocks Dr., I'm concerned about the ability of that Road to handle increased traffic. I'm not
oppos3ed to the increased density but the road would need upgrades. Also, an acceleration lane onto
Hwy 191 is desperately needed.
I think we need a thorough water study for GC before continuing with any development. SJ County 6000 residents - 320 acre USU campus - 16 more hotels - we don't know where we are at on water 50-100 years from now!
Development should be mixed-use in order to encourage walking, biking; to foster spontaneous social
interactions; to mitigate traffic and improve the environment
Water study
Sewer study
San Juan County population increase
Thank you
I am concerned that there is not a longer term vision in Grand County. We are being hit with over the
top visitation - hotels - new university - we don't have a good water study yet - and it is important to
have a collective vision first, otherwise we stay in a reactive stance.
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Affordability/Deed Restrictions

I attended the open house last night and wanted to share my comments with you. I am not against
creating more affordable housing. We need affordable housing. I just feel that the over lay the way
it is currently presented is way too much. Meaning first step might to look at developing the HDH
along the 191 corridor where there is currently infrastructure to support it and it would bring
minimal impact to existing neighborhoods... I feel that the County council needs to first change the
land use code to stop all development of Nightly rentals, condo's, and hotels along the corridor
which would the open the way to support the development of affordable housing. Also, We don't
have a handle on how much water is available in our valley. The HDH was developed before San
juan County dropped their bomb of building a 6000 person town in South Valley, before there were
16 new hotels planned, and before a 320 acre University campus was approved. Plus we are in a
severe drought. Also In the proposed HDH I also do not like the way of building up with high story
structures and how that would impact existing neighbors. I just moved from Orchard Villa, and the
Entrada development has blocked the sun on the town house where I had lived.
Thank you for letting me give voice to my concerns.

Convey deed restrictions to public!!
NO more than one story houses on SITLA square/rectangle. Access concerns off and onto Hwy 191
Need a road to extend Rimrock to town??
Also NEED more East/West connections on east side of hwy in SV Drive to access hwy
Emphasize required setbacks, and buffers when going from low density to higher
What about water? Biggest question and concern code enforcement and water restrictions required
for overlay? No lawns etc.
What about stepping it all down one notch?? Move all bright light, all light pink into blue? Maybe a
bit less to swallow at once?
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I can't help but reflect upon efforts by the community (in past years' General Plans) to state a strong
preference for preserving the rural character and agricultural element of Moab. I remember when
ridge line development was frowned upon, even regulated. The quality of the air and access to
public lands have been seen as assets for choosing to retire here. None of the numerous citizen
efforts to maintain local community quality of life seem to gain traction with regard to developing
this special place beyond carrying capacity. The density increase as proposed is way overdone,
invasive to neighborhoods, and heavily reliant on developer incentives. Aside from overtaxing aging
sewer trunk lines, this plan, together with plans to build out Southern Spanish Valley, is entirely
optimistic about future water resources, given the likelihood of increasing periods of drought. This
year's prolonged drought should be a good reminder of that issue.So, rather than criticize, let me
ask why we need to beg developers to do something we could do for ourselves. I envision
incentivizing a contractual arrangement between those looking for housing and current year round
residents with enough property to add an additional structure, such as the type currently popping
up for overnight rental, or a TRAILER. The incoming county attorney will certainly be able to craft
language waiving impact fees, assuring that no short term rentals occur, and imposing fees for
violating the intent to provide affordable housing for local workers. Rent control may sound like
government overreach, but not when contractually agreed to. No developers would be required.
Separate contracts for landowner-owned structures and renter-owned structures would be
required, as well as verification of adequate utilities and sewer connection. I know trailer parks are
out of favor, but in the above context, I'm reminded that no one would get away with overnight
rentals, because their neighbors would certainly notice! Thank you for the opportunity to express
an alternative to the current plan, and for taking the time to consider it. I've read the current plan is
only one of the "tools in the box" referring to providing affordable housing. Maybe other" tools "
would better serve the community.

The increase in density proposal does not require that affordable housing is constructed. The
proposal assumes that building house for only primary residents will result in affordable housing.
This assumption has several problems. The following questions need to be answered or this
proposal is the dream of every outside or local developer.
1. Who in the county will be responsible to guarantee that the housing will not be resold five or ten
years later as second or third homes to wealthy people?
2. Who in the county will be responsible to verify that the first buyers are not buying a second
home?
3. Where in the western US has this assumption proven to provide affordable housing to a
community?
The website prepared for the public by the people making the proposal has very little concrete
facts. There is absolutely no concern for the quantity of available water. There are no details about
where their assumption has been proven to work. There is no detail on who will monitor sales of
the new housing.
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I support the idea of higher density in some of the currently undeveloped areas. I would like to see
the height restrictions decreased to 3 story max in the highest density areas. Deed restrictions to
ensure that housing is for full time workers/residents I do support.
I am not in favor of the High Density Housing proposal. If you have ever been in Eastern U.S. cities,
you may have noticed that high density housing tends to create slums. That is never the plan, but it
is almost inevitable. Human beings in close concentration create waste and chaos. When there is no
open/green space, there is seldom pride of ownership, at least in our current society. Those of us
who weren't born here, chose Moab in great part because of its open, rural feel.I originally favored
the plan because it seemed a way to possibly get a handle on our low-income housing shortage, but
as I read the current proposal, I don't see that aspect presented. This just feels like another cave-in
to developers without consideration of our quality of life: pack as many people as possible into the
space in order to maximize profits. If the trade-off was affordable housing, it might be worth it, but
as it is, I would appreciate the council considering rejecting this proposition.

Several parcels in the proposal are SITLA parcels, have they indicated if they'll participate or not?
Many parcels backup to existing residences and neighborhoods…will there be larger setbacks, open
space, view restrictions to protect current residents?
Maximum/limited dwelling prices should be used for some parcels
You may have problems trying to get the lower density product (5-10 u/ac) work. At 5 u/ac you
would be doing single family homes/lots. A developer would need to be careful with “spec”
inventory homes if they are building them out. If they are selling lots, they should probably be OK
assuming the demand is there for custom builds and self-builds. If you go to 10-15 u/ac you would
more than likely be doing an attached product which may involve additional risk of needing to
construct “buildings” at a time, but if they got in a pinch could use the 20% if they couldn’t sell a
unit or two in a 6-plex.
As a born and raised local I think higher density is overdue.
We can't have a thriving economy/workforce if we have no housing. This is a must do!! Thank you.
Everyone should go and support this!
It needs to pass. The only way we get affordable housing is with high density. If you can only build
one house per $100,000 acre. The valley will never be affordable. (3 Likes)
I believe that 80/20 for locals will prevent quality development. Lots of the primary rental houses in
Moab are bought as investments by non-locals. I'm a believer in incentives for locals to buy, not
deed restrictions for owners. We have empty nesters in too large of houses in Grand County, that
would like smaller homes, less overhead. Which would free up large family homes. This is a good
process to try to help local, working, county people. I would prefer valley wide up zoning, 1 acre
zoning does not work for the anyone except the high end property owner. Most of the 1 acre lots in
Spanish Valley could accommodate another home or two.
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We support the county's direction in applying the higher density to properties in Spanish Valley. The
higher density provides lower income housing possibilities that are needed for many living in the
Moab area. We do feel the zoning should be geared toward primary residential homes, not rentals
or second homes.
Whoever came up with this idea must not understand what it cost to build in this town. If I add a
dwelling to my property, the cost to build it would not justify me being able to rent it at a low cost
to a local. Especially since most of us have a hard time paying our own mortgages, trying to find a
way to qualify for more money or a bigger loan is not a possibility for most of us to add 1 to 4 more
units to our properties. We have looked into it. People already can add 1,000 ft extra dwelling to
their property and most people don’t even do that. So obviously people are not interested in this. If
the empty lot next to us ends up with 4 or 5 units on it. We are leaving this town.
Stay out of San Juan County Spanish Valley clean up the mess you've created in Grand County most
of the 191 is a filthy looking embarrassing junkyard getting worse daily clean that up! Build
affordable housing not low income that just brings more crime. Invest in cleanliness and
organization in your county don't tread on my county to line your pockets $$$$$👎👎
I appreciate the locations of your selected densities. I question the potential of oversupply of
deeded primary residences. That requirement may need to be flexible in time.
What measures are being taken to assure that the land parcels will be "affordable".
I am a developer and have done incentive-based housing predicated on additional density and here
are my observations. I think the premise for your ambitions are great. I hope you find
success. There are many keys to finding success in addition to increased density. Entitlements must
be streamlined. As they say, time is money. The goal of a developer is to limit as much risk as
possible, knowing that you will never completely eliminate it. If what I am reading is right, 80% of
any units will be required to be primary residents. This scares me without a provision that allows
you to either rent or sell those units to anyone after a certain "offering" period of time. Everyone is
assuming the demand is there but until the end-user has to write out a check, it is yet to be seen. I
hope this helps and I wish you the best of luck.

A few more thoughts…What type of restrictions will be on the 20%? If these were allowed to do
shorter-term rentals that would be a definite plus. Nightly rentals would certainly sweeten the deal
for developers. However, what about season-workers, students, construction workers that might
not be considered “residents”, where would they fit? Maybe these groups of people could be
considered residents if they are “working” in the area or maybe they would fit in the 20%. The
simplest solution (and probably most effective) would be to not place any restriction on these.
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The assumption that building only for primarily full time residents will provide affordable housing
needs to be proven. Where in the west has the above assumption been proven to provide
affordable housing? Building expensive apartments for wealth retired people will not increase
affordable housing.
We can restrict overnight rentals in the valley and have almost the same results as building housing
for only primary residents.
Do you plan to do an analyses of the available water based on the USGS study?
Great work on putting this plan and story map together!! It's great that this is voluntary for
property owners, this could potentially open up a lot of new options for new affordable housing in
Grand County. Great work!!
Brilliant way to allow 80% locals to benefit from county growth and not be hindered by AMI.
Way to move this local need forward and enhance local moral and community spirit.
What keeps the owner of property from raising their land prices which would increase cost to build
- thus not being able to keep it affordable!
we need diversity that is affordable. (5 likes)
Allowing for higher density without also requiring that there be an ‘affordable’ component seems to
be missing the point.... (7 like)
From what I understand, there are restrictions to rent monthly only to locals. No overnight rentals.
Seems reasonable to be able to develop for that reason. Housing, local housing. (6 likes)
If you want affordable housing, build some trailer parks. Otherwise let’s call it what is is, subsidized
housing!
Don't base on income
1. My income is not county business
2. If I get a better job, do I have to sell my home?
3. Will inflation cause me to have to sell?
4. If require active employment what happens when I retire?
5. If I lose my job, do I have to sell?
YES - Primary residence
This is a great idea, a necessary starting point. It's important for those who work in Moab to be able
to live in the area. This zoning change will act as a point to jump off of.
Sage Creek what about that place it certainly is not affordable!
I assume they will be rentals???
Any development per this plan is by people with $ for people with $ - several references have been
made at every meeting about "low wages" and not having workers who could afford housing certainly as condos and townhomes get "sold" they are not to service seasonal workers.
Is there any discussion on requiring developers to perfom any sort of economic study to prove their
price point?
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Affordable housing should be started with a focus for our community's most vulnerable; the elderly
and those on disability, followed by single person housing. Rather than building down from the top.
"Primary residences" can still be owned by "out of towners" as long as it is rented to locals by a "6
mo or more lease." With expensive homes who will rent them?
Hello HDH TeamI am writing to express my support for the inclusion of section 6.14.70 - "Special Needs
Emergency/Transitional Housing".
[Local housing availability has placed a significant strain on the capacity of organizations working
with vulnerable groups in need of such housing. Increasing the ability to develop these housing
types provides more options for victims and reduces the need for local organizations to turn down
those seeking help.]
Your work on this project is appreciated.
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Financing/Cost
You may have problems trying to get the lower density product (5-10 u/ac) work. At 5 u/ac you would
be doing single family homes/lots. A developer would need to be careful with “spec” inventory
homes if they are building them out. If they are selling lots, they should probably be OK assuming the
demand is there for custom builds and self-builds. If you go to 10-15 u/ac you would more than likely
be doing an attached product which may involve additional risk of needing to construct “buildings” at
a time, but if they got in a pinch could use the 20% if they couldn’t sell a unit or two in a 6-plex.
Whoever came up with this idea must not understand what it cost to build in this town. If I add a
dwelling to my property, the cost to build it would not justify me being able to rent it at a low cost to
a local. Especially since most of us have a hard time paying our own mortgages, trying to find a way to
qualify for more money or a bigger loan is not a possibility for most of us to add 1 to 4 more units to
our properties. We have looked into it. People already can add 1,000 ft extra dwelling to their
property and most people don’t even do that. So obviously people are not interested in this. If the
empty lot next to us ends up with 4 or 5 units on it. We are leaving this town.
I am a developer and have done incentive-based housing predicated on additional density and here
are my observations. I think the premise for your ambitions are great. I hope you find success. There
are many keys to finding success in addition to increased density. Entitlements must be streamlined.
As they say, time is money. The goal of a developer is to limit as much risk as possible, knowing that
you will never completely eliminate it. If what I am reading is right, 80% of any units will be required
to be primary residents. This scares me without a provision that allows you to either rent or sell those
units to anyone after a certain "offering" period of time. Everyone is assuming the demand is there
but until the end-user has to write out a check, it is yet to be seen. I hope this helps and I wish you
the best of luck.

A few more thoughts…What type of restrictions will be on the 20%? If these were allowed to do
shorter-term rentals that would be a definite plus. Nightly rentals would certainly sweeten the deal
for developers. However, what about season-workers, students, construction workers that might not
be considered “residents”, where would they fit? Maybe these groups of people could be considered
residents if they are “working” in the area or maybe they would fit in the 20%. The simplest solution
(and probably most effective) would be to not place any restriction on these.
Great work on putting this plan and story map together!! It's great that this is voluntary for property
owners, this could potentially open up a lot of new options for new affordable housing in Grand
County. Great work!!
What keeps the owner of property from raising their land prices which would increase cost to build thus not being able to keep it affordable!
Is there any discussion on requiring developers to perform any sort of economic study to prove their
price point?
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I am in support of the proposal. Higher density encourages walking and biking for smaller trips which
will help mitigated traffic in the long run.
Developers should be required to contribute to bike infrastructure.
Design guidelines should be introduced in order to preserve the character of this special place.
As a owner of real estate in Grand County, and someone who hopes to help create solutions to
affordable housing, I am excited about this proposal. My only request is that we provide higher
density opportunities in certain areas. For instance, I own .5 acres of Highway commercial property.
Under the 25 units/acre proposal, it is still more profitable for me to develop short term nightly rental
units (which is not my desire). To get to a point where equal profits are available, and still provide
"affordable" housing (condos at a price of sub $155,000) I would need to get to 36 units/acre. I would
suggest a density of this amount to incentive developers to move forward with these types of
developments.
Apartment builders need to fill their buildings as soon as possible and certainly wouldn’t be able to
wait two or three years to fill them. I don’t know that they would be willing to make an initial
investment of $10-$20 million with those kinds of restrictions.
No way for developers to sell with that many restrictions. It is a business it has to make profits to
continue. Developing is not a non profit. Its a business.
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Dark Skies
What about overall energy increases (please address)
Lighting issues - night sky is already affected
Water is an issue - enough?
Bought here (on Lemon Ln) because rural and remote
No more than 1 story houses. 3 Story condos are causing houses rather than cliff walls to be
obscured
Nobody monitors light ordinances now! This will get out of hand.
We already live in crowded subdivision that is next to businesses along the 191. PLEASE no
more! There is too much noise and traffic. When planning future homes, not sure where they
will go but our experience here is that the Holyoak road is being used (and abused) by people
trying to pass through to Hyway, VIA Holyoak so ACCESS ROADS and BUFFERS NEED TO BE
INCORPORATED WHERE BUSINESSES ARE CLOSE TO RESIDENTIAL, and they need to COMPLY
with CODES about lighting/noise! MAKE TRAFFIC GO AROUND HOUSING NOT THROUGH IT!
The roads are affected, the sewers, the normal access is being pushed to limit, without
INSIGHT and CARE in PLANNING! PLANT LOTS & LOTS OF TREES FOR EVERY NEW
DEVELOPMENT!
Thank you for your impressive work, JD especially. I'm excited about this work and need to
spend more time reviewing. Initially, I appreciate you've taking into account solar access. If
you haven't already, to the extent these would be applicable, please also consider viewshed
and lighting (night sky) protections, and thinking ahead to providing for wildlife and transit
corridor (especially bikes). Thanks!
Dark night Sky
Bike Lane
Traffic
191 Corridor
Gas Line Easements for bike lanes
Thank you
Yeah enough with the "flexible zoning" too!! Mixing business with residential is no good! They
blast you with their lights at night, traffic increases, some idiot businesses have live bands and
point their amplifiers towards the neighborhood, tear up the streets and sewers and YES, the
WATER!!! Council needs to SLOW roll and start by changing all outdated street lights to warm
LED's OR with shield (NO glare everywhere). THEN FIX OUR ROADS we already have! Kudos to
more AFFORDABLE housing for all; not just the PT workers imported in. (2 likes)
Planning Commission
Thank you…
Consider SOLAR ACCESS in your consideration for building heights on RIMROCK RD.
30' max?? Would not be a major infringement on our 18 SOLAR PANELS
What about light pollution. DARK SKY
Please keep in mind the night skies of Spanish Valley. We're already seeing the "glow" of
Moab and would hate to see future impacts.
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Process
Yeah enough with the "flexible zoning" too!! Mixing business with residential is no good! They blast
you with their lights at night, traffic increases, some idiot businesses have live bands and point their
amplifiers towards the neighborhood, tear up the streets and sewers and YES, the WATER!!! Council
needs to SLOW roll and start by changing all outdated street lights to warm LED's OR with shield (NO
glare everywhere). THEN FIX OUR ROADS we already have! Kudos to more AFFORDABLE housing for
all; not just the PT workers imported in. (2 likes)
I am a developer and have done incentive-based housing predicated on additional density and here
are my observations. I think the premise for your ambitions are great. I hope you find success. There
are many keys to finding success in addition to increased density. Entitlements must be streamlined.
As they say, time is money. The goal of a developer is to limit as much risk as possible, knowing that
you will never completely eliminate it. If what I am reading is right, 80% of any units will be required
to be primary residents. This scares me without a provision that allows you to either rent or sell those
units to anyone after a certain "offering" period of time. Everyone is assuming the demand is there
but until the end-user has to write out a check, it is yet to be seen. I hope this helps and I wish you
the best of luck.
Is there any discussion on requiring developers to perfom any sort of economic study to prove their
price point?
Convey deed restrictions to public!!
NO more than one story houses on SITLA square/rectangle. Access concerns off and onto Hwy 191
Need a road to extend Rimrock to town??
Also NEED more East/West connections on east side of hwy in SV Drive to access hwy
Emphasize required setbacks, and buffers when going from low density to higher
What about water? Biggest question and concern code enforcement and water restrictions required
for overlay? No lawns etc.
What about stepping it all down one notch?? Move all bright light, all light pink into blue? Maybe a bit
less to swallow at once?
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I can't help but reflect upon efforts by the community (in past years' General Plans) to state a strong
preference for preserving the rural character and agricultural element of Moab. I remember when
ridge line development was frowned upon, even regulated. The quality of the air and access to public
lands have been seen as assets for choosing to retire here. None of the numerous citizen efforts to
maintain local community quality of life seem to gain traction with regard to developing this special
place beyond carrying capacity. The density increase as proposed is way overdone, invasive to
neighborhoods, and heavily reliant on developer incentives. Aside from overtaxing aging sewer trunk
lines, this plan, together with plans to build out Southern Spanish Valley, is entirely optimistic about
future water resources, given the likelihood of increasing periods of drought. This year's prolonged
drought should be a good reminder of that issue.So, rather than criticize, let me ask why we need to
beg developers to do something we could do for ourselves. I envision incentivizing a contractual
arrangement between those looking for housing and current year round residents with enough
property to add an additional structure, such as the type currently popping up for overnight rental, or
a TRAILER. The incoming county attorney will certainly be able to craft language waiving impact fees,
assuring that no short term rentals occur, and imposing fees for violating the intent to provide
affordable housing for local workers. Rent control may sound like government overreach, but not
when contractually agreed to. No developers would be required. Separate contracts for landownerowned structures and renter-owned structures would be required, as well as verification of adequate
utilities and sewer connection. I know trailer parks are out of favor, but in the above context, I'm
reminded that no one would get away with overnight rentals, because their neighbors would certainly
notice! Thank you for the opportunity to express an alternative to the current plan, and for taking the
time to consider it. I've read the current plan is only one of the "tools in the box" referring to providing
affordable housing. Maybe other" tools " would better serve the community.
The increase in density proposal does not require that affordable housing is constructed. The proposal
assumes that building house for only primary residents will result in affordable housing. This
assumption has several problems. The following questions need to be answered or this proposal is
the dream of every outside or local developer.
1. Who in the county will be responsible to guarantee that the housing will not be resold five or ten
years later as second or third homes to wealthy people?
2. Who in the county will be responsible to verify that the first buyers are not buying a second home?
3. Where in the western US has this assumption proven to provide affordable housing to a
community?
The website prepared for the public by the people making the proposal has very little concrete facts.
There is absolutely no concern for the quantity of available water. There are no details about where
their assumption has been proven to work. There is no detail on who will monitor sales of the new
housing.
Allowing for higher density without also requiring that there be an ‘affordable’ component seems to
be missing the point.... (7 like)
Any development per this plan is by people with $ for people with $ - several references have been
made at every meeting about "low wages" and not having workers who could afford housing certainly as condos and townhomes get "sold" they are not to service seasonal workers.
Affordable housing should be started with a focus for our community's most vulnerable; the elderly
and those on disability, followed by single person housing. Rather than building down from the top.
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Nice "slideshow"! One of your slides summed up the philosophy rather well: "a voluntary, incentivebased program, the high density residential overlay will not be used on every eligible parcel, and likely
will not be used on the vast majority of eligible parcels. With this in mind, the focus in drawing the
overlay is to allow as many areas as it is appropriate the opportunity to construct more housing."
Although it may not seem likely now, I'm concerned that if we do such extensive high density zoning,
with no sideboards for maximum allowable houses in each zone, that we could end up with a very
crowded valley eventually. I am also very concerned about over-allocating our limited water with
development (especially with hotels! Although that's another topic...) but I suppose the water issue is
something that would be addressed through approval/ denial of specific building permits?
Change density in phases
Reduce heights all around
Where are the open space set-asides?
Hotel and nightly rental high-rise MORATORIUM
I think density is a great idea, especially since Moab has historically had a boom/bust economy.
Bringing in people/businesses would increase the longevity of the town. ADUs might be a great way to
increase density and increase rental opportunities too. I think design requirements would be good for
new commercial buildings to keep the character of the town, but I think residential design
requirements would be incredibly limiting. With a housing crisis we need innovation and creativity so I
would be careful not to put too many restrictions. Also have you considered a different way to present
a plan like this? I think the word density scares some people but can be a really good thing. Just food
for thought. :)
It does not matter whether you attend or not they are going to do whatever they please and it will
turn into daily rentals the new aspen is here (4 likes)
Hello HDH TeamI am writing to express my support for the inclusion of section 6.14.70 - "Special Needs
Emergency/Transitional Housing".
[Local housing availability has placed a significant strain on the capacity of organizations working with
vulnerable groups in need of such housing. Increasing the ability to develop these housing types
provides more options for victims and reduces the need for local organizations to turn down those
seeking help.]
Your work on this project is appreciated.
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Other Policies/General Plan/Etc
Yeah enough with the "flexible zoning" too!! Mixing business with residential is no good! They blast you
with their lights at night, traffic increases, some idiot businesses have live bands and point their
amplifiers towards the neighborhood, tear up the streets and sewers and YES, the WATER!!! Council
needs to SLOW roll and start by changing all outdated street lights to warm LED's OR with shield (NO
glare everywhere). THEN FIX OUR ROADS we already have! Kudos to more AFFORDABLE housing for all;
not just the PT workers imported in. (2 likes)
I can't help but reflect upon efforts by the community (in past years' General Plans) to state a strong
preference for preserving the rural character and agricultural element of Moab. I remember when ridge
line development was frowned upon, even regulated. The quality of the air and access to public lands
have been seen as assets for choosing to retire here. None of the numerous citizen efforts to maintain
local community quality of life seem to gain traction with regard to developing this special place beyond
carrying capacity. The density increase as proposed is way overdone, invasive to neighborhoods, and
heavily reliant on developer incentives.
Aside from overtaxing aging sewer trunk lines, this plan, together with plans to build out Southern
Spanish Valley, is entirely optimistic about future water resources, given the likelihood of increasing
periods of drought. This year's prolonged drought should be a good reminder of that issue.
So, rather than criticize, let me ask why we need to beg developers to do something we could do for
ourselves. I envision incentivizing a contractual arrangement between those looking for housing and
current year round residents with enough property to add an additional structure, such as the type
currently popping up for overnight rental, or a TRAILER. The incoming county attorney will certainly be
able to craft language waiving impact fees, assuring that no short term rentals occur, and imposing fees
for violating the intent to provide affordable housing for local workers. Rent control may sound like
government overreach, but not when contractually agreed to. No developers would be required.
Separate contracts for landowner-owned structures and renter-owned structures would be required, as
well as verification of adequate utilities and sewer connection. I know trailer parks are out of favor, but
in the above context, I'm reminded that no one would get away with overnight rentals, because their
neighbors would certainly notice!
Thank you for the opportunity to express an alternative to the current plan, and for taking the time to
consider it. I've read the current plan is only one of the "tools in the box" referring to providing
affordable housing. Maybe other" tools " would better serve the community.
Change density in phases
Reduce heights all around
Where are the open space set-asides?
Hotel and nightly rental high-rise MORATORIUM
Stay out of San Juan County Spanish Valley clean up the mess you've created in Grand County most of
the 191 is a filthy looking embarrassing junkyard getting worse daily clean that up! Build affordable
housing not low income that just brings more crime. Invest in cleanliness and organization in your
county don't tread on my county to line your pockets $$$$$👎👎
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The assumption that building only for primarily full time residents will provide affordable housing needs
to be proven. Where in the west has the above assumption been proven to provide affordable housing?
Building expensive apartments for wealth retired people will not increase affordable housing. We can
restrict overnight rentals in the valley and have almost the same results as building housing for only
primary residents. Do you plan to do an analyses of the available water based on the USGS study?
I find this study to be admirable in effort but I have some reservations. I appreciate looking at areas
where increased density in residential buildings would promote affordable housing for local residents.
However, I am troubled that there is no reference to improving the infrastructure to support the
increased density. There is no mention to improvements to Spanish Valley Drive as a lot of the increased
density would be using that road. I realize that once some of the development is in place, that future
commercial development could happen, such as a grocery store, elementary school, parks, restaurants,
etc. so locals don't have to travel to downtown Moab for services. There needs to be a "South Moab"
developed. And, with San Juan County's plans on developing the south end of Spanish Valley, what
about the additional traffic on Hwy 191? To me this study is only half of what is needed to have a bigger
picture of the future of Spanish Valley.
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The following topics need to be presented to the public at the open houses before adding more high
density overlays for development in Grand County.
1. Success of approximately 10-year-old “High Density Overlays” around Government Building near
Resource Blvd north to Moab City.
Has the approximately 10-year-old overlay for increased density in the Resource Blvd. area of Grand
County been successful in providing affordable housing?
A. If successful in providing affordable house, why do we you need more overlays.
B. If not successful in providing affordable housing why will the new proposal be an improvement?
1. Available Water for High Density Development
GWSSA was given their second or third allocation of 500-acre feet of water by the Utah Division of Water
Rights over 5 years ago. GWSSA will have to apply for approval of a third allocation in the near future.
The water is available in the Glen Canyon Aquifer per the USGS study. However!!!!!!!
A. How many more equivalent housing units can be built before GWSSA has to apply to the state for
another water allocation? GWSSA needs to include in this analysis of available water the approximate
300 ERUs sold to SITLA when the water system was completed and the projected water requirements of
our new University.
B. The USGS study says we have approximately 6000-acre feet of water available in the Glen Canyon
Aquifer. GWSSA has water rights for a small part of the available water. Moab City has much older water
rights and owns the largest portion of available water. Moab City will certainly protest any request by
GWSSA for another allocation. How much of the 6000 acre does GWSSA owned based on the age of
their current water rights.? How many ERUs can the county approve based on their share of the
available 6000 acre feet? What will GWSSA do if Moab City prevents future allocations of water?
C. The available 6000-acre feet of water from the USGS study will not build out the Moab Valley if we
increase density of construction. The county needs to look at alternative sources of water for
development before increasing the density of housing in the valley. Alternative sources are available but
will cost an unknown millions of dollars. Approving high density development without water sources for
other land owners means many land owners will not be able to develop their property in the future or
the cost of water for the future developments will be very high.
How many acres in the valley will not have water for development in the future if we increase the
density today based on current water rights and sources?
Moab City should by now realize that SITLA is a very poor development partner. Please remember the
fiasco with SITLA during the Cloudrock and Lionsback developments. SITLA will take water, sewer, and
infrastructure and when there are no more gifts tell you they will not follow the Land Use Code. The
public needs to know your plan to work with SITLA? How will the city prevent another fiasco with SITLA?
GWSSA does not have sufficient water for development of the University in the current state allocation.
When GWSSA asks for another 500 acre foot allotment in the future, will the city protest the allocation?
Will the city have a contract with GWSSA that guarantees the new allocation will go to the university and
not to more density in the county?
GWSSA has very few old water rights and the city owns most of the available water in the aquifer.
GWSSA is probably using city water for the university.
I think we need a thorough water study for GC before continuing with any development. SJ County 6000 residents - 320 acre USU campus - 16 more hotels - we don't know where we are at on water - 50100 years from now!
Development should be mixed-use in order to encourage walking, biking; to foster spontaneous social
interactions; to mitigate traffic and improve the environment
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Water study
Sewer study
San Juan County population increase
Thank you
I am concerned that there is not a longer term vision in Grand County. We are being hit with over the
top visitation - hotels - new university - we don't have a good water study yet - and it is important to
have a collective vision first, otherwise we stay in a reactive stance.
Stages of development with areas that would entail the least impact on existing neighborhoods being
highest priority, would honor the intentions of those who desire the R1 A1 space. Without prioritizing
with stages of development that can play out, making projections into future needs is all theoretical and
not based upon reality.
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Misc
Please make this proposal more visual for those who aren't able to see:
1) What does 1 biggest allowed house look like in 1, 1/2 house per acre?
2) Take same lot and show what 5 units per acre HDH development that is 35' high
3) Same lot with 10 then 15 then 25 units per acre w/ heights of 35' and 45' maximums
Thank you
Great webpage, very informative. We have a big problem in Moab and this proposal is a big
solution. Bravo, I hope it happens.
I think this is the best plan yet for helping to solve the housing shortage. I fully support this. Can
you send me info regarding the next community involvement meeting for this plan?
Very good idea! Have to do something - this will help.
Stop this madness (8 likes)
[thumbs down emoji] (4 likes)
People already can't sleep at night in that town money hungry greed.people that made my he
town have to move because it's outrageous to live sad town
Hello HDH TeamI am writing to express my support for the inclusion of section 6.14.70 - "Special Needs
Emergency/Transitional Housing".
[Local housing availability has placed a significant strain on the capacity of organizations working
with vulnerable groups in need of such housing. Increasing the ability to develop these housing
types provides more options for victims and reduces the need for local organizations to turn
down those seeking help.]
Your work on this project is appreciated.
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(4) SINGLE FAMILY / SINGLE STORY HOMES - WITH ATTACHED GARAGES
ALL NEW CONSTRUCTION
5,900 SF OF LIVEABLE SPACE (1,475 SF EACH)
MAX HEIGHT 15' AS DRAWN
(8) SINGLE FAMILY / SINGLE STORY HOMES - WITH EXTERIOR PARKING
ALL NEW CONSTRUCTION
8,600 SF OF LIVEABLE SPACE (1,075 SF EACH)
MAX HEIGHT 30' AS DRAWN
MAXIMIZED DENSITY OF 5 UNITS / ACRE
INTERNAL PARKING FOR ALL UNITS
(24) SPACES PER LUC
16,000 SF OF IMPROVED SURFACES
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DENSIFY IN STRATEGIC LOCATIONS ON A SITE

UTILIZE INTERNAL PARKING & TRAFFIC SCHEMES

SCHEME SHOWN INCLUDES:
(3) SINGLE FAMILY / SINGLE STORY HOMES
(1) EXISTING TO REMAIN & (2) NEW CONSTRUCTION
LOCATED ON THE SOUTHERN, STREET FRONT
3,000 SF OF LIVEABLE SPACE
MAX HEIGHT 15' AS DRAWN
(3) TWO STORY QUADRAPLEXES = (12) UNITS
ALL NEW CONSTRUCTION
LOCATED AT THE NORTHERN, REAR OF THE PARCEL
10,000 SF OF LIVEABLE SPACE
MAX HEIGHT 30' AS DRAWN
MAXIMIZED DENSITY OF 15 UNITS / ACRE
INTERNAL PARKING FOR ALL UNITS
(24) SPACES PER LUC
9,500 SF OF IMPROVED SURFACES
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3 STORY MULTI
FAMILY BLDG
AT 45' HIGH

MASSING EXAMPLE

2 STORY MULTI
FAMILY BLDG
AT 32' HIGH

SCHEME SHOWN INCLUDES:
(1) THREE STORY / MULTI FAMILY - 18 UNITS
LOCATED AT THE NORTHERN, REAR OF THE PARCEL
(6) UNITS PER LEVEL @ 1,000 SF EACH
18,000 SF OF LIVEABLE SPACE
MAX HEIGHT 45' AS DRAWN
(1) TWO STORY / MULTI FAMILY - 16 UNITS
LOCATED AT THE SOUTHERN, FRONT OF THE PARCEL
(8) UNITS PER LEVEL @ 625 SF EACH
10,000 SF OF LIVEABLE SPACE
MAX HEIGHT 32' AS DRAWN
MAXIMIZED DENSITY OF 25 UNITS / ACRE
34 UNITS TOTAL FOR LOT SIZE OF 1.36 ACRES
INTERNAL PARKING FOR ALL UNITS
(51) SPACES PER LUC
15,200 SF OF IMPROVED SURFACES

62%
OF SITE
DEVELOPED

CLUSTERING

CIRCULATION

DENSIFY IN STRATEGIC LOCATIONS ON A SITE

UTILIZE INTERNAL PARKING & TRAFFIC SCHEMES
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Article 6.14
HIGH DENSITY HOUSING (HDH) OVERLAY DISTRICT
Sections:
6.14.010

Purpose.

6.14.020

Applicability.

6.14.030

Definitions.

6.14.040

Uses permitted with a development agreement.

6.14.050

Development incentives.

6.14.060

Assurance of primary residential occupancy.

6.14.070

Special Needs Emergency/Transitional Housing.

6.14.080

Pre-application procedure.

6.14.090

Application – Development plans and map required.

6.14.100

Findings.

6.14.110

Periodic Review of Assured Housing Ordinance.

6.14.120

Enforcement.

6.14.010 Purpose.
A. High density housing (HDH) districts are intended to facilitate the provision of new housing
units used for primary residential occupancy. The HDH districts are intended to provide the
opportunity and means for the County to meet its estimate of additional residential housing
needs and goals of the housing element of the County’s general plan, and to implement the
policies and goals of the housing element of the County’s general plan.
B. These regulations are intended to encourage the development of new housing units by
assisting both the public and private sector in making the provision of these units economically
viable, while providing assurances to the County that these units will maintain a high degree of
quality and will remain accessible to residents and local area workers over a reasonable
duration of time.
C. These regulations are further intended to encourage the provision of primary residential
housing through the combination of the HDH districts with multiple-family and single-family
residential zoning districts within the County where the residential housing projects are
determined to be feasible and are consistent with the County’s general plan.

D. The high density housing districts are intended to provide a means of directing and
simplifying the process for creating and maintaining primary residential housing.
E. The high density housing districts are also intended to provide incentives to developers,
whether in new or rehabilitated housing, to maintain primary residential rental and ownership
units in perpetuity.
6.14.020 Applicability.
The regulations set forth in this Article may be applied to specific sites meeting the following
criteria:
A. The site is located in one of the high density housing (HDH) districts;
B. The site is not located in a FEMA floodplain unless necessary site improvements are
completed prior to site plan or subdivision approval;
6.14.030 Definitions.
A. “High density housing (HDH) overlay district” means a zoning district that applies in addition
to an existing zoning designation where the County encourages the provision of new housing
units used for primary residential occupancy as further described in this Article.
B. “High density housing (HDH) development” means a subdivision or site plan that exists
within an HDH overlay district and complies with the regulations of this section.
C. “Household” means one (1) person living alone, two (2) or more individuals related to each
other by blood, marriage, or another legally recognized relationship, or a maximum of five (5)
unrelated individuals residing in the same residence.
D. “Primary residential housing” or “Primary residential development” shall have the same
meaning as “High density housing development.”
E. “Primary residential occupancy” means the owner of record occupies the dwelling unit for a
minimum of 9 months per year and or a renter occupies the dwelling unit through a lease term
no shorter than 6 months within a single calendar year. [INSERT ACCEPTABLE FORMS OF
RESIDENCY VERIFICATION]
F. “Special needs emergency/transitional housing” means [INSERT DEFINITION].

6.14.040 Uses permitted with a development agreement.
The following uses are permitted with the execution of a development agreement by the County
and the developer.
A. Residential developments at a density greater than normally permitted by the underlying,
multiple-family or single-family residential zoning district as described in the table below, when
the development provides a substantial level of housing units intended for primary residential
occupancy. A substantial level is defined herein as a minimum of eighty percent (80%) of the
units in the development being residency [and employment?] restricted housing. The maximum
density (units/acre) limit shall be based on a calculation that includes all existing and all new
units on the land area that is being included in the calculation. Residential development
qualifying for greater density pursuant to the provisions of this ordinance shall be permitted to
obtain such density by constructing residential housing types not otherwise allowed in the
underlying zoning district. For example, multi-family units may be constructed in a single-family
residential zone.
High Density Housing
(HDH) District

Maximum Density

HDH 25a

25 units per acre

HDH 25b

25 units per acre

HDH 15

15 units per acre

HDH 10

10 units per acre

HDH 5

5 units per acre

B. Accessory uses or structures incidental to the principally permitted use pursuant to Section
3.3 of this LUC.
6.14.050 Development incentives.
A. General. In order to reduce costs associated with the development and construction of
primary residential housing, the property development standards set forth in subsection C of this
section are established for the HDH districts. These property development standards represent
a relaxation of standards normally applied to development in the County and are established in
order to facilitate and promote the development of primary residential housing in the County and
shall be extended upon issuance of a site plan or preliminary plat approval. As a further

inducement to the development of primary residential housing beyond the relaxation and
flexibility of development standards, the County, where appropriate, may also extend one or
more of the development incentives set forth in subsection D, the selection of which shall
depend on the quality, size, nature, and scope of the development being proposed. Incentives
shall be targeted to improve the development design or to yield the greatest number of primary
residential units, so as to permit the County to meet its estimate of additional housing needs and
the goals of the housing element of the County’s general plan. It is also the intent of the County
to facilitate primary residential housing by encouraging developer involvement with the Moab
Area Housing Task Force, Community Reinvestment Agencies, and other public and private
entities concerned with the provision of primary residential housing and by cooperating with
such entities.
B. Eligibility. Eligibility for the property development standards set forth in subsection C of this
section requires the developer to propose a housing development containing at least eighty
percent (80%) primary residential units.
C. Property Development Standards. The following development standards shall apply to
primary residential housing units in the HDH district:
1. General Design Standards. The development shall be designed and developed in a
manner compatible with and complementary to existing and potential development in the
immediate vicinity of the development site. Site planning on the perimeter shall provide for
protection of the property from adverse surrounding influences and shall protect
surrounding areas from potentially adverse influences from the property. To the greatest
extent possible, the design of the development shall promote privacy for residents and
neighbors, security, and use of passive solar heating and cooling through proper
placement of walls, windows, and landscaping. [INSERT ADDITIONAL INFILL
DESIGN/COMPATIBILITY STANDARDS?]
2. Minimum Design Standards. Unless modified by the County Council, the following
design standards shall apply to a development that utilizes the density increases allowed
by this Article.
a. Sidewalks shall be installed along all street frontages where otherwise required by
this LUC.

b. Existing vegetation on perimeter shall be preserved to maintain a buffer to existing
surrounding structures. Existing significant trees are to remain whenever feasible.
c. To the maximum extent possible, building heights and locations shall minimize
shading and interruption of solar access to adjacent properties with existing
residential structures or commercial agricultural operations.
d. Where primary residential housing units may be placed on the same lot as current
or future temporary or short-term accommodations, dedicated primary residential
housing units shall be clustered together so as to minimize the exposure of residents
to temporary guests. In all other developments, where temporary or short-term
accommodations units do not exist and cannot exist due to zoning restrictions,
dedicated primary residential housing units shall be dispersed throughout the
residential development.
e. The County Council may waive, or modify, any, or all, of these requirements when
the commission finds it is infeasible to comply due to physical or other constraints on
the lot.
3. Minimum Building Site Area and Lot Width. There shall be no minimum building
site area, minimum lot width, or maximum lot coverage requirements for individual lots or
individual dwelling sites in a primary residential development. However, the building
site area lot widths, and lot coverage percentages shall be designated on a site plan
pursuant to Section 9.17 or preliminary plat pursuant to Section 9.4 approved by the
Planning Commission.
4. Density. Overall density of site development within an HDH district shall not exceed the
limits established in Section 6.14.040.
5. Building Height. Maximum building heights shall not exceed the limits defined in the
table below.
High Density Housing

Maximum Building

(HDH) District

Height

HDH 1a

45 feet

HDH 1b

35 feet

HDH 2

35 feet

HDH 3

35 feet

HDH 4

35 feet

6. Setbacks. The minimum setbacks from the lot line of the development shall be
determined by the buffer requirements of Section 5.4.1.B and the compatibility standards
of Section 6.10.
8. Parking. The parking requirements in the underlying zoning designation of the property
shall apply.
9. Minimum Standards of Physical Condition. A primary residential housing unit is required
to have and maintain those minimum standards of physical conditions set forth in Exhibit A
- Minimum Standards.
10. Streets. All public streets within or abutting the proposed planned development shall
be dedicated and improved to County specifications for the particular classification
of street; all private streets shall meet fire code and access standards.
11. Signs. Signs shall be permitted only to the extent allowed under Section 6.5, Signs,
and must be approved by the Community and Economic Development Director.
12. Construction Timing. The primary residential housing units shall be ready for
occupancy no later than the date of the initial or temporary occupancy of any unrestricted
units within the development or applicable phase thereof. If the unrestricted units are
developed in phases, then the primary residential housing units may be developed in
proportion to the phasing of the unrestricted units. For example, in an approved
development that includes 100 units built in two 50-unit phases the first phase must
include at least 40 primary residential units.
D. Additional Development Incentives. In addition to the relaxed and flexible development
standards set forth in subsection C of this section, the County may offer other development
incentives should the County Council determine that such incentives are warranted and in the

best interest of the County. For example, the County may offer exceptions, waivers or
modifications of other development standards that would otherwise inhibit density and
achievement of affordable housing goals for the development site, including, but not limited to,
placement of public works improvements. The County may also offer impact fee waivers,
property tax abatements, or direct financial contributions.
[IF ADDITIONAL INCENTIVES OFFERED, TIE TO COMMUNITY BENEFITS AND CLEAR
STIPULATIONS OF OCCUPANCY AND/OR AFFORDABILITY]
6.14.060 Assurance of primary residency and occupancy.
Primary residential housing units developed under this Article shall remain available to persons
and families who live and work in Grand County according to the standards set forth in Section
6.14.030 in perpetuity. The development developer shall be required to enter into a
development agreement with the County to ensure primary residential occupancy is maintained
prior to recordation of final plat or issuance of a building permit for the applicable development.
Each and every housing unit designated for primary residential occupancy shall also include a
deed restriction attached to its title in accordance with the standards set forth in this section.
Grand County reserves the right to revoke, deny or suspend any permit, including a land
development permit, conditional use permit, building permit, certificate of occupancy, or
discretionary approval if the standards of this section are not met.
6.14.70 Special Needs Emergency/Transitional Housing.
Pursuant to the applicable County codes, a developer may, at the sole discretion of the County
and subject to certain requirements, satisfy a portion of its primary residential housing
requirements by provisioning special needs emergency/ transitional housing units through either
direct construction, land donation or the donation of existing units. There must be a quantified,
demonstrated need for the emergency/transitional housing within the Grand County boundaries.
The housing must be developed in collaboration with a federally recognized, 501(c)(3) nonprofit
organization. The housing must satisfy all requirements of the applicable local, state and federal
requirements. Given the unique and varying characteristics of the population to be served, the
rents for emergency/transitional housing must be approved in advance by the County Council or
its designee.
6.14.080 Pre-application procedure.

Prior to submitting an application for a primary residential housing development, the applicant or
prospective developer should hold preliminary consultations with the Community and Econoimc
Development Director and other County staff as may be desirable, to obtain information and
guidance before entering into binding commitments or incurring substantial expense in the
preparation of plans, surveys and other data. Such preliminary consultations should include
information on potential federal, state, and local affordable housing funding availability, and
program requirements in guaranteeing the development’s consistency with the objectives of this
overlay district.
6.14.090 Application – Development plans and map required.
An application for a primary residential housing development must be for a parcel or parcels of
land that is under the control of the person, corporation, or entity proposing the development.
The application shall meet all requirements of and include all submission materials required in
connection with an application for preliminary plat or site plan approval and shall be submitted
with the County’s standard application form. In addition to the foregoing, the application shall
include the following:
A. The proposed means for assuring the continuing existence, maintenance and operation of
the development as a primary residential housing project; and
B. Such other information as may be required by the Community and Economic Development
Director to allow for a complete analysis and appraisal of the planned development.
6.14.100 Findings.
In approving a development with respect to which the high density housing district zone is
applicable, the County Council, upon the recommendation of the Planning Commission, shall
make the following findings to ensure that the application is appropriate to the purpose and the
location:
A. The concessions granted for density and deviation from design standards, are
commensurate with the level of primary residential occupancy provided by the development.
Specifically, the greater the extent of concessions and incentives, the greater the level of
primary residential occupancy.

B. The developer enters into a development agreement to maintain the primary residential
occupancy of the development specific to the requirements of the County and any funding
sources with greater or longer occupancy requirements.
6.14.110 Periodic Review of High Density Housing Ordinance.

The County Council shall review this Article at least biennially to determine what adjustments, if
any, are advisable to meet the housing needs of the residents of the County.
6.14.120

Enforcement.

A. It shall be a misdemeanor to violate any provision of this Article. Without limiting the
generality of the foregoing, it shall also be a misdemeanor for any person to sell or rent to
another person a primary residential housing unit under this Article who does not meet the
residency and occupancy requirements of this Article or to sell or rent a primary residential
housing unit to a household not qualified under this Article. It shall further be a misdemeanor for
any person to provide false or materially incomplete information to the County or its designee or
to a seller or lessor of a primary residential housing unit to obtain occupancy of housing for
which the person is not eligible.
[ADD LANGUAGE THAT ENABLES PLACING A LIEN ON A PROPERTY IN VIOLATION. ADD
SPECIFIC FINE LEVEL ASSOCIATED WITH MISDEMEANOR.]
B. The County may institute any appropriate legal actions or proceedings necessary to ensure
compliance with this Article, including: (i) actions to revoke, deny or suspend any permit,
including a land development permit, conditional use permit, building permit, certificate of
occupancy, or discretionary approval; (ii) actions to recover from any violator of this Article civil
fines, restitution to prevent unjust enrichment from a violation of this Article, and/or enforcement
costs, including attorney fees; (iii) eviction or foreclosure; and (iv) any other appropriate action
for injunctive relief or damages. Failure of any official or agency to fulfill the requirements of this
Article shall not excuse any person, owner, household or other party from the requirements of
this Article.

Exhibit A
To
HDH District
Minimum Standards for Physical Conditions of Primary Residential Housing Units
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Clean unit
Carpets steam-cleaned two or three days prior to closing
All scratches, holes, burned marks repaired in hardwood floors, linoleum, tile, and counter tops,
etc.
No broken or foggy windows
All screens in windows (if screens were originally provided)
All doors will be in working order with no holes
All locks on doors will work
All keys will be provided; e.g., door, mail box, garage
All mechanical systems shall be in working order
Walls paint ready
Normal wear and tear on carpet; if carpet has holes, stains, etc., the carpet and padding shall be
replaced or escrow funds at current market value per square foot for a comparable product
shall be held at the time of closing to be used by the new buyer
No leaks from plumbing fixtures
Any safety hazard remedied prior to closing
Satisfaction of radon issue if found at time of inspection
All light fixtures shall be in working order
All appliances that existed in the original Unit, remain and are in good working order and good
condition

DEFINITIONS
•
•

Clean Unit: All rooms will be cleaned as stated below:
Kitchen:
o Range - Inner and outer services will be cleaned.
o Range hood and Exhaust Fan
o Refrigerator and Freezer - Inner and outer surfaces of refrigerator and freezer will be
clean. Freezer will be defrosted.
o Cabinets and Countertops - Exterior and interior surfaces of cabinets and drawers will
be clean. Door and drawer handles, if provided, shall be clean and in place.
o Sink and Garbage Disposal - Sink and plumbing fixtures will be clean. Garbage disposal
must be in working order.
o Dishwasher - Must be in working order and inner and outer surfaces shall be clean.

•

Blinds, Windows, Screens:
o Mini-blinds, Venetian Blinds, Vertical Blinds, and Pull Shades - Will be clean.
o Windows - All window surfaces, inside and outside of the window glass, shall be clean.
o Screens - Screens will be clean and in place with no holes or tears.

•

Closets: Closets, including floors, walls, hanger rod, shelves and doors, shall be clean.

•

Light Fixtures: Light fixtures will be clean and shall have functioning bulbs/florescent tubes.

•

Bathrooms:
o Bathtub, Shower Walls, Sinks - Bathtubs, shower walls and sinks shall be clean.
o Toilet and Water Closet - Water closets, toilet bowls and toilet seats will be clean. If the
toilet seat is broken or peeling, the seat shall be replaced.
o Tile - All tile and grout will be clean.
o Mirrors and Medicine Cabinets - Mirrors and medicine cabinets shall be cleaned inside
and out.
o Shelves and/or Other Cabinetry - All other shelving or cabinetry shall be cleaned inside
and out.

•

Walls, Ceilings, Painted Doors and Baseboards: Painted surfaces must be cleaned with care to
ensure the surface is clean without damaging the paint.

•

Floors: Floor cleaning includes sweeping and mopping and could include stripping, waxing and
buffing. Types of floor surfaces include bamboo and marmoleum.

•

Interior Storage/Utility Rooms: Storage/utility rooms shall be cleaned. Properly cleaned
storage/utility rooms will be free from odors, removable stains, grease marks or accumulations.

•

Washer/Dryer- Must be in working order and inner and outer surfaces shall be clean

•

Safety Hazard: Any item that provides a safety hazard shall be fixed. This would include, but is
not limited to, exposed electrical wiring, satisfaction of any radon issue found, ventilation for
gas hot water system, etc.

•

Walls Paint-Ready: All holes shall be patched; all posters, pictures, etc., shall be removed from
all walls; all nails, tacks, tape, etc., shall be removed from all walls; and all walls shall be clean
and ready for the new buyer to paint. If wallpaper has been placed on the wall and in good
condition, the wallpaper can remain; if the wallpaper is peeling off, the wallpaper must be
removed.

•

Windows: If a window is broken, including the locking mechanism, the window shall be
replaced. If the window has a fog residue in the inside, it shall be replaced.

DRAFT
Grand County Planning Commission
June 26, 2018
A regular meeting of the Grand County Planning Commission convened on the above date at the Grand Center, 182
North 5th West, Moab, UT 84532
Members Present: Chair Gerrish Willis, Vice Chair Robert O’Brien, Rachel Nelson, Christine “Cricket” Green, and
Kevin Walker.
Members Absent: Emily Campbell and Abby Scott
Staff Present: Kaitlin Myers, JD McClanahan, and Zacharia Levine
Council Liaison: Mary McGann
Meeting was called to order at 5:00 PM by the Chair Gerrish Willis.
Citizens to be heard: none
Public Hearing: A proposed preliminary plat planned unit development (PUD) subdivision of property located on
Chapman Lane.
The application is submitted by Craig Parks and represented by Ben Byrd. The property is 49.94 acres, zoned Rural
Residential (RR), and maintains a residential use. The property owner proposes a division of the property into 34
residential lots with a PUD overlay.
All relevant agencies have reviewed the preliminary plans for required improvements and finds them acceptable. The
applicant is requesting a road design exception for private roads because he plans to develop the property into a gated
community. The Planning Commission will need to determine if the private road will be subject to standards outlined in
the Grand Construction Standards, Section 1.A.(2) – Street Dedications.
Staff sees justifications for approval with conditions. At the time of report generation, Staff, including the County
Engineer, felt the road terminating at the southeast corner of the property should include a dedicated right-of-way spur
to the adjacent property given the likelihood of future development on that property. At the time of the meeting, the
applicant representative, Ben Byrd, informed Staff and Commission that conversations with the adjacent property
owner give Byrd reasonable belief that this proposed PUD will not connect to any potential development on the
neighboring lot. Byrd presented an updated plat that replaces “Tract D” with a property lot line between lots 11 and 12.
Staff notes the Commission will need to make a decision about whether this should be platted as a dedicated right-ofway or as a lot line.
Additionally, Staff explains that the property has steep slopes. Building envelopes will be required for final plat and are
included in the updated plat presented at the meeting.
The Chair asked the applicant if they would like to speak on the subject.
Byrd stated that Staff explained the project well; he notes that he intends to build the subdivision as a quiet, gated
community with a strict HOA and desires narrow, private roads. Planning Commission will need to determine if road
connectivity will be required, as described above.
The Chair opened the public hearing.
Kathryn Yost, one of the current property owners in the proposed subdivision, asked a question about changes to her
lot lines.
Stephanie Dahlstrom voices appreciation to the applicant for plans to maintain public access to trails through the
subdivision. She inquires about the applicant’s ability to develop on top of the mesa located on lot 8.
Commission discussion:
•

Kevin Walker voices concern over protecting the viewshed of properties in relation to the currently proposed
building envelopes. Walker asks Staff how the 30% threshold is calculated for constrained, steep-slope lands.

•

Commission discusses concern over the proposed building envelope for lot 8, specifically about the upper
eastern section on top of the mesa. Commission and Byrd have a brief conversation about how the definition
of steep slopes is not the concern with this lot and that ridgeline standards are more applicable. Staff notes
that the lot will be assessed when an applicant applies for a building permit on the associated lot. Chair Willis
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explains that the addition of building envelopes on preliminary and final plats are new and the Commission
cannot judge the appropriateness of the lot based on the proposed building envelope.
•

Commission discusses the historic public trail accesses through and in proximity to the property and voices
support of the applicant noting these trails on the final plat.

•

Commission decides that the desire to maintain Tract D does not exist and can be removed, as is indicated on
the updated plat.

The Chair called for a motion
Kevin Walker moves to send a favorable recommendation to the County Council, with the updated plat to show
elimination of Tract D and additional dedication of the historic public, non-motorized trail using a plat note that states it
will remain open to the public. Vice Chair O’Brien seconds.
Chair Willis makes an amended motion to add to Walker’s motion that the updated plat shall also include the slope
analysis for the rest of lot 8. Walker seconds.
The Chair closed the public hearing and opened the discussion on the motion.
No further discussion on the motion.
The Chair called for a vote on the motion.
Gerrish Willis, Robert O’Brien, Rachel Nelson, Cricket Green, and Kevin Walker voted in favor of the amended motion.
Motion carries.
Gerrish Willis, Robert O’Brien, Rachel Nelson, Cricket Green, and Kevin Walker voted in favor of Walker’s original
motion. Motion carries.

WORKSHOP
Discussion - High Density Development overlay
Staff presented flyers for media and provided additional information on the public open houses for the HDDO.
Approval of Minutes: The June 12th, 2018 meeting minutes were approved as written.
Future Considerations:
Community Development Department Update:
The Dark Skies group is reviewing and developing a lighting ordinance to meet Dark Skies regulations and will return it
to the Commission soon.
The second phase of the economic nexus study was reviewed and discussed at a joint City-County Council meeting on
June 19. The results of the study and a draft of the associated assured housing policy will return to the Commission
soon.
The City and County have both respectively passed a resolution to inform land developers of potential future changes
to the Land Use Code.
Mary Hofhine is scheduled to retire on July 13. Kenny Gordon will replace her as the Zoning Administrator, starting on
July 9.
County Council Liaison report:
The County Council and various County departments are working diligently to clean up the June 12 fire.
Adjournment - meeting adjourned at 6:45 pm.
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