FEBRUARY 24, 2022
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 6:00 P.M.
Consistent with provisions of the Utah Open and Public Meetings Act, Utah Code Ann. § 54-2-207(4), the Moab Planning
Commission Chair has issued written determinations supporting the decision to convene electronic meetings of the Planning
Commission without a physical anchor location. Due to the health and safety risks related to the ongoing COVID-19
pandemic and considering public health orders limiting in-person gatherings, Moab City Planning Commission will continue to
hold meetings by electronic means. The public is invited and encouraged to view and participate in the Planning
Commission's electronic meetings by viewing the City’s YouTube channel: https://www.youtube.com/MoabCityGovernment.
Individuals wishing to participate in the Citizens to be Heard portion of the should submit their comments using this form:
Public Comment Form. Comments submitted for the Citizens to be Heard portion of the agenda will be incorporated into the
meeting minutes as part of the permanent record. Citizens to be heard Zoom Link:

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/85325719246 Meeting ID: 853 2571 9246 One tap
mobile +16699009128,,85325719246# US (San Jose)
1.

6:00 P.M.

Call To Order

2. Citizens To Be Heard
To have your comments considered for the Citizens to Be Heard portion of the electronic meeting, please fill
out the form found here:
HTTPS://DOCS.GOOGLE.COM/FORMS/D/E/1FAIPQLSECP3KYU0F_F8J6J5ROFAEUPTNKW938GR8DVWEOJJH
-AQFNGA/VIEWFORM?VC=0&C=0&W=1

You must submit your comments by 5:00 pm on the day of the meeting. Please limit your
comments to 400 words
3. Discussion Item
3.1. Presentation On Development Of Landscaping Standards
Briefing and Discussion.
Documents:
CC LANDSCAPE RECOMMENDATIONS AGENDA SUMMARY SHEET 022222.PDF
2022.02.16_MEMO_ CITY OF MOAB WATER EFFICIENT LANDSCAPING STANDARDS DRAFT
RECOMMENDATIONS.PDF
3.2. Staff Update On Resolution #33 -2021, R3/R4 Active Employment Household Requirement Code Amendment
Briefing and Discussion
4. Approval Of Minutes
4.1. Approval Of Minutes
Possible Action. Approval of Minutes from Planning Commission Meetings: 9/23/21, 10/14/21,
10/28/21, 11/18/21, 12/16/21, 1/13/22, 1/24/22
Documents:
MIN-PC-2021-09 -23.PDF
MIN-PC-2021-10 -14.PDF
MIN-PC-2021-10 -28.PDF
MIN-PC-2021-11 -18.PDF
MIN-PC-2021-12 -16.PDF
MIN-PC-2022-01 -13.PDF
MIN-PC-2022-01 -24.PDF
5. Future Agenda Items
6. Adjournment

MIN-PC-2021-10 -28.PDF
MIN-PC-2021-11 -18.PDF
MIN-PC-2021-12 -16.PDF
MIN-PC-2022-01 -13.PDF
MIN-PC-2022-01 -24.PDF
5. Future Agenda Items
6. Adjournment

Moab City Council Agenda Item
Meeting Date: February 22, 2022

Title: Water Workshop - Past, Present, and Future

Presenter: Lindsay Rogers and John Berggren, Western Resource Advocates
Attachment(s): City of Moab Water Efficient Landscaping Standards Draft
Recommendations
Recommended Motion: N/A, Discussion

Background/Summary: As part of the Water Conservation Plan (adopted
Dec 2021), water-wise landscaping standards were contemplated as code
requirements for all new development, and as recommendations and
guidelines for existing developments. The Sustainability Department won
$25,000 worth of technical support from WaterNOW to work on these
recommendations, and have been working with WaterNOW and Western
Resource Advocates for the past six months to develop the proposed
standards, which will be presented today for discussion.

These proposed standards were developed by researching similar
requirements in other communities, learning from their mistakes and
successes, and then many local expert interviews and consultations to further
refine the ideas specifically for Moab and our unique local climate.
This is the first time these recommendations have been presented, and they
are here for discussion and direction to move forward. The Planning
Commission will see the same presentation for discussion on Feb 24th.

MEMO:
TO:
FROM:
DATE:

City of Moab Water Efficient Landscaping Standards Draft Recommendations
Moab City Council & Planning Commission
Lindsay Rogers & John Berggren, Western Resource Advocates & Victoria Arling,
WaterNow Alliance
February 16, 2022

Executive Summary
In August 2021, WaterNow Alliance (WaterNow) and Western Resource Advocates (WRA) launched a
Project Accelerator with the City of Moab to provide pro-bono support in updating the City’s zoning
code to include water wise landscaping and irrigation efficient standards. This memo presents 11
potential recommendations for updating Moab’s landscaping standards in the City’s zoning code that we
feel would be reasonable for developers and landscapers to undertake and feasible for City staff to
implement. These proposed recommendations would apply to some (or all) types of new development
and redevelopment.
The recommendations are based on research conducted by WaterNow and WRA on water wise
landscaping standards implemented in 10 communities throughout the West. This research – which
included a number of options for updating landscaping standards to prioritize water efficiency - was
vetted through a variety of avenues, including a presentation and discussion with Moab’s Water
Conservation & Drought Management Board, conversations with City staff, and interviews with key local
stakeholders. Local stakeholders included: Jeffrey Adams with Terra Sophia; Eric Floor and Tara Stoner
with EcoLogic; Kara Dohrenwend with Wildland Scapes; Roslynn Brain McCann with Utah State
University Extension; Rikki Epperson with Community Rebuilds; and Orion Rogers with Southeast Utah
Health Department. Stakeholders were asked to consider, in particular, any financial, capacity, material
availability, or other barriers that could arise from a given recommendation.
Based on this feedback, and additional research into other western community’s landscape regulations,
these 11 potential recommendations were drafted. Each recommendation outlined below includes a
justification (with stakeholder feedback), current City standards, recommended code update, supporting
code language/examples of potential modifications, and any related supporting resources. In addition,
there are 3 recommendations for educational or best management practices the City could pursue. The
11 recommendations include:
1. Living Plant Material: Require 25% living plant material at maturity in the landscaped area for all
development types and require 50% living plant material in high-visibility, commercial
development
2. Non-Living Permeable Groundcover: Allow up to 75% of landscaped area to be non-living,
permeable materials (e.g., organic mulches, gravel, decorative pavement); for high visibility,
commercial areas, allow up to 50% of landscaped areas to be non-living permeable
groundcover.
3. Turf Limits: For all residential development, require that turf areas shall: (a) be limited to areas
with suitable shade; (b) not be allowed in spaces narrower than 10 feet wide; (c) not be used in
more than 10% of total landscaped area or a maximum of 200 square feet of turf; (d) not be
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4.
5.
6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

allowed on slopes greater than 33%; and HOAs may not mandate the installation of turf on
residential properties. For commercial properties, retain current standards.
Plant List: All plant materials must be selected from the City’s approved Plant List, which is
organized by non-irrigated/very low, low, medium and high water use plants.
WaterWise Plants Requirement: A minimum of 50% of living plant material must be selected
from the non-irrigated/very low or low water use category of the City’s Approved Plant List.
Hydrozones: Plants are to be hydrozoned with plants of a similar hydrozone. Plants with a very
low hydrozone are not to be planted in a moderate to high hydrozone. Irrigation shall be
hydrozoned, grouping similar water demands by irrigation zone.
Landscape Water Budget: The total irrigation water need for all hydrozones cannot exceed a
Maximum Applied Water Budget of 15 gallons/season/sq-ft (24in/season) of irrigated landscape
area unless special features are included. Special features include: protected native vegetation
areas, ecological restoration areas, bioretention areas, non-irrigated permeable areas,
stormwater conveyance infrastructure, and graywater systems.
Mulch: Organic mulch must be applied at a depth of 4 inches, 1 cubic yard per 80 sq ft; inorganic
mulch including gravel, river rock, and crushed rock must be applied at a depth of 2 inches.
Because mulching can limit the successful propagation of some native plants, native plants are
exempt from these mulching requirements.
Irrigation System Criteria: For commercial and large-scale developments: (a) smart irrigation
controllers are required; (b) dedicated landscape water meters/submeters must be installed for
all non-residential landscapes greater than 5,000 sq-ft; (c) the irrigation system must be
designed to prevent runoff, low head drainage, overspray and other similar conditions; (d)
minimum pop-up height for sprinklers in turf grass shall be 6 inches; (e) check valves or antidrain valves are required on all sprinkler heads; (f) operating pressure at each emission device
must be within the manufacturer’s recommended pressure range; (g) sprinklers within a zone
must have matched precipitation rates; (h) a pressure regulation valve shall be installed and
maintained by the consumers; (i) overhead irrigation shall not be permitted within 24 inches of
any non-permeable surface.
Fire Wise Landscaping: For all developments in the wildland urban interface: Avoid fire prone
plant materials and highly flammable mulches; plant widely-spaced, low growing, non-resinous
shrubs 2-3 feet away from the house; if planting new trees, plant small maturing ones at least 15
feet away from structures.
Maintenance: All irrigation systems must be maintained including backflow assembly testing,
leak repair, head adjustment, etc.; all replacement plants shall conform to the city’s plant list
and landscaping standards; recommended turf mowing height is 3 ½ inches.

It is important to note that this list of 11 potential recommendations is not intended to be adopted in
whole; that is, this is a menu of options from which the City could select certain recommendations to
explore. Most notably, there are two broad categories to consider when making those selections, driven
primarily by the selection of a water budget allowance approach or not. If the #7: Water Budget
Allowance approach is selected, that would impact which of the other recommendations are still
applicable. A water budget approach would NOT include #5: Low Water Plant Requirements or #3: Turf
Limits residential limitation of 10% or 200 square feet. If a water budget approach were not selected,
those recommendations could still be considered.
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Finally, Attachment A is a Landscape Water Budget Allowance Worksheet, which presents how the #7:
Water Budget Allowance recommendation (Maximum Applied Water Budget of 15 gallons/season/sq-ft
(24in/season) of irrigated landscape area) was developed.

Draft Recommendations for Updating Landscape Standards
1. Living Plant Material
a. Justification
i. While requiring living plants doesn’t necessarily help reduce landscape water
demand, a living plant material minimum standard can be important for
landscaping aesthetics, reduced heat island effect, and pollinator habitat, among
other benefits. Stakeholders expressed support for a living plant minimum,
though they noted the example code language from other communities (50% or
75%) was likely too high for Moab’s desert landscaping aesthetic.
b. Current Standards
i. Residential: No living plant material requirement. At least seventy percent of the
area contained within a required front or side yard adjacent to a street in any
residential or residential-agricultural zone shall be landscaped.
ii. Developments over 30,000 sq ft: At least 5% living plant material other than
groundcover or natural vegetation; no more than 80% living ground cover.
c. Recommended Code Update
i. Require 25% minimum living plant material at maturity in the landscaped area
including shrubs, perennials, ornamental grasses, groundcover plants, and turf
grasses in all development types.
ii. Require 50% minimum living plant material at maturity in the landscaped area
for high-visibility, commercial areas including - but not limited to - street frontage
landscapes, buffers, and parking lot perimeter landscapes.
iii. Artificial trees, shrubs, plants, and artificial turf are prohibited.
d. Supporting Code Language
i. 50% minimum living materials including shrubs, perennials, ornamental grasses,
groundcover plants, and turf grasses. (Aurora, CO)
ii. For Street frontage landscapes, buffers, and parking lot perimeter landscapes –
75% of the area must be live vegetation. (Grand Junction, CO)
2. Non-living Permeable Groundcover
a. Justification
i.
It’s important to strike a balance between non-living groundcover and living
plant material. Allowing for a greater percentage of non-living ground cover
could have the effect of reducing landscape water demand. Stakeholders were
generally supportive of this recommendation and wanted to see the living and
non-living percentages add up to 100% for clarity.
b. Current Standards
i.
Residential: None
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ii.

Developments over 30,000 sq ft: Permeable non-living ground cover shall have a
maximum coverage of 20%.
c. Recommended Code Update
i.
For all development types except high visibility, commercial areas: Allow up to
75% of landscaped area to be non-living, permeable materials including river
rock, crushed rock, organic mulches such as shredded bark, gravel, cobbles,
walks, decorative pavement, or other non-living materials for all development
types.
ii.
For high visibility, commercial areas: Allow up to 50% of landscaped areas to be
non-living permeable groundcover.
d. Supporting Code Language
i.
Allows up to 50% non-living materials including river rock, crushed rock, organic
mulches such as shredded bark, gravel, cobbles, walks, decorative pavement,
and artificial turf or other non-living materials. (Aurora, CO)
ii.
Allows up to 25 percent of the area required to be landscaped may be covered
with mulch, pavers, decorative concrete (Thornton, CO)
3. Turf Limits
a. Justification
i.
High water use, non-essential turf limitations are potentially the most important
standard we can implement to reduce landscape water demand. Given Moab’s
desert climate, the irrigation demands for turf are significant, so any reductions
in the amount of new turf being installed will have large water savings.
Currently, there are no limits on turf for residential development. Some form of
turf limits were strongly supported by all stakeholders interviewed for this
project.
b. Current Standards
i.
Residential: None
ii.
Developments over 30,000 sq ft:
● Turf areas shall be limited to areas with suitable shade and shall not be
allowed in spaces narrower than ten feet wide.
● Turf shall not be used in more than ten percent of total landscape area,
and should be located in places where people will use it.
● Areas with a slope greater than thirty-three percent shall be landscaped
with deep rooting, water conserving plants for erosion control and soil
stabilization. (Ch. 17.80.070)
c. Recommended Code Update
i.
Retain existing standards for large developments
ii.
For all residential development, adopt the standards below:
● Turf areas shall be limited to areas with suitable shade from buildings or
trees and shrubs at maturity.
● Shall not be allowed in spaces narrower than ten feet wide.
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●

Shall not be used in more than 10% of total landscaped area or a
maximum of 200 square feet of turf, whichever is greater. (Note: this
requirement could be removed if water budget approach is adopted)
● Turf is not allowed on slopes greater than 33%.
● Homeowners Associations may not mandate the installation of turf on
residential properties.
d. Supporting Code Language
i.
Lawn or turf area shall not exceed 10 percent of the overall landscape area of a
project site (Sedona, AZ)
ii.
The installation of new turf in residential front yards is prohibited; Turf is not an
allowable plant material within public or private common open space unless it
meets the definition of “usable”. (For example, they’re defined as non-usable as
medians, streetscapes, parking lots, entryways, and perimeter landscaping).
(Henderson, NV)
iii.
Turf is not allowed on slopes greater than 25% when oriented towards
hardscape (Sacramento, CA)
iv.
Any HOA governing documents… are void and unenforceable if they: Require
the use of turf in landscape areas less than 8 feet wide or require turf in other
areas that exceed 35% of the landscaped area; or prohibit the use of waterconserving plants as a group. (Jordan Valley WCD, UT)
e. Supporting Resources
i.
ii.

Utah State University Cooperative Extension “Water-Wise Landscaping: Practical
Turfgrass Areas”
Jordan Valley Water Conservancy District, Flip Your Strip-Park Strip Designs

4. Plant List
a. Justification
i.
There is an increasingly critical need to conserve water in the arid west, provide
habitat for local animals within the urban environment, and create a more
sustainable landscape system through the use of adapted plant materials. A
plant list can be used to address these environmental concerns by encouraging
or requiring certain low water, native plant species and to categorize plant
species by their water use. The stakeholders interviewed expressed general
interest and support of the City of Moab developing and maintaining a
comprehensive plant list, as it would include plants appropriate to Moab’s
unique climate and would give landscapers the flexibility to select a variety of
plants based on what is available in the list.
b. Current Standards
i.
Residential: None
ii.
Large Scale Developments over 30,000 sq ft: None.
iii.
RC Resort Commercial Zone: Screening Plant List: Plants used to satisfy any
required screening standards shall be limited plants with a mature height of
between six and fifteen feet and foliage. For reference to appropriate plants and
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trees see the publication Urban & Community Forest: A Guide for interior
Western United States, Department of Agriculture, 1990. (Ch. 17.31.050)
c. Recommended Code Update
i.
For All Development Types: All plant material must be selected from the City’s
Approved Plant List. The plant list is categorized by non-irrigated/very-low, low,
medium, and high water use plants.
ii.
Installation of plants that are not on the approved list must be pre-approved by
the City and are up to the discretion of the Planning Director.
iii.
Pursuant to the Utah Noxious Weed Act, Section 7, no plants shall be planted
from the Grand County Noxious Weeds List (Available here:
https://www.grandcountyutah.net/168/Noxious-Weeds)
iv.
Note: The City could either adopt and maintain its own plant list or borrow from
other communities or potentially a state-maintained list.
d. Examples of Potential Modifications
i.
The required plant list features plants that are considered water-wise or low
water use plants, unless listed as riparian; includes three categories: native,
adaptive, and riparian plants. (Sedona, AZ)
ii.
Plant material must be selected from Town’s approved plant list; plant materials
meet or exceed the plant quality and species standards of the American
Standard for Nursery Stock. (Castle Rock, CO)
e. Supporting Resources
i.
Native Plants for the Intermountain West:
https://cwelwnp.usu.edu/westernnativeplants/index.php
ii.
USU - Waterwise plants for Utah Landscapes:
https://extension.usu.edu/cwel/water-wise-plants
iii.
Wildland Scapes, LLC
● Native: https://www.revegmoab.com/native-plants
● Pollinator: https://www.revegmoab.com/pollinator-plantings-andmoab-big
● Shade trees, fruit trees, evergreens:
https://www.revegmoab.com/general-plant-lists
● Shrubs and herbaceous perennials:
https://www.revegmoab.com/shrubs-and-herbaceous-perennials
5. Water Wise Plants Requirements
a. Justification
i.
Water wise and native plants typically have significantly lower water demand
than turfgrass and other high water use plants. There are also many associated
benefits to using water wise and native plants such as providing pollinator
habitat, being fire resistant, being lower maintenance, and providing functional,
attractive landscapes. Stakeholders interviewed generally agree that
landscaping code updates should include requirements for water wise plants
and not native plants. It would be disadvantageous to require a standard for
native plants as many plants native to Moab (i.e., cottonwood trees) are not low
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water use. Additionally, there are many non-native, low water use plants that
are well suited to Moab’s climate that would otherwise be restricted in this
native plant requirement.
b. Current Standards
i.
Residential: None
ii.
Large Scale Developments over 30,000 sqft: Plant Materials and Landscape
Design Standards. 1. Plants selected for landscape areas shall consist of plants
that are well suited to the microclimate and soil conditions at the project site.
(Ch 17.80.070)
iii.
RC Resort Commercial Zone: i. Use of locally appropriate shrubs, trees and
grasses or plants with low-water demand characteristics is encouraged, but not
required, in all cases in order to minimize the consumption of water. (Ch
17.31.050)
c. Recommended Code Update
i.
For All Development Types: A minimum of 50% of living plant material must be
selected from the non-irrigated/very low or low water use category of the City’s
Approved Plant List.
ii.
Remove RC Resort language above from code as it would be contradictory to
the recommended code update.
d. Supporting Code Language
i.
Adopt current standards for all development types in WUI
ii.
A minimum of 50 percent of the plants on a development site shall be native
species identified in the Administrative Manual (Sedona, AZ)
iii.
Minimum three tree varieties and five shrub varieties shall be provided for each
project selected from the plant list. (Henderson, NV)
iv.
Water-wise landscaping is required on all development, private or public, in
recognition of our semi-arid climate and limited amount of water available for
outdoor uses. (Thornton, CO)
6. Hydrozones
a. Justification
i.
Hydrozones allow for proper, efficient irrigation. Hydrozones means grouping
plants in the landscape according to categories based on their water usage (ex.
non-irrigated, water-conserving, and non-water conserving); and these plants
are served by a valve or set of valves with the same irrigation schedule.
Stakeholders interviewed were generally interested and supportive of
integrating hydrozone standards into the landscape code in conjunction with
the water budget approach and plant list. Local nurseries in Moab already
categorize plants by very low, low, medium, and high water use and which
complements this code requirement.
b. Current Standards
i.
Residential: None
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ii.

Large Developments Over 30,000 sqft: Plant Materials and Landscape Design
Standards. Plants with similar water needs shall be grouped together as much as
possible. (Ch 17.80.070)
c. Recommended Code Update
i.
For All Development Types: Plants are to be hydrozoned with plants of a similar
hydrozone (for example, low with low; very low with very low). Plants with a
very low hydrozone are not to be planted in a moderate to high hydrozone.
ii.
Irrigation shall be hydrozoned, grouping similar water demands by irrigation
zone.
d. Supporting Code Language
i.
Plants are to be hydrozoned with plants of a similar hydrozone (for example,
low with low; very low with very low). Plants of a very low hydrozone are not to
be planted in a moderate to high hydrozone. (Castle Rock, CO)
ii.
All non-single-family landscapes must be divided into water conserving (nonturf), non-water conserving (turf), and non-irrigated areas (e.g., pavement). A
separate hydrozone plan is required for submittal with the landscape plan.
(Aurora, CO)
iii.
Each valve shall irrigate a landscape with similar site, slope and soil conditions
and plant materials with similar watering needs. Turf and non-turf areas shall
be irrigated on separate valves. Drip emitters and sprinklers shall be placed on
separate valves. (JVWCD, UT)
e. Supporting Resources
i.
Definitions:
● Hydrozone: A group of plants with the same water use classification and
microclimate assigned to a single irrigation valve. Plants should be
grouped and planted in separate hydrozones due to factors such as:
Plant water use classification; root depth; microclimate (sun, shade,
wind, heat); slope and elevation; soil type; irrigation emission devices
with different application rates; summer-dry adapted plants should be
on a different hydrozone to those that require more summer moisture
(QWEL Reference Manual).
Hydrozone example / design template Qualified Water Efficient Landscaper
Reference Manual)
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7. Landscape Water Budget
a. Justification:
i.
A landscape water budget limits the overall amount of water that can be applied
to a given landscape during the irrigation season. Stakeholders have been
overwhelmingly supportive of this recommendation as a way to reduce
landscape water demand while allowing for flexibility in what can be installed in
the landscape.
b. Current Standards: None
c. Recommended Code Update
i.
All irrigated landscaped areas must be included in the water budget calculation.
See Appendix for details regarding the Maximum Applied Water Budget
calculation.
ii.
The total irrigation water need for all hydrozones cannot exceed a Maximum
Applied Water Budget of 15 gallons/season/sq-ft (24in/season) of irrigated
landscape area unless special features are included.
iii.
Special features include:
● Non-irrigated protected native vegetation areas
● Ecological restoration projects
● Bioretention areas
● Non-irrigated permeable areas
● Stormwater conveyance infrastructure (vegetated swales)
● Graywater applied to the landscape (% based on % living plant material
primarily watered with graywater)
iv.
If any combination of the special feature areas totals to at least 5% of the total
irrigated hydrozone area, then the Maximum Applied Water Budget increases to
16 gallons/season/sq-ft. If any combination of the special feature areas totals to
at least 10% of the total irrigated hydrozone area, then the Maximum Applied
Water Budget increases to 17 gallons/season/sqft.
v.
Active rainwater catchment systems, including rain barrels or cisterns, are also
incentivized in the calculation through a reduced overall irrigation water need.
d. Examples of Potential Modifications
i.
Require all proposals to calculate water demand of all landscapable areas
according to a water usage table; no water budget limit (Aurora, CO)
ii.
Require water budget calculations that include an estimated total water use
that does not exceed the calculation for the site’s maximum applied water
allowance (Sacramento, CA)
iii.
The total irrigation water need for all hydrozones cannot exceed a Maximum
Applied Water Budget of 7.5 gallons/season/sq-ft of irrigated landscape area
unless special features are included (e.g. green stormwater infrastructure,
graywater) (Aspen, CO)
e. Supporting Resources
i.
EPA Water Budget Calculation Tool: https://www.epa.gov/watersense/waterbudget-tool
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ii.
iii.

USBR Agrimet Castle Valley Station:
https://www.usbr.gov/pn/agrimet/etsummary.html?station=csvu&year=2021
City of Moab Precipitation Date: https://wrcc.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN.pl?ut5733

8. Mulch
a. Justification:
i.
Proper mulching provides many benefits to landscapes, including reducing soil
evaporation and moisture loss, moderating soil temperatures, providing weed
control, and improving landscape aesthetics. Some of the stakeholders
interviewed expressed concern about the availability of organic mulch in Moab,
but also noted that any requirements would create market demand. One
stakeholder described organic mulch from arborists as relatively easy to acquire.
b. Current standards: None
c. Recommended Code Update
i.
For all development types, require organic mulch be applied at a depth of 4
inches, 1 cubic yard per 80 sq ft; inorganic mulch including gravel, river rock,
and crushed rock must be applied at a depth of 2 inches.
ii.
Because mulching can limit the successful propagation of some native plants, it
is recommended that native plants be exempt from these mulching
requirements.
d. Examples of Potential Modifications
i.
Rock mulch shall be installed and maintained at a minimum depth of 2 inches
and a maximum depth of 4 inches on all planted areas except where
groundcover plants are fully established. (Henderson, NV)
ii.
Organic mulch applied at depth of 4 inches, 1 cubic yard per 80 sq ft; inorganic
mulch applied at a depth of 2 inches. (Castle Rock, CO)
e. Supporting Resources
i.
Utah State University Cooperative Extension, Using Mulches in Utah Landscapes
and Gardens
ii.
Utah State University Cooperative Extension, Water-Wise Landscaping: Mulch
9. Irrigation System Criteria
a. Justification
i.
Irrigation system design and installation is critical because even the most water
wise landscaping won’t save water if it’s not being irrigated efficiently and
effectively. For example, MP rotator nozzle heads are significantly more efficient
in applying water to the landscape compared to more traditional spray nozzles,
especially in windy areas like Moab. The stakeholders interviewed expressed
interest in irrigation system criteria requirements, but were concerned about
having requirements for residential properties.
b. Current standards:
i.
Residential: None
ii.
Large developments over 30,000 sq-ft:
● A detailed irrigation plan shall be drawn to the same scale as the
landscape plan and shall contain the following information:
10

iii.

iv.
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a. Layout of irrigation system and summary legend outlining the
type and size of all components of the system, including
manufacture name and model number with approved equals;
and
b. Flow rate in gallons per minute and design operating pressure in
pounds per square inch for each valve and precipitation rate in
inches per hour for each valve with sprinklers. (Ch. 17.80.070)
RC Resort Commercial Zone:
● Irrigation. All required landscaped areas shall include a permanent,
underground irrigation system as defined herein to insure the long-term
health and growth of the landscape. Where possible, irrigation systems
shall utilize untreated, irrigation water instead of treated water.
Irrigation system design shall take into consideration the xeriscape
characteristics of plant materials used. (Ch. 17.31.050)
Recommended Code Update:
● For residential developments: All requirements below are
recommendations.
● For commercial and large-scale developments:
● Smart irrigation controllers labeled by U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency’s WaterSense Program or with published reports posted on the
Smart Water Application Technologies website are required.
● Dedicated landscape water meters/sub-meters shall be installed for all
non-residential irrigated landscapes of 5,000 sq-ft or more.
● The irrigation system shall be designed to prevent runoff, low head
drainage, overspray, or other similar conditions where irrigation water
flows onto non-targeted areas, such as adjacent property, non-irrigated
areas, hardscapes, roadways, or structures.
● Minimum pop-up height for sprinklers in turfgrass areas shall be six
inches (6”).
● Check valves or anti-drain valves are required on all sprinkler heads.
● The irrigation system shall be designed to ensure that the operating
pressure at each emission device is within the manufacturer’s
recommended pressure range for optimal performance.
● Sprinklers within a zone shall have matched precipitation rates, unless
otherwise directed by the manufacturer’s recommendations. Sprinkler
spacing shall be designed to achieve the highest possible distribution
uniformity using the manufacturer’s recommendations. Spacing must
achieve head-to-head coverage.
● A pressure regulating valve shall be installed and maintained by the
consumer if the static service pressure exceeds 80 pounds per square
inch (psi). The pressure-regulating valve shall be located between the
meter and the first point of water use, or first point of division in the
pipe, and shall be set at the manufacturer's recommended pressure for
the sprinklers.

●

Overhead irrigation shall not be permitted within 24 inches of any nonpermeable surface. Allowable irrigation within the setback from nonpermeable surfaces may include drip, drip line, or other low flow nonspray technology. The setback area may be planted or unplanted. The
surfacing of the setback may be mulch, gravel, or other porous material.
c. Examples of Potential Modifications
i.
An irrigation construction plan shall graphically depict, and describe through
appropriate notes, an efficient irrigation design; each irrigation zone on the
irrigation construction plan should be designed to water plants with similar
water and environmental requirements. (Thornton, CO)
ii.
Specific requirements for irrigation systems including backflow prevention,
pressure regulators, highest possible distribution uniformity, and not permitting
overhead irrigation within 24 inches of non-permeable surfaces. (Sacramento,
CA)
iii.
Landscaped areas shall be provided with a WaterSense labeled smart irrigation
controller which automatically adjusts … in response to changing weather
conditions. (JVWCD, UT)
d. Supporting Resources
i.
Washington County Water Conservancy District, Installation and Maintenance
ii.
EPA WaterSense, Water Efficiency Management Guide: Landscaping and
Irrigation
iii.
South Metro Water Supply Authority, Model Regional Water Efficient Landscape
and Irrigation Ordinance
10. FireWise Landscaping Standards
a. Justification:
i.
Wildfires present a serious and growing threat to Western communities,
particularly properties at the interface between urban areas and natural open
space. In conversation with stakeholder, it was recommended that Moab
expand firewise landscape regulation for properties in the WUI.
b. Current Standards:
i.
Residential: None
ii.
Developments over 30,000 sq ft: For projects located at the interface between
urban areas and natural open space non-irrigated, highly drought tolerant
plants shall be selected that will blend with the native vegetation and are fire
resistant or retardant. Plants with low level fuel volume or high moisture
content shall be emphasized. Plants which tend to accumulate excessive
amounts of dead wood or debris shall be avoided.
c. Recommended Code Update:
i.
Expand current large development standards to all development types at the
interface between urban areas and natural open space.
ii.
For all development in the WUI:
● Avoid fire-prone plant materials and highly flammable mulches. See
appendix for a recommended list of plants.
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●

Plant widely-spaced, low-growing, non-resinous shrubs, 2-3 feet away
from the house. Do not plant directly under windows, vents, or decks.
Do not plant under tree crowns, or use shrubs to screen propane tanks
or firewood piles.
● If planting new trees, plant small-maturing ones, at least 15 feet away
from structures.
d. Supporting Resources
i.
Utah State University Forestry FireWise Plants List (for appendix):
https://forestry.usu.edu/news/utah-forest-facts/firewise-plants-for-utahlandscapes
ii.
Utah State University Forestry Firewise Landscaping Guide:
https://forestry.usu.edu/files/firewise-landscaping-updated-2018.pdf
11. Maintenance
a. Justification: Effectively maintaining landscapes and irrigation systems is critical to plant
health and water demand management.
b. Current Standards:
i.

For residential developments: Required landscaped areas shall be maintained in
a neat, clean, orderly and healthful condition. This is meant to include proper
pruning, mowing lawns, weeding, removal of litter, fertilizing, replacement of
dead plants and the regular watering of all plantings. (Prior code § 27-3-24(B))
ii.
For commercial developments: Maintenance Requirements. Landscaped areas
shall be reasonably maintained by the owner or the lessee of the property,
including pruning, trimming, watering, and other requirements necessary to
create an attractive appearance for the development. Lack of maintenance of
required landscaping material shall constitute a violation of this code.
c. Recommended Code Update:
i.
Include the replacement and maintenance of irrigation systems including
backflow assembly testing, leak repair, head adjustment, etc.
ii.
Include language to specify that all replacement plants shall conform to the
city's current plant list and landscaping standards.
iii.
Include a recommended turf mowing height of 3 ½ inches.
d. Supporting Code Language
i.
Required maintenance shall include regular watering, pruning, mowing,
fertilizing, clearing of debris and weeds, removal and replacement of dead
plants and repair and replacement of irrigation systems and architectural
features. (Sedona, AZ)
ii.
All replacement plants shall conform to the city's current landscaping
standards. (Aurora, CO)
iii.
Maintenance requirements must be noted in landscape and irrigation plans.
Irrigation system maintenance includes back flow assembly testing, leak repair,
head adjustment, etc. Turf preferred mowing height is 3 ½ inches. (Castle Rock,
CO)
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Educational, Best Management Practice Opportunities
1. Soil Amendment
a. Justification
i.
Incorporating compost and other soil amendments into a landscape has
important benefits including: up to 20% water savings, improved plant growth
and increased stormwater retention for the soil, pest suppression and reduced
need for fertilizers. However, stakeholders agreed that a requirement for soil
amendment – which can be difficult to come by in Moab – would present a
financial burden and an enforcement challenge for the City at this time.
b. Current standards: None
c. Examples of Potential Modifications
i.
Min. 4 cubic yards of organic matter soil amendment required for turf, trees,
shrubs, perennials and annuals; Soil amendment tilled to min. depth of 6 inches
(Thornton, CO)
ii.
Develop exception for native seeds/plants to use 2 cubic yards per 1,000 square
feet (based on research from City of Centennial, CO)
2. Graywater Reuse
a. Justification: Graywater reduces potable water demand by reusing water from
showerheads or washing machines or bathroom sinks in the landscape. While graywater
systems have been incentivized through the water budget allowance, stakeholders
shared that requirements for installing graywater stub-outs would likely be ineffective
since most homeowners would not then install the full system and graywater stubouts
are challenging from a regulatory perspective for Grand County Public Health. Fully
installed graywater systems were considered potentially overly prescriptive as a
mandate.
b. Current standard: No requirements, graywater systems allowed in Grand County per
state statute (R317)
c. Examples of Potential Modifications
i.
Incentivize or require graywater in all/some types of new development:
● Graywater included in a landscape water budget allowance
● Graywater stub-out requirement
● Fully installed graywater system required
ii.

Landscape Standards Best Practices
●
●
●

Soil characteristics
Subsurface irrigation system design
Mulch basin design

3. Rainwater Capture
a. Justification: Rainwater can also be used to reduce potable water demand by capturing,
holding and releasing collected water to the landscape. While active and passive
rainwater capture is incentivized through the water budget, some stakeholders shared
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that mandating rainwater capture could be financially burdensome and would
potentially not make a significant difference given Moab’s arid climate.
b. Current standards: No local standards, state statute (73-3-1.5) allows for rain catchment
storage up to 2,500 gallons or up to 100 gallons without registering.
c. Examples of Potential Modifications
i.
Incentivize and/or require passive or active rainwater harvesting
● Landscape water budget allowance
● Requiring specific forms of rainwater harvesting on some properties
ii.
Landscape Standards Best Practices
● Rain garden / bioswale design
● Rain barrel installation
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ATTACHMENT A: Maximum Allowed Landscape Water Budget
Effective Precipitation:
Effective Precipitation (25 – 75% total rainfall) = 1.6 – 4.7 gal/sf/season
o Precipitation during irrigation season = 6.27 in (Mar – Oct)
▪ Per Desert Research Institute1
Reference Evapotranspiration:
•

ETo = 57.38 inches/season (Mar – Oct)
o Per AgriMet Castle Valley UT station2

Irrigated Area
•

Irrigated Area = hydrozone area in sq-ft

Water Use Category
High (including Cool Season
Turf & Water Features)
Medium
Low
Very Low / Non-Irrigated
Irrigation Method
Overhead
Drip
Water Feature

Plant Factor3
0.8
0.5
0.2
0

Default Efficiency
70%
90%
75%

Special Features to Incentivize Healthy
Landscapes (% of irrigated landscape)
At least 15%
At least 10%
At least 5%

Maximum Applied Water
Budget (gal/sf/season)
+3 gal / sf / season
+2 gal / sf / season
+ 1 gal / sf / season

1

Annual rainfall during irrigation season from Moab, Desert Research Institute https://wrcc.dri.edu/cgibin/cliMAIN.pl?ut5733); Effective precipitation ranges from 25 – 75% based on local climate factors.
2

Average tall reference ETo from 2015 – 2021;
https://www.usbr.gov/pn/agrimet/etsummary.html?station=csvu&year=2021. Additional supporting information:
Peak monthly ETo for Moab in June is 9.55 (EPA WaterSense Water Budget); Fruita, Colorado – CoAgMet station
captured an ETo of 59.55 for irrigation season.
3

This table is based on EPA WaterSense Water Budget tool designations, plus an additional VL/Non-Irrigated
category to incentivize VL hydrozone plants.
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Special Features include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Non-irrigated protected native vegetation areas
Ecological restoration projects
Bioretention areas
Non-irrigated permeable areas
stormwater conveyance infrastructure (vegetated swales)
Graywater applied to the landscape (% based on % living plant material primarily watered with
graywater)

Active Rainwater Catchment
Amount of Rainwater Catchment Capacity
1 x 50 gallon rain barrel
2 x 50 gallon rain barrel (100 gal)
101 - 500 gallon-cistern
501 - 1000 gallon-cistern
1,001 – 1,500-gallon cistern
1,501 – 2,000 gallon cistern
2,001 – 2,500 gallon cistern

Reduction in Calculated Irrigation Water Need
(gallons)
100
200
1,000
2,000
3,000
3,750
4,500

Sample Hydrozone Tables
Irrigation Water Budget = [(ETo × Plant Factor) – Re] × Irrigated Area ÷ Irrigation Efficiency × 0.623

Example 1: 1/3 of each High, Medium and Low Water Hydrozones (w/ 75% Effective Precip)
Hydrozone

ETo

Plant
Water
Use
Category

Plant
Factor

Re
(in/season)

Irrigation
Method

Irrigation
Efficiency

Zone 1
57.4 H
0.8
4.7
Overhead 0.7
Zone 2
57.4 M
0.5
4.7
Drip
0.9
Zone 3
57.4 L
0.2
4.7
Drip
0.9
TOTAL
Avg. irrigation water need all zones = (d / c) = 19.33 gal/sf/season

Hydrozone
Area (sq ft)

Irrigation
Water Need
(gal/season)

1,000
1,000
1,000
(c) 3,000

36,6854
16,613
4,693
(d) 57,991

Hydrozone
Area (sq ft)

Irrigation
Water Need
(gal/season)

Example 1B: 1/3 of H,M, L Hydrozones (w/ 25% Effective Precip)
Hydrozone

4

ETo

Plant
Water

Plant
Factor

Re
(in/season)

Irrigation
Method

Irrigation
Efficiency

Note: If the entire area was high water use (turf), landscape water use per square foot would be 36.6
gal/sf/season
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Use
Category

Zone 1
57.4 H
0.8
1.6
Overhead 0.7
Zone 2
57.4 M
0.5
1.6
Drip
0.9
Zone 3
57.4 L
0.2
1.6
Drip
0.9
TOTAL
Avg. irrigation water need all zones = (d / c) = 21.7 gal/sf/season

1,000
1,000
1,000
(c) 3,000

39,445
18,759
6,839
(d) 65,043

Example 2: 1/4 H and M, 1/2 Low Water Hydrozones
Hydrozone ETo

Plant
Water
Use
Category
57.4 H
57.4 M
57.4 L

Plant Re
Irrigation
Factor (in/season) Method

Irrigation Hydrozone Irrigation
Efficiency Area (sq
Water Need
ft)
(gal/season)

Zone 1
0.8
4.7
Overhead 0.7
Zone 2
0.5
4.7
Drip
0.9
Zone 3
0.2
4.7
Drip
0.9
TOTAL
Average irrigation water needs = 15.62 gal/sf/season

1,500
1,500
3,000
(c) 6,000

55,029
24,920
14,080
(d) 93,729

Example 2: 1/4 H, M, L, VL/Non-irrigated
Hydrozone

ETo

Plant
Water
Use
Category

Plant
Factor

Re
(in/season)

Irrigation
Method

Irrigation
Efficiency

Zone 1
57.4 H
0.8
4.7
Overhead 0.7
Zone 2
57.4 M
0.5
4.7
Drip
0.9
Zone 3
57.4 L
0.2
4.7
Drip
0.9
Zone 4
VL
0
TOTAL
Average irrigation water needs = 14.5 gal/sf/season

Hydrozone
Area (sq ft)

Irrigation Water
Need
(gal/season)

1,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
(c) 4,000

36,685
16,613
4,693
(d) 57,991

Example 4: 10% H and, 1/4 M, 1/2 L, 15% VL w/ a 2,500 gallon cistern
Hydrozone ETo

Plant Re
Irrigation
Factor (in/season) Method

Zone 1
Zone 2
Zone 3
Zone 4
Subtotal

0.8
0.5
0.2
0
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Plant
Water
Use
Category
57.4 H
57.4 M
57.4 L
VL

4.7
4.7
4.7

Irrigation Hydrozone Irrigation
Efficiency Area (sq
Water Need
ft)
(gal/season)

Overhead 0.7
Drip
0.9
Drip
0.9

600
1,500
3,000
900
(c) 6,000

22,011
24,920
14,080
0
(d) 61,011

Rainwater
Capture
TOTAL
Average irrigation water needs w/out cistern = 10.16 gal/sf/season

6,000

Average irrigation water needs w/ cistern = 9.42 gal/sf/season
Special Features
Special Feature
Total area of Special Features (sq-ft)
Total percent of Special Features
Maximum Applied Water Budget (gal/sf/seaon)
Recommended water budget allowance = 15 gal/sf/season
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Special Feature Response
600
10%
+ 2 gal/sf/season

56,511

4,500

MOAB CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES--DRAFT
September 23, 2021
The Moab Planning Commission held its Regular Meeting on the above date. Audio is archived
at www.utah.gov/pmn and video is archived at www.youtube.com/watch?v=6UwdTqBQoTQ.
Call to Order:
Planning Commission Chair Kya Marienfeld called the meeting to order at 6:07 p.m. In
attendance were Commissioners Brityn Ballard, Jessica O’Leary and Becky Wells. Staff in
attendance were Assistant Planner Cory Shurtleff and City Recorder Sommar Johnson.
Citizens To Be Heard: There were no Citizens to be Heard.
Approval of Minutes:
Motion and Vote: Commission Member O'Leary moved to approve the meeting minutes from
July 22, August 12 and August 26, 2021. Commission Chair Marienfeld seconded the motion.
Vote: The motion passed unanimously.
Recommendation Regarding Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)—Approved
Assistant Planner Shurtleff presented for consideration and possible recommendation to the
City Council a draft Ordinance 2021-16: an ordinance amending the text of the Moab
Municipal Code (MMC) to revise Section 17.70 Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) and Section
17.06.020 Definitions. He brought up modifications to the draft, including proposed deed
restriction language to allow retired residents to satisfy the employee and workforce housing
requirement. He noted new language for a requirement that ADUs are only allowed in
association with a primary residential use. He noted a modification to allow ADUs to be built
before the primary dwelling, if the owner plans to occupy the home under construction. Front
yard setback and building height concerns were brought up, along with maximum ADU size. The
number of ADUs allowed per lot in different residential zones was noted. Shurtleff clarified that
no nightly rentals are allowed. Distance between structures was mentioned. A revised draft
ordinance edited by Commission Member Ruben Villalpando-Salas was briefly mentioned.
Commission Chair Marienfeld opened discussion by asking about allowed maximum ADU size.
Commission Member Wells voiced support for a maximum ADU size of 1500 square feet (sf)
with a minimum lot size of 20,000 sf. For standard lot size, consensus was made to limit ADU
size to 1200 sf. Shurtleff clarified that the minimum size proposed would be 375 sf. Discussion
ensued regarding the number of ADUs allowed per lot based on lot size in residential zones.
Owner-occupancy requirements of both Internal ADUs (IADUs) and External ADUs (EADUs)
were clarified from the draft. Owner-occupancy requirements for IADUs without specific safety
improvements were viewed favorably by commission members.
Motion and Vote: Commission Chair Marienfeld moved to recommend draft Ordinance
2021-16: an ordinance amending the text of the Moab Municipal Code (MMC) to revise Section
17.70 Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) and Section 17.06.020 Definitions, with amendments.
Commission Member O'Leary seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.
Future Agenda Items:
Assistant Planner Shurtleff predicted a couple of minor subdivisions and a number of site plans
for future review.
Adjournment: Commission Chair Marienfeld adjourned the meeting at 7:09 p.m.
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MOAB CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES--DRAFT
October 14, 2021
The Moab Planning Commission held its Regular Meeting on the above date. Audio is archived
at www.utah.gov/pmn and video is archived at www.youtube.com/watch?v=TLLGoMjg8I0.
Call to Order:
Planning Commission Chair Kya Marienfeld called the meeting to order at 6:03 p.m. In
attendance were Commissioners Brityn Ballard, Jessica O’Leary, Ruben Villalpando-Salas, John
Knight and Luke Wojciechowski. Assistant City Planner Cory Shurtleff also attended.
Citizens To Be Heard: There were no Citizens to be Heard.
Action Item: Lawrence Minor Subdivision—Approved
Discussion: Assistant Planner Shurtleff presented a resubmittal of a previously approved 2020
subdivision and explained mitigating circumstances that resulted in a delay of the recording of
the original subdivision.
Motion and Vote: Commission Member Ballard moved to forward a Positive
Recommendation to City Council on Resolution 31-2021 – A Resolution Conditionally
Approving the Lawrence Minor Subdivision of property located at 479 Bowen Circle, Moab, UT,
subject to the following conditions: 1. The existing structure located on Lot 2 of the Lawrence
Minor Subdivision 2021 must be removed or relocated in compliance with property setbacks
within Lot 2 of the Lawrence Minor Subdivision 2021 before final recording of the Plat. 2. All
Engineering comments shall be addressed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to City
Approval by the City Engineer on the Final Plat. Commission Member O'Leary seconded the
motion. The motion passed unanimously in a roll call vote.
Discussion Item: Sign Code
Commission Chair Marienfeld opened a discussion on draft Ordinance 2021-18, Text
Amendment to the Moab Municipal Code, including: Relocation of Section 15.44 Sign Code to
new Section 17.93 Sign Code; and Relocation of Titles 17.09.430, -440, -450, -460, -465, and 470, to new section Title 17.93 Sign Code; and Amending the MMC with clarifying language
identifying prohibited LED and LCD Display Technologies; and Amending Moab Municipal
Code with clarifying language identifying Exempt, Temporary, and Prohibited Signs; and
Amending the MMC Sign Code Definitions. Assistant Planner Shurtleff presented proposed
municipal code revisions regarding sign code, including changes that would be consistent with
recently-adopted County code. He mentioned the desire to consolidate all regulations for signs
to be relocated into Title 17 Zoning. In addition, flag banner signs known as blade signs or
feather signs would be limited to specific uses and applications, and prohibitions of specific
types of sign illumination such as LED, LCD and similar types. Signage impact on Dark Skies
legislation was discussed. The new sign at the high school was brought up, as well as freestanding A-framed sandwich signs.
Future Agenda Items:
Assistant Planner Shurtleff announced an upcoming minor subdivision and multiple site plan
approvals as well as consideration of R-3 and R-4 zone multi-household requirements.
Adjournment: Commission Chair Marienfeld adjourned the meeting at 7:00 p.m.
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MOAB CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES--DRAFT
October 28, 2021
The Moab Planning Commission held its Regular Meeting on the above date. Archived audio is
at www.utah.gov/pmn and video is at www.youtube.com/watch?v=OLLS7AjOH00.
Call to Order:
Planning Commission Chair Kya Marienfeld called the meeting to order at 6:05 p.m. In
attendance were Commissioners Brityn Ballard, Ruben Villalpando-Salas, Becky Wells and Luke
Wojciechowski. Assistant City Planner Cory Shurtleff also attended.
Citizens To Be Heard: There were no Citizens to be Heard.
Public Hearing: Signage Ordinance Amendments
At 6:06 p.m., Commission Chair Marienfeld opened a Public Hearing Regarding Draft
Ordinance #2021-18 -- An Ordinance Amending The Moab Municipal Code (MMC) With
Clarifying Language Identifying Prohibited LED And LCD Display Technologies; And Amending
The MMC With Clarifying Language Identifying Exempt, Temporary, And Prohibited Signs; And
Amending The MMC Sign Code Definitions; And Relocation Of Section 15.44 Sign Code To New
Section 17.93 Sign Code, With Incorporation Of Generally Duplicated Sections Into
Consolidated Sections.
Presentation and Public Hearing: Assistant Planner Shurtleff presented proposed
amendments to the sign code. There were no written or verbal public comments. Commission
Chair Marienfeld closed the public hearing at 6:27 p.m.
Discussion: Commission Member Wells brought up an example of a backlit display sign and
discussion ensued regarding compliance with existing signage code and the Dark Sky ordinance.
Various types of signs including those with spotlights, window stickers, murals and similar were
mentioned.
Motion and Vote: Commission Member Villalpando-Salas moved to forward a Positive
Recommendation to City Council on Ordinance 2021-18 – An Ordinance Amending The
Moab Municipal Code (MMC) With Clarifying Language Identifying Prohibited LED And LCD
Display Technologies; And Amending The MMC With Clarifying Language Identifying Exempt,
Temporary, And Prohibited Signs; And Amending The MMC Sign Code Definitions; And
Relocation Of Section 15.44 Sign Code To New Section 17.93 Sign Code, With Incorporation Of
Generally Duplicated Sections Into Consolidated Sections, with added language regarding fuel
price signage. Commission Member Wojciechowski seconded the motion. The motion passed
unanimously.
Discussion Item: Active Employee Households Code Amendments
Assistant Planner Shurtleff introduced the Resolution passed by City Council regarding the
effort to protect Moab’s workforce from the ongoing housing crisis. He discussed ownership,
affordability and occupancy requirements. Shurtleff explained proposed deed restrictions
related to City Resolution 33-2021 To Formally Initiate Proceedings To Amend The Moab
Municipal Code (MMC) Sections 17.45 Single-Household Residential Zone, 17.48 MultiHousehold Residential Zone, 17.51 R-4 Manufactured Residential Zone To Add A Requirement
That New Residential Development Of More Than Two Households Be Subject To A
Requirement That Some Of The Units Must Qualify As Active Employment Households And/Or
Subject To Deed Restrictions Regulating The Use Of The Units As Workforce Housing.
He explained the background surrounding the resolution, which officially initiates the process to
amend the residential zones in Utah to require Workforce Housing as a part of developments
with more than two units. Commission Chair Marienfeld clarified she would like to separate the
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open space elements from the workforce requirement. Shurtleff explained how to assess or
round-up fractional properties. Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) were also mentioned, along
with exemptions for retired persons and family members.
Future Agenda Items:
Assistant Planner Shurtleff mentioned multiple site plans for consideration and minor
subdivisions. Commission Member Villalpando-Salas asked about Hotspot Funding.
Adjournment: Commission Chair Marienfeld adjourned the meeting at 7:16 p.m.
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MOAB CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES--DRAFT
November 18, 2021
The Moab Planning Commission held its Regular Meeting on the above date. Archived audio is
at www.utah.gov/pmn and video is at www.youtube.com/watch?v=ju7Y81Pcijg&t.
Call to Order:
Planning Commission Chair Kya Marienfeld called the meeting to order at 6:02 p.m. In
attendance were Commissioners Brityn Ballard, Ruben Villalpando-Salas, Becky Wells, Jessica
O’Leary and Luke Wojiechowski. Planner Nora Shepard and Assistant City Planner Cory
Shurtleff also attended.
Citizens To Be Heard: There were no citizens to be heard.
Creekside Townhomes Site Plan and Preliminary Plat--Approved
Presentation and Discussion: Planner Shepard introduced for consideration and possible
approval Planning Resolution 06-2021, a resolution approving the site plan and preliminary
plat for the Creekside Townhomes, a nine-unit townhome project at 545 Kane Creek Boulevard.
Shepard explained the project, which was approved in 2018, had been delayed and the final plat
had expired, necessitating the owner to reapply. Shepard explained that City Engineer Chuck
Williams had new concerns about flood impacts and a scour study had been completed. She
stated Williams consented to approval with conditions. Shepard noted the project had adequate
parking. Ben Kjar and Alicia Davis, members of the development team, also attended.
Motion and Vote: Commission Member Wells moved to approve Planning Resolution
06-2021, a resolution approving the Creekside Townhomes site plan and preliminary plat with
the following conditions: prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant will provide
adequate information to the City Engineer for site improvements; scour protection consistent
with the BCA Technical Memo Pack Creek Stabilization Dated 10 15 21 must be in place and
approved by the City Engineer prior to issuance of a building permit; and a no rise certificate
must be prepared by the developer’s engineer based on final design and approved by the City
prior to the plans being approved for construction. Commission Member Villalpando-Salas
seconded the motion. The motion passed 6-0 aye with Marienfeld, Wells, Villalpando-Salas,
O’Leary, Wojiechowski and Ballard voting aye.
960 Millcreek Employee Housing Site Plan—Approved
Presentation and Discussion: Planner Shepard introduced for consideration and possible
approval Planning Resolution 08-2021, a Site Plan for the 960 Millcreek Employee Housing
Project located at 960 Millcreek Drive. Applicant Colin Fryer also attended. Shepard described
the project, which proposed to include 26 studio units, each with a bathroom and kitchenette as
well as a common kitchen and restroom, along with a seven-bedroom house, two apartments
and three four-plex townhome apartments. Mr. Fryer described the project as providing
employee housing for the Red Cliffs Lodge, which would provide a shuttle to the lodge. Shepard
stated City Engineer Williams is comfortable with approving the site plan. Shepard said the
project did not maximize the buildable land, provided more parking than required and proposed
appropriate landscaping. Commission Member Wojciechowski brought up the location of the
dumpster and requested that it be moved farther from neighboring homes. He and Commission
Chair Marienfeld also asked about deed restrictions. Shepard pointed out no nightly
accommodations were allowed in the R-3 zone and the townhomes would not be able to be sold
without a subdivision or condominiumization, which would require further approvals. Mr. Fryer
described the arrangement Red Cliffs Lodge provides for employee housing and brought up a
concern about a requirement to have 100-year storm drainage, which is more restrictive than
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Richfield. Commission Member Ballard brought up concerns regarding the City’s 100-year flood
standard and inferred it thwarts development.
Motion and Vote: Commission Chair Marienfeld moved to approve Planning Resolution
08-2021, the 960 Mill Creek employee housing project as proposed with the following
conditions: prior to construction the applicant will provide adequate information to the City
Engineer for
site improvements; the City Engineer must approve the plans prior to building permit issuance;
City staff and applicant will work together to reconsider and potentially relocate the on-site
dumpster so as not to impact adjacent property owners and housing. Commission Member
O'Leary seconded the motion. The motion passed 6-0 aye with Marienfeld, Wells, VillalpandoSalas, O’Leary, Wojiechowski and Ballard voting aye.
Residential Zone Development Requirements—Discussion
Planner Shepard introduced the discussion by stating the Planning Department had received a
high amount of interest in the past weeks for apartments and condominiums including for deedrestricted workforce housing. She noted an application for student housing at the new Utah
State University (USU) campus. She stated there was a high amount of interest in building
apartments that could help to solve the workforce-housing crisis.
Shepard explained the pending development requirements would fit together with the County’s
recent legislation requiring a portion of new residential construction be restricted to active
workforce housing with some exceptions. Assistant Planner Shurtleff clarified the City’s interest
is in workforce occupancy, rather than restrictions on ownership. He added that the majority of
interested developers are supportive of the workforce housing restriction. He mentioned that
about 20 percent of inquiries involved development of luxury townhomes marketed toward
second homeowners.
Future Agenda Items: The date of the December Regular Planning Commission meeting was
discussed, along with a proposed joint City-County Planning Commission meeting. Shepard also
brought up the City Council’s discussion of Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs). Commission
Member Wells stated her support of occupancy rules rather than requirements for ownership or
other requirements. She mentioned that pressure on residential zones might be alleviated by
revisiting restrictions in commercial zones. Planner Shepard addressed questions about impact
fee revenues and Workforce Assured Housing Ordinance (WAHO) revenues. Shepard also noted
that Planning Commission Member John Knight had resigned. Assistant Planner Shurtleff
stated upcoming site plan approvals and minor subdivisions would be proposed to the Planning
Commission.
Adjournment: Commission Chair Marienfeld adjourned the meeting at 7:35 p.m.
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MOAB CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES--DRAFT
December 16, 2021
The Moab Planning Commission held its Regular Meeting on the above date. Audio is archived
at www.utah.gov/pmn and video is archived at www.youtube.com/watch?v=-rTj_7lLZ2s.
Call to Order:
Planning Commission Chair Kya Marienfeld called the meeting to order at 6:06 p.m. In
attendance were Commissioners Brityn Ballard, Jessica O’Leary, Ruben Villalpando-Salas and
Luke Wojciechowski. Assistant City Planner Cory Shurtleff also attended.
Citizens To Be Heard: There were no Citizens to be Heard.
Recommendation for 450 Mill Creek Drive Minor Subdivision—Approved
Presentation and Discussion: Assistant Planner Shurtleff introduced Proposed
Resolution #01-2022: a Resolution Approving the 450 Mill Creek Drive Minor Subdivision of
Property Located at 450 Mill Creek Drive, Moab, UT 84532. He described the history of the
project, including an extensive process to determine existing utilities, resulting in shared
utilities. Commission Member O'Leary disclosed she is a neighbor of the subject parcel. She
brought up R-2 zoning concerns. Assistant Planner Shurtleff explained the nature of the R-2
zone as it involves the subject parcel. He stated the proposed subdivision is allowed by rights
and complies with existing code. O’Leary requested that the Planning Commission have a
greater awareness of the intention of the R-2 zone moving forward. Commission Member
Villalpando-Salas asked about the nearby C-5 neighborhood commercial zone.
Motion and Vote: Commission Member Villalpando-Salas moved to approve a positive
recommendation to City Council for Proposed Resolution #01-2022: a Resolution
Approving the 450 Mill Creek Drive Minor Subdivision of Property Located at 450 Mill Creek
Drive, Moab, UT 84532. Commission Member Ballard seconded the motion. The motion passed
5-0 aye with Commission Members Villalpando-Salas, Marienfeld, O'Leary, Ballard and
Wojciechowski voting aye.
Future Agenda Items: Commission Chair Marienfeld brought up vacancies on the Planning
Commission and Assistant Planner Shurtleff mentioned an upcoming land use training. He also
mentioned a joint Planning Commission and City Council water conservation workshop on
February 8 along with upcoming site plan approvals for about 600 dwelling units. Commission
Chair Marienfeld asked about the timeline for land use zoning revisions and Shurtleff outlined
progress on the pending ordinance doctrine. A recently considered rezone application was
reviewed along with other recent City Council approvals.
Adjournment: Commission Chair Marienfeld adjourned the meeting at 6:48 p.m.
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MOAB CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES--DRAFT
January 13, 2022
The Moab Planning Commission held its Regular Meeting on the above date. Audio is archived
at www.utah.gov/pmn and video is archived at www.youtube.com/watch?v=q_2mlYpxcxk
Call to Order:
Planning Commission Chair Kya Marienfeld called the meeting to order at 6:07 p.m. In
attendance were Commissioners Jessica O’Leary, Ruben Villalpando-Salas and Becky Wells.
Mayor Joette Langianese and Assistant City Planner Cory Shurtleff also attended.
Citizens To Be Heard: There were no Citizens to be Heard.
Discussion with Mayor Langianese: Mayor Langianese brought up a need for candidates
to fill openings on the Planning Commission. She expressed gratitude to the Commission
members. Commission Chair Marienfeld stated she may be absent from one or two meetings in
the coming month. Mayor Langianese also announced the reappointment of Planning
Commission members Marienfeld and O’Leary by City Council.
Action Item: 2022 Planning Commission Meeting Schedule—Approved
Motion and Vote: Commission Member O'Leary moved to adopt the 2022 Planning
Commission Meeting Schedule. Commission Member Villalpando-Salas seconded the motion.
The motion passed unanimously in a roll call vote.
Future Agenda Items:
Assistant Planner Shurtleff brought up a training on January 19 as well as an upcoming joint
meeting with the County Planning Commission on January 24. It was announced that the
upcoming City Planning Commission meeting on January 27 would be cancelled in order to
attend the joint meeting on the 24th. Shurtleff concluded by mentioning the effort to coordinate
the agenda for the joint meeting.
Shurtleff announced his new job title would be Planning Department Administrator.
Commission Member O'Leary brought up a conditional use permit being considered by the San
Juan County Planning Commission for a large commercial campground in the right fork of Mill
Creek.
Adjournment: Commission Chair Marienfeld adjourned the meeting at 6:34 p.m.
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MOAB CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES--DRAFT
January 24, 2022
The Moab Planning Commission held a special joint meeting with the Grand County Planning
Commission on the above date. Audio is archived at www.utah.gov/pmn and video is archived at
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UYnKiJrYuQ8.
Call to Order:
Grand County Planning Commission Chair Emily Campbell called the meeting to order at 5:35
p.m. In attendance were Moab City Planning Commission Members Kya Marienfeld (Chair),
Ruben Villalpando-Salas and Brityn Ballard. Moab City Planning Administrator Cory Shurtleff
also attended. Grand County Commission Liaison Trisha Hedin attended, as well as County
Planning Commission Members Robert O'Brien, Josephine Kovash, Rick York and Makeda
Barkley. Grand County Planning & Zoning Director John Guenther and Associate Planner Elissa
Martin also attended.
Citizens to be Heard: There were no citizens to be heard.
Introductions: Commission Chair Marienfeld stated the City Planning Commission was
working on updating the Planning and Zoning code, addressing future overnight
accommodations, and considering future density in the City’s residential zones.
County Planning Director Guenther stated the County was working on a land use analysis,
master plans and a draft Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). Marienfeld suggested
quarterly joint meetings were too frequent and biannual meetings were agreed upon.
Memorandum of Understanding—Discussion: Guenther outlined areas of interest in the
proposed MOU and emphasized regional planning, intergovernmental cooperation regarding
urban services and facilities, and an expectation that impacts on the City and County be
anticipated and addressed. It was agreed the MOU would be jointly presented to the City
Council and County Commission. Joint efforts with San Juan County were brought up.
Regional planning—Discussion: Various topics with regional impact were brought up,
including Dark Skies, transportation, planning, public safety and boundaries. Other topics
discussed included expansion of nightly accommodations, community standards regarding new
overnight accommodations, water conservation and stormwater management.
Communication—Discussion: Campbell suggested regular updates via email to apprise
commission members of notable projects and legislation.
Adjournment: County Planning Commission Chair Campbell adjourned the meeting at 6:33
p.m.
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