
 

CITY OF SOUTH JORDAN 

ELECTRONIC 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

May 9, 2023 

 

 

Present: Commissioner Michele Hollist, Commissioner Nathan Gedge, Commissioner 

Steven Catmull, Commissioner Trevor Darby, Commissioner Laurel Bevans, 

Deputy City Engineer Jeremy Nielson, Assistant City Attorney Greg Simonsen, 

City Planner Greg Schindler, Deputy City Recorder Cindy Valdez, Senior IS Tech 

Phill Brown, GIS Coordinator Matt Jarman, Meeting Transcriptionist Diana Baun, 

Planner Damir Drozdek 

 

Others: Philip Haderlie, Bennion Gardner, Judy Ward, David Nickel, Rhonda Williams, 

Corey Jenson, Brian Adams, Vijaya 

 

Absent: Commissioner Aaron Starks 

  

6:30 P.M. 

REGULAR MEETING 

  

A. WELCOME AND ROLL CALL – Chair Michele Hollist 

 

Commissioner Michele Hollist welcomed everyone to the Electronic Planning Commission 

Meeting and excused Commissioner Aaron Starks who was unable to attend. 

 

B. MOTION TO APPROVE AGENDA 

 

Commissioner Bevans motioned to approve tonight’s agenda as published. Chair Hollist 

seconded the motion; vote was unanimous in favor. Commissioner Starks was absent from 

the vote. 

  

C. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 

  

  C.1. April 25, 2023 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 

 

Commissioner Darby motioned to approve the April 25, 2023 Planning Commission 

Meeting Minutes as published. Chair Hollist seconded the motion; vote was unanimous in 

favor. Commissioner Starks was absent from the vote. 

 

D. STAFF BUSINESS - None 

 

 

 

 E. COMMENTS FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS 
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Chair Michele Hollist gave a brief review of the last City Council study session and meeting 

from May 2, 2023, and she will send a more in depth review to her fellow commission members 

in the near future. 

 

Commissioner Nathan Gedge will not be at the June 13 Planning Commission meeting. 

 

The commission discussed that Commissioner Steve Catmull will cover the next City Council 

Meeting on May 23, then Commissioner Gedge will cover the June 6 meeting. 

 

 

F. SUMMARY ACTION - None 

 

G. ACTION - None 

H. ADMINISTRATIVE PUBLIC HEARINGS 

H.1. FULLMER LEGACY CENTER SITE PLAN AND CONDITIONAL 

USE PERMIT 

 Address:  10960 S. Park Rd 

 File No.:  PLSPR202300014, PLCUP202300015 

 Applicant:  Philip Haderlie, VCBO Architecture 

 

Planner Damir Drozdek reviewed background information from the Staff Report. 

 

Chair Michele Hollist asked if the parking agreement had been worked out yet. 

 

City Planner Greg Schindler said it has been signed by the city and is going to the county council 

next week. 

 

Chair Hollist asked about landscaping requirements in terms of live ground coverage in this 

zone. 

 

Planner Drozdek said it wasn’t specific to this zone, but any areas not used for recreational or 

training activities can only have up to 20% covered in turf. Since this is being used as a 

recreational area, they are allowed to have over 20% coverage. 

 

Chair Hollist asked specifically about a personal residence, and what the requirements are. 

 

Planner Drozdek responded that both residential and commercial are required to have at least 

50% coverage with live foliage/materials. 

 

Chair Hollist asked if the turf on this property will be live grass or artificial. 

 

Planner Drozdek responded it will be live. 
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Commissioner Nathan Gedge asked if the permit will stay exclusive to boxing and training 

activities, or if it will include any recreation activity to include live entertainment. 

 

Planner Drozdek said it isn’t tied specifically to a boxing gym and referenced the Staff Report 

where it states the code and explains the reasoning for choosing the options they did. 

 

Commissioner Steve Catmull noted there was a similar question in the past, and he believes the 

answer was that it gets reevaluated when a business permit is issued. If someone were to come in 

with a completely different use, whether it’s the new owner or the same owner, it would be 

reviewed. 

 

Planner Drozdek agreed and gave a few examples of what might require a different permit. 

 

Planner Schindler noted that there will already be a boxing arena with seats, and they plan to sell 

tickets for that. Based on the stated uses, if the commission wants it to stay exclusively for 

boxing they would need to state that as a condition. 

 

Commissioner Laurel Bevans asked if there is any anticipation of large events going on at the 

boxing center, and if that is factored into the parking agreement already. 

 

Planner Drozdek said the agreement doesn’t go into detail about coordinating with the nearby 

areas, but the applicant has had discussions with the city and county to coordinate between 

events so they are not occurring at the same time. 

 

Chair Hollist noted that at the Architectural Review Committee meeting it was shared that this 

arena could seat 500 when fully set up. 

 

David Butterfield (Applicant – Chair and President of the Fullmer Legacy Foundation) – 

said the core of this location will be boxing, specifically youth boxing, but they anticipate that 

will extend to other kinds of noncontact boxing for the elderly and those who want the health and 

wellness benefits without risk of injury. They have also talked with the Dean at Utah State 

University about similar take-off youth programs, since they are so close in proximity and both 

places having a similar target audience and desired outcome. They do plan on having boxing 

events with youth from various areas coming to compete in regional and statewide tournaments, 

and they recognize they will need to work with the other owners to ensure adequate parking. 

 

Chair Hollist opened the public hearing for comments. 

 

Phil Haderlie (Applicant) – is the architect on this project and is available to answer any 

questions the commission or public might have. 

 

Chair Hollist closed the comment portion of the hearing. 
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Commissioner Gedge discussed the wording on the permit and shared concerns about possible 

noise issues with activity outside. However, he believes that the wording in the Staff Report, if 

read verbatim, addresses his concerns. 

 

Commissioner Gedge motioned to approve File No. PLSPR202300014, Site Plan 

application, and File No. PLCUP202300015, Conditional Use Permit application, to allow 

for boxing events and training activities within the building with the following conditions: 

- That the access and parking agreements are executed and recorded prior to 

building occupancy by the city, county and foundation. 

Chair Hollist seconded the motion. Roll Call Vote was 5-0, unanimous in favor. 

Commissioner Starks was absent from the vote.   

I. LEGISLATIVE PUBLIC HEARINGS 

I.1. SJC TOWNHOMES @ REDWOOD REZONE, REZONE FROM A-

5 AND R2.5 TO R-M-PD ZONE 

Address:  11147 S. Redwood Rd 

File No.:  PLZBA201900236 

Applicant:  Brian Adams, Civil Science Inc. 

Planner Damir Drozdek reviewed background information from the Staff Report. 

Chair Michele Hollist asked if the 39 foot height on the structures is higher than the normal limit. 

Planner Drozdek responded that the residential height limit is normally 35 feet, and this would be 

in excess. There will be a development agreement for this project, and that will be a part of the 

agreement to allow for the additional height. He believes the townhomes to the north of the 

project are about the same height at around 40 feet. 

Chair Hollist asked for the reasoning behind the height. 

Planner Drozdek said he believes the main floor will be just the garage, with the first floor 

having the kitchen and main living area, and the second floor probably having the bedrooms. 

Chair Hollist asked for the identity of the owner of the half acre lot, and if their plans are known 

at this time for the property. 

City Planner Greg Schindler believes the plan is for a single family home, which will not be a 

part of this project. 

Chair Hollist asked to clarify that there is not a development agreement with the city yet, and that 

they have chosen to move ahead with the rezone before that agreement is in place. 

Planner Drozdek noted there is a draft agreement that has been completed, it will be sent to the 

applicant to review and possibly agree to the terms. The main points of that agreement are in the 

Staff Report. If the zone change is approved and this moves on to City Council, the council will 

have the option to approve, deny or change that agreement. 
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Commissioner Nathan Gedge noted that tonight is just addressing the rezone, and that the 

planning commission is only a recommending body to the city council. It has been mentioned by 

the public that this has been seen by the council multiple times, however that is not the case. He 

asked what happens next if this is approved by the council. 

Planner Drozdek believes these will be for-sale units, so there will be a preliminary subdivision 

plat coming back to the commission. 

Commissioner Trevor Darby asked regarding the roads being privately owned and maintained, 

and if that is the most common approach now for a project like this or if they are usually deeded 

over to the city. 

Planner Drozdek said it’s pretty common for this size of project. 

Commissioner Laurel Bevans is only seeing one set of elevations, and asked if both commercial 

buildings are mirror images of each other. 

Planner Drozdek said the south elevation shows overhead doors, but the parking is to the south. 

In the next site plan, this should be fixed as the elevations being shared are only for the north 

elevation currently. 

Chair Hollist asked for the density of the townhomes just north of this project. 

Planner Schindler was unsure, as their density was tied to the single family houses on Beckstead, 

but since the city council doesn’t approve projects over 8 units per acre, he believes it is probably 

below that. 

Chair Hollist invited the applicant up to speak. 

Brian Adams (Applicant) is with Civil Science and had nothing to add at this time.  

Commissioner Bevans asked if they are planning for rooftop decks on these buildings. 

Mr. Adams believes that some of them will have those decks. 

Chair Hollist asked which direction those decks are facing. 

Mr. Adams was unaware of their direction. 

Chair Hollist opened the public hearing for comments. 

Judy Ward (Resident) – I live directly behind the project and I have a few concerns. Thank you 

Damir for addressing an email I sent (Attachment A) as it answered a lot of my questions, as I 

know your time is very valuable. The transportation piece was my number one concern, and I am 

really nervous about the parking on Beckstead happening. My adult children rent and/or own 

townhomes and what’s happening lately with this is they are renting the individual rooms out, 

and each individual comes with a car. One of her daughter’s concerns when she lived in Riverton 

was that she had to be home at a certain time or she would be blocks away from her rented room 



South Jordan City  

Planning Commission Meeting 

May 9, 2023 

 

6 

in the townhome; that is a real concern, where those people are going to park. The problem was 

she could not park in the driveway because the people renting the garage spaces wanted to be left 

free in and out access, and didn’t want to have to find her to move her car when they wanted to 

get in or out. As an idea with this, maybe we would not have an access on to Beckstead, which 

might be able to solve the parking issue along Beckstead Lane, or at least maybe a no parking 

side on the east side with all the trees. Also, where my location is, I am a little concerned about 

the storm drainage and want to make sure that is taken care off because I am literally downhill 

from this development. My father-in-law just had an issue in Taylorsville where his basement 

got flooded during a construction project that wasn’t planned accordingly. 

David Nickel (Resident) – I live pretty close to where she lives too. I am really surprised, it says 

that this has been before the city council three times and the citizens know nothing about it; it 

sounds like it is already a done deal. Aren’t we usually receiving this letter when you are in the 

planning time. It sounds like you aren’t really going to listen to anything we say, if the city 

council has already approved it. I have some concern too about Beckstead. I am glad that has 

been extended all the way through, but I think with this it will just be a parking lot for the 

overflow of what they are going to build there. I would suggest too that maybe one side should 

be non-parking, just as it is at Wyngate, because Wyngate has the same problems on the 

east/west next to them with 30-40 cars parked out there every night; they have made it so you 

can’t park on both sides. I am a little concerned about things that are approved without proper 

parking. I don’t know if this facility has parking for visitors, is that part of the plan? Down by the 

car wash there is a business there, and evidently they were given their spot and they have no 

room for parking, so they park over in the church parking lot. I think parking is really a problem 

with these things, so do we even get in touch with the city council, as it has already been 

approved before we really had a chance to say anything about it. We even have people with RVs 

that leave those RVs there for the whole winter, so there is not much room there for all of these 

things at this time.  

Rhonda Williams (Resident) - As is Judy, I am directly across Beckstead. Beckstead is 25 

miles per hour, but do any of you want to guess how fast people go on that street; it’s not 25, and 

we don’t have the police presence that we should there, even though it’s just down the street 

from the police station. They have been clocked at 60-65 mph going down that street, so my 

concern is the speed and the parking as well. I am concerned, as David is, that this sounds like it 

was already in the works before we were notified, so these apartments or townhomes are going 

to be in the middle of three residential areas. Putting those ugly things on top, like they did on 

Redwood Road, is just an eyesore as they are ugly. Everyone comments, asking who lives in 

those awful apartments, and it is just not structurally the same as the rest of the neighborhood. 

Honestly, I have thought about moving because of this. The through street from Redwood Road 

into Beckstead is going to be awful, we already have too much traffic on Beckstead because 

people cut through there to get to either 11400 South or 10600 South; the traffic is horrible there. 

Something needs to happen so there is not that easy access to that road. If you are going to do 

retail on one side and townhomes, I don’t understand why it wasn’t recommended residential 

homes instead of townhomes; I’m sure money has a lot to do with this, but I am disappointed 

that anybody would say it’s okay to put townhomes there. I can see them along Redwood Road, 

but I can’t see them in the middle of a residential area. If they are going to do retail and the 

homes, then there needs to be some kind of a division so the people on Redwood Road cannot go 
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through there to get to Beckstead because that is really an issue. The parking, like Judy and 

David mentioned, is really a problem and it makes you want to move because of the atmosphere 

you are creating by allowing that to happen.  

Vijaya (Resident) I am just north of the townhomes. More than a concern, I want more 

information on this concept plan. I want to know exactly what is coming out there, is that going 

to cause any issues in future. There is an adjacent road and I see cars driving there during the 

week with a few accidents where they just crashed into the wall of the building and premises, so 

I want to know if there is going to be some kind of divider that comes between my property and 

the road. I wanted to find out what exactly will be between the road and my property. 

Planner Schindler shared that his lot is the second lot in from Beckstead on the north side at the 

commission’s request. 

Vijaya – I have no concerns, I just wanted to get an answer to my question. 

Bennion Gardner (Resident) – I just had two comments. I think it’s great we are getting more 

housing in our community, which is desperately needed. I have a house which I am glad about as 

anyone who doesn’t own a house and hasn’t bought one in the last year will have a tough thing 

trying to get one. I have siblings who are younger than me who haven’t gotten to the point where 

they were able to buy a house yet, and I am not sure if they’re ever going to be able to. Adding 

more housing is great, we need that in the community. The other point that I wanted to make, 

that I think addresses some of the concerns we’ve heard is that when I looked at the site plan I 

saw very little design for pedestrians, for anything but cars. There is a little bit of a sidewalk, but 

really not much. In fact, it looks very unsafe. There is no sidewalk coming from Redwood Road 

into all these homes, you are going to add several homes which is good but not everyone in these 

homes is going to be driving a car. Some of them will want to get out on foot. I know Redwood 

Road is not the greatest for pedestrian access, but I wish there was a little more thought and more 

added to the design to keep pedestrians safe and separate from cars, able to access the homes that 

are there. Going along with that, with concerns over speeding on Beckstead with traffic and 

parking, perhaps that is a road that could use a road diet and benefit from a protected bike lane 

on one side. That again would provide people with options for transportation that did not involve 

cars, and also eliminate some of those parking issues. Narrowing the road would also slow cars 

down. 

The commission discussed allowing those who have already commented to speak again during 

public comment. 

Commissioner Gedge motioned to allow additional citizen comments, if they are specifically 

related to the rezone and contain new information not previously presented, with a time 

limit of no more than one minute. Commissioner Darby seconded the motion; vote was 

unanimous in favor. Commissioner Starks was absent from the vote. 

Rhonda Williams (Resident) – I am just concerned about why we are not staying within that 35 

foot restriction. I don’t understand why they’re allowed to go 39 feet. 
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Chair Hollist closed public comment. She reviewed the issues presented with transportation and 

parking on Beckstead. She asked Planner Drozdek to respond to those concerns. 

Planner Drozdek reviewed the map and information from the Staff Report. City Code requires 

two parking spaces for a two bedroom unit, for three bedrooms or more code requires 2.5 

parking spaces. Based on the site plan presented, the applicant has provided enough parking 

which does include driveway spaces. There is no guest parking, the six stalls on the side of the 

project are reserved for commercial uses along Redwood. 

Commissioner Trevor Darby asked to review the steps for this project, noting that the 

development agreement has not been officially approved by the council and will happen at a 

future meeting where concerned residents can attend and comment during that public hearing. 

The site plan is not being approved tonight, and many of the comments have been more related 

to that than the rezone being proposed tonight. 

Planner Drozdek said this will be discussed at the first City Council Meeting in June. Those 

noticed for this hearing were also noticed of the council meeting on the same paperwork. 

Assistant City Attorney Greg Simonsen noted his concerns when citizens think decisions have 

already been made, and that they were removed from the process. In this process, a developer 

will go to the planning staff, then sometimes attend a work meeting. A work meeting is a place 

where no decisions are made, and the developer presents what they are hoping to do to get 

feedback from the council. Those meetings are noticed and placed on the website, and as 

explained, nothing gets decided at those public meetings. Anyone can go on the city website and 

review the Staff Report, as it answers many of the questions residents have shared tonight. He 

discussed the PD Zone and is purpose, which is also explained in the Staff Report. He also 

discussed the development agreement which is still in the works, noting that he and Planner 

Drozdek are the ones creating it, but they are not the decision makers. They are merely putting 

everything on paper, but there will be a lot of input coming in over time on the things contained 

in there. As soon as there is a proposed development agreement, it will show up in the noticing 

for the rezone when it goes to the legislative body. This body, the planning commission, only 

recommends, and the city council is the body that makes the final decision; they have not 

weighed in on the rezone or development agreement yet. Also, there is no parking allowed on 

Beckstead Lane. Someone can always come and park illegally, and if that happens they can be 

issued a ticket, but there are no parking spots designated on Beckstead Lane. 

Commissioner Catmull added that residents can call the city with illegal parking issues and they 

will be addressed. 

Commissioner Bevans asked if the spots designated for commercial parking are intended for 

business hours, and could they potentially be used by residents outside of those hours. 

Planner Drozdek said they should be for standard business hours, and he doesn’t believe that 

parking would be enforced after/before business hours. 

Chair Hollist agreed that tonight they are only hearing the rezone. There are some references to 

some general guidelines the development agreement will follow, and it does reference this is 
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what things will be built towards. She does have concerns with no designated visitor spots, and 

the reality is that for developments like this, parking is an issue. There are two garage spots, and 

they technically meet the parking requirement with the driveway spots, but we often see that 

garages aren’t used at all. She addressed the comment about renting individual rooms and asked 

staff to discuss city ordinances regarding that. 

Planner Drozdek responded you can rent out your home to family, and it is defined in city code 

what is considered “family;” It is people either related by blood, or up to four unrelated 

individuals. That is the same for a single family home or a townhome type housing option. This 

project has mostly all three bedroom, and they are a for sale product. 

Chair Hollist asked staff to review storm drainage requirements, and to confirm that will be 

reviewed on the site plan and that the runoff from the property will be the owners’ responsibility.  

Deputy City Engineer Jeremy Nielson responded that yes, they will be required to submit storm 

drain calculations to ensure they can accommodate the required runoff. They will also be 

required to retain the 80th percentile storm. 

Chair Hollist asked if the no parking on Beckstead is announced via signage. 

Deputy Engineer Nielson said you can currently park on Beckstead Lane, however if it ever 

became a traffic safety issue it could be marked as no parking in the future. It is a very wide road 

at 42 feet of asphalt, which has enough width for parking on both sides. If they did allow some 

parking on that road it would technically slow down traffic from a traffic engineering standpoint. 

Commissioner Darby asked about cars on public roads that seem to be abandoned and what the 

time limit is for moving it. 

Deputy Engineer Nielson responded that it has to be moved within 48 hours, and residents can 

call the city for cars, trailers or RVs parked longer to have them cited and towed. There is 

actually an online form that can be filled out as well to have those vehicles dealt with. 

Chair Hollist asked what type of wall/fencing will be installed between the private homes to the 

north. 

Planner Drozdek believes there is an existing decorative masonry wall, and that is proposed to 

remain in place to serve as a safety barrier between the road and homes to the north. 

Chair Hollist asked about concerns regarding speeds on Beckstead. 

Deputy Engineer Nielson said residents are always welcome to contact him. They are trying to 

slow the speeds down on roads like Beckstead lane, and projects like this that add congestion to 

the road will slow the speeds. They will also be doing some striping to narrow the lanes a little 

bit and try to make drivers feel a little less comfortable traveling at faster speeds. A few years 

ago radar feedback signs were also installed to try and alert drivers to ensure they were checking 

their speed. 
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Chair Hollist asked if this road was being considered for a bike lane. 

Deputy Engineer Nielson responded not at this time, but with the striped shoulders there would 

be plenty of width for cyclists. 

Chair Hollist asked about the requirements for sidewalks in this type of a development. 

Planner Drozdek said they are showing sidewalks on Redwood and Beckstead, those are public 

improvements. However, since the project will have private drives they don’t have to have any 

sidewalks. There are many developments like this back in Europe that don’t have any sidewalks, 

with pedestrians and cars sharing the same space; there is a specific name for it in Holland. 

Chair Hollist noted that with these mixed use developments, one of the selling points is being 

able to work, live and play in the same area so you would think that pedestrian walkability would 

be a requirement. 

Planner Drozdek agreed and said they could add that to their motion, but he is not sure how 

many people will be working in those two commercial buildings since they are mostly 

warehouse. 

Chair Hollist agrees with the comments about the need for housing, and noted that her 

calculations are showing the density for this project at 8.4 units per acre. She asked if that is 

taking into account the entire area of that parcel, including the businesses. 

Planner Drozdek was able to figure out the density of the project to the north, and the entire 

subdivision, which includes a commercial area to the north of the townhomes, comes out with a 

density of over 9 units to the acre. The townhome portion itself comes out to over 20 units to the 

acre. 

Commissioner Bevans noted that the site plan does show some sidewalks on the south end of the 

private road, but that’s the only ones inside the project. She asked about the distance between the 

road and the fence on the north side. She also asked about the lighting requirements on a street 

like that. 

Planner Drozdek assumes that the fence is adjacent to the curb. Regarding lighting, it will be 

required to submit their lighting plan as part of the site plan process and they will take into 

account how close the homes are. 

Commissioner Darby thanked the public for being here and expressing their concerns. He 

reassured them this is the first meeting they would have been noticed for, as this is the very first 

step being taken with the decision whether to rezone or not. There will be opportunities with the 

next steps for the public to continue to weigh in. He shares many of the residents’ concerns about 

parking and speed on the roads. He doesn’t believe the developer, in any case, would have any 

control over people speeding on the road so it’s not on their shoulders, but parking could be an 

issue and they will ensure they have the appropriate number of parking spaces as stated in the 

city code. 
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Assistant Attorney Simonsen shared some language from the development agreement draft in 

regards to parking, which states the developer will “provide garage, driveway and guest parking 

stalls for the project as set forth in the concept plan,” and asked about spaces 15-20. 

Planner Drozdek said it has been discussed whether to have those intended commercial parking 

spaces be shared parking between the residents and business. Hours could be limited as 

mentioned, and that may be able to be built into the agreement. 

Chair Hollist asked about a possible restriction on percentage of lot that can be covered in a zone 

like this. 

Planner Drozdek responded that no, the requirements are different for residential areas. 

Commissioner Gedge suggested possible traffic mitigation being included in the development 

agreement, as well as possibly signage or other measures to help slow that down as a direct cut 

through. Also, they might want to think about including requirements for parking. 

Chair Hollist noted there is one official connection by the fields, and there are others nearby. She 

wouldn’t personally cut through a parking lot when there are options for official roads. 

Deputy Engineer Nielson noted that the access to the north is a signalized intersection on to 

Redwood Road. On review, he wasn’t overly concerned about the cut through, and this is why 

they try to have multiple connections, to avoid any one being overly concentrated. In this case, 

he saw there were enough connections that wouldn’t be a strong desire to use that as a cut 

through. They can always add speed bumps and other things in the future. With the width of the 

private roads in the project, they will also probably have on-street parking allowed. 

Commissioner Bevans shares the concerns regarding no guest parking, but she assured everyone 

that the city council members listen to these recordings and they will hear all the resident 

concerns from tonight, as well as the commissioners’ concerns. Those will all be taken into 

account before a decision is made. Most of her concerns are related to the site plan and 

development, she does not have an issue with recommending a positive recommendation for the 

rezone. 

Commissioner Darby is in the same position. 

Commissioner Gedge is fine with the rezone as well, but he does want the height to be discussed. 

Commissioner Catmull noted that the zone attempting to be applied allows for this kind of mixed 

use in a smaller area, that wouldn’t be easily done if they tried to split this with something along 

Redwood Road and then something on the back side of Beckstead like residential homes, and 

still have the required buffer. He does share the concerns around pedestrians and the access on 

the private road, as in the future there will be more autonomous cars on the roads and perhaps 

more pedestrians, so he wants to make sure that is safe and accessible. He also shares the 

concerns regarding guest parking and proximity to the houses to the north. 
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Chair Hollist is leaning against this rezone, because they are playing some density games while 

going for a mixed use zoning. She understands the purpose, but has concerns that this mixed use 

isn’t addressing the walkability, or the parking reality. She is aware they can’t require more than 

the ordinance states, but when they allow this density, especially when it’s concentrated on such 

a small portion of the total acreage, they are probably creating this problem that otherwise 

wouldn’t be there if there were more street parking that would occur with less density. Having 

seen the site plan and knowing this is just a rezone, but knowing what the intent is to put all 

those homes in a small portion of the property, she believes she is opposed to the rezone. Her 

issue is that the actual residences are significantly more dense in the actual building portion, and 

she anticipates problems with that, no guest parking, and the lack of walkability which is 

supposed to be one of the primary selling points on a mixed use. She also has concerns with the 

wall being right up against the private lane, which in theory can work but people need a little bit 

of buffer and shoulder. She knows on public roads parking is allowed, and that is great for things 

like special events, but when it is regular it is harder to drive on; she prefers the open feel and 

having less street parking personally. She knows that’s what’s done out in Daybreak, but it’s one 

of the things they hear the most complaints about when citizens come to these forums, that while 

on street parking is allowed, it doesn’t appear to be very desirable to many residents. 

Commissioner Catmull discussed the recommended language for action, and that whenever they 

do a rezone it is often just a rezone being approved; however, this rezone has an ordinance 

number. He asked if there is something different with that. 

Planner Schindler noted that they are only recommending approval of that ordinance, not 

approving it. The ordinance itself is what approves a rezone, and he believes it has been fairly 

common recently. 

Commissioner Catmull asked to confirm that this type of zoning change requires a development 

agreement to be in place. 

Planner Schindler responded that yes, when this is reviewed by the city council there will be a 

resolution number specifically for the development agreement, and then the ordinance for the 

rezone will be discussed and either passed or rejected. The planning commission is not making a 

recommendation on this development agreement, as there is not a completed copy for them to 

review at this time, as it does not affect the zone change. If the rezone is approved, and comes 

back with the subdivision and site plan, at that time it will be the planning commission’s charge 

to ensure that what is presented at that meeting is in compliance with the development agreement 

approved by the city council. The commissioners should definitely share their concerns and 

anything they’d like added to the development agreement with their council members.  

Commissioner Gedge recommended approval of File No. PLZBA201900236, Rezone from 

A-5 and R2.5 to R-M-PD Zone, with the recommendation to address the following in the 

creation of the development agreement between the developer and the city: 

- Pedestrian access, including sidewalks; as well as guest parking and overall parking. 

- Overall density. 

- Overall height of the residential buildings. 

- Placement of the drive along the north boundary of the property 
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Commissioner Bevans noted that after hearing the other commissioners’ thoughts, and reviewing 

her notes, she doesn’t know if many of her concerns can be quickly addressed in the way this is 

drawn and may affect the way this moves forward. Due to that, she noted she is being swayed in 

the other direction. 

Chair Hollist wanted to point out that they are discussing changing this to a mixed use, which is 

pretty open. Our city council is very responsible and answers to their public; they are elected 

officials and will ultimately make that decision. 

Chair Hollist seconded the motion. Roll Call Vote was 3-2, majority in favor with Chair 

Hollist and Commissioner Bevans issuing no votes. Commissioner Starks was absent from 

the vote. 

Commissioner Catmull spoke to the public and noted that any evidence, whether physical or 

personal feelings, brought to the public hearing at the council meeting where this is addressed, 

needs to be as detailed and professional as possible as that is the more persuasive type of 

evidence. 

 J. OTHER BUSINESS 

City Planner Greg Schindler discussed the agenda for the next meeting. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Chair Hollist motioned to adjourn the May 9, 2023 Planning Commission Meeting. 

Commissioner Gedge seconded the motion; vote was unanimous in favor. Commissioner 

Starks was absent from the vote. 

The May 9, 2023 Planning Commission Meeting adjourned at 8:06 p.m. 

 

This is a true and correct copy of the May 9, 2023 Planning Commission minutes, which 

were approved on May 23, 2023. 

 

 



From: Damir Drozdek
To: PLANNING COMMISSION
Subject: FW: Zoning Change at 11147 S Redwood Rd
Date: Monday, May 8, 2023 9:55:15 AM
Attachments: Staff Report.pdf

See below – regarding the SJC Townhomes Rezone this Tuesday.
Thanks,
 
Damir Drozdek, AICP | Planner III | City of South Jordan
1600 W. Towne Center Drive | South Jordan, UT 84095
O: 801.254.3742 | C: 801.946.4377

 

From: Damir Drozdek 
Sent: Friday, May 05, 2023 4:08 PM
To: Judy Ward <heyjude09@gmail.com>
Subject: RE: Zoning Change at 11147 S Redwood Rd
 
Hello, please see my responses in red below.
Thanks,
 
Damir Drozdek, AICP | Planner III | City of South Jordan
1600 W. Towne Center Drive | South Jordan, UT 84095
O: 801.253.5203 Ext. 1290 |C: 801.946.4377

 
From: Judy Ward <heyjude09@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 4, 2023 8:10 PM
To: Damir Drozdek <DDrozdek@sjc.utah.gov>
Subject: Zoning Change at 11147 S Redwood Rd
 
Thank you for considering citizen input and questions regarding the rezoning of 11147 S
Redwood Rd. 
 
I have anticipated the development of this property and hope that South Jordan City will
continue to promote practical and aesthetically pleasing developments. 
 
I have a few questions and concerns that I would like addressed. 
 
1. According to the concept plan it appears that within the  proposed townhome development
besides garage and driveways, there are only 6 additional parking spaces.  Are these spaces
expected to accommodate all residents' additional cars and their quests?  Where would
residents and quests park when these spaces are occupied? 
I would like to request that Beckstead Lane NOT be an option.  The Wyngate development
depends on 10760 S. for parking.
The land developer will provide a garage for each unit.  In addition each unit will have a driveway
large enough to accommodate two cars.  No additional parking will be provided.

mailto:DDrozdek@sjc.utah.gov
mailto:PlanningCommission@sjc.utah.gov
https://www.facebook.com/cityofsouthjordan/
https://twitter.com/SouthJordanUT
https://www.instagram.com/southjordancity/
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCvt-dQqGhbNgvPFomcQBFQw
https://www.facebook.com/cityofsouthjordan/
https://twitter.com/SouthJordanUT
https://www.instagram.com/southjordancity/
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCvt-dQqGhbNgvPFomcQBFQw
mailto:heyjude09@gmail.com
mailto:DDrozdek@sjc.utah.gov
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SOUTH JORDAN CITY   


PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT      Meeting Date: 05/09/2023 


 
Issue: SJC TOWNHOMES @ REDWOOD 


 REZONE 


 Rezone from A-5 (Agricultural, minimum 5 acre lot) and R-2.5 (Single-


family residential, 2.5 lots per acre) to R-M-PD (Residential-Multiple-


Planned Development Floating Zone) Zone 


  


Address: 11147 S. Redwood Rd. 


File No: PLZBA201900236  


Applicant: Brian Adams, Civil Science Inc. 


 


Submitted by: Damir Drozdek, Planner III 


  Jared Francis, Senior Engineer  


 


Staff Recommendation (Motion Ready):  I move that the Planning Commission recommend 


that the City Council approve Ordinance No. 2023-03-Z. 


 


 


ACREAGE:    Approximately 2.5 acres 


CURRENT ZONE:   A-5 (agricultural, min. 5 acre lot) Zone and R-2.5 


(single-family residential, 2.5 lots per acre) Zone 


CURRENT USE:     Vacant and unimproved land 


FUTURE LAND USE PLAN:    MU (Mixed Use) 


NEIGHBORING ZONES/USES:    North – MU-V / Multi-family along Redwood Rd. 


and single-family homes along Beckstead 


Ln. 


South – P-O / Stillwater Academy (Residential 


treatment center for teens) 


West – A-5 and R-1.8 / Redwood Rd. 


East – R-5 / Single-family homes 


 


STANDARD OF APPROVAL 


 


1.  REZONE: 


 


The rezoning of property may not be considered if the proposed zoning does not conform to the 


general plan. The following guidelines shall be considered in the rezoning of parcels: 


A. The parcel to be rezoned meets the minimum area requirements of the proposed zone or if the 


parcel, when rezoned, will contribute to a zone area which meets the minimum area 


requirements of the zone. 


B. The parcel to be rezoned can accommodate the requirements of the proposed zone. 
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C. The rezoning will not impair the development potential of the parcel or neighboring 


properties. 


(City Code § 17.22.020) 


 


BACKGROUND: 


 


The applicant is requesting a zone change to develop a mixed use project on property located at 


11147 S. Redwood Rd.  The parcel is situated between Redwood Rd. on the west and Beckstead 


Ln. on the east.  The north boundary abuts One Eleven townhomes and Beckstead Ln. PUD 


single-family subdivision development.  Stillwater Academy is located to the south of the 


property, and there is a ½ acre vacant parcel located to the southeast of the property.   


 


The project proposes two commercial buildings on Redwood Rd that are 30-feet tall single-story 


buildings with a mezzanine level.  The buildings exteriors will consist of mostly a thin brick 


veneer and some stone or faux stone veneer system.  Each building will have approximately 


6,000 sq. ft. of space.  Most of the space will be dedicated to warehouse uses and some will be 


preserved for office space.  Between the two buildings, there will be 12,000 sq. ft. of commercial 


space. 


 


Townhomes are proposed for the remainder of the project.  The townhomes will be three stories 


and will reach 39 feet in height at their peak.  The exterior materials on the buildings will include 


fiber cement siding, stucco and brick veneer.  The buildings are not anticipated to have 


basements.  The first floor will consist of mostly garage space, with A main living area and 


kitchen on the second floor, and bedrooms on the third floor. 


 


There will be access to the project off both Redwood Rd. and Beckstead Ln.  All roads and alleys 


within the project will be private.  A main drive through the project will connect the adjacent 


commercial and residential uses. All fencing, landscaping and public and private improvements 


will be done per City Code. 


 


Parking for the commercial buildings will be located at the west end of the project.  There will be 


24 parking stalls located immediately and in near the vicinity of the two buildings.  There will be 


21 townhomes in the project.  Each townhome will have a two-car garage and two-car driveway 


in front of garage.  Based on the number of units and bedrooms in each unit, the City Code 


mandates at least 52 parking stalls.  Between garage space and the driveways, there are 84 


parking spaces.  The applicant is showing a calculation of 62 parking stalls on the concept plan 


to show that it meets the parking requirements even if residents were to park only one car in each 


garage.   


 


The applicant submitted the application in 2019 but then put it on hold.  Since that time there are 


have been many iterations of the project that were discussed with staff.  As required by the 


Planned Development Floating Zone, the applicant discussed the project  with the City Council 


work session in August 2022.  In an effort to refine the project further, the applicant returned to 


the City Council in October 2022 and again in November 2022.  After the November 2022 work 
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session, the applicant began working with an architect to provide the required renderings for both 


the commercial buildings and the townhomes. 


 


Development Agreement: 


The proposed land use change and rezone requires the applicant to enter into a development 


agreement approved by the City Council.  Approval of the proposed PD Floating Zone and 


development agreement will allow the underlying zone to be modified to accommodate 


development that may incorporate design elements and a mixture of uses that represent a 


significant improvement in quality over what could otherwise be accomplished by the underlying 


zone.  The proposed development agreement will provide general requirements for the 


development and include terms addressing items such as site layout, architecture, amenities and 


circulation that are more than what is generally required by City Code for rezone applications.  


Staff will propose to the City Council a development agreement that includes terms addressing 


the following:  


 


 The project will be built according to the concept plan and elevations (attached to this 


report). 


 All roads within the project will be privately owned and maintained. 


 The project’s fencing, landscaping and all public and private improvements will be 


constructed per City Code requirements. 


 All necessary public right-of-way will be dedicated according to the City Code and City 


engineering standards. 


 Commercial buildings will be no taller than 30 feet.  Exterior building finishes will 


consist of a thin brick veneer and some stone or faux stone veneer. 


 Townhomes will be three story buildings that will be no taller than 40-feet.  Exterior 


building finishes will include fiber cement siding, stucco and brick veneer. 


 The applicant must present final architectural elevations and building materials to the 


Architectural Review Committee for its review and approval. 


 The applicant will complete the tot lot based on a benchmark that staff will negotiate with 


the developer so that the tot lot is completed before all the units are occupied. 


 Allowed uses in two commercial buildings will be subject to the regulations of the 


Commercial-Community Zone, including the addition of “Business Support,” 


“Office/Warehouse Flexible Space,” and “Wholesale and Warehouse” as permitted uses, 


with all uses being conducted wholly inside the building and no outside storage.  All 


uses, whether permitted or conditional in the C-C Zone may only be established if they 


can demonstrate that the available parking is sufficient based on the required parking 


ratios of City Code § 16.26. 


 


Attached to this report are many of the exhibits that will be attached to the development 


agreement, including the concept plan.  The Planning Commission may suggest the City Council 


include additional or different provisions from those listed above in the development agreement.  
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STAFF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATION: 


 


Findings: 


 As required by the PD Floating Zone process (see City Code § 17.130.050.020.A.1), the 


project was last reviewed at a City Council study session meeting on November 15, 2022.  


Based on that discussion, the applicant chose to move forward with the proposal and 


negotiate development agreement terms with City staff and the City Council. 


 The application meets the rezone standards of approval of the City Code. 


 Currently the applicant is proposing to subdivide the townhome portion of the project so that 


individual units may be owner-occupied. 


 The required development agreement provides predictability for how the property will look 


and be used. Any major changes to the agreement will require further approvals and a 


modification of the development agreement by the City Council. 


 The “Mixed Use Opportunity - (MU)” land use designation is defined in the General Plan as 


follows: “Mixed Use Opportunity identifies areas that are currently either undeveloped or 


underdeveloped and adjacent to Economic Centers. The intent is to elevate these areas from 


single land uses to an integrated mix of commercial, retail, office, residential, and light 


industrial land uses. Mixed use opportunity supports both horizontal and vertical mix of uses 


and shall result in walkable areas that are activated with employees during weekdays and 


residents, restaurants, and entertainment during evenings and weekends.” 


 The project will meet the following strategic priorities: 


 ED-1. Expands, attracts and retains a diverse mix of high quality employers to contribute 


to the community's economic sustainability and offer opportunities for employment. 


 BRE-2. Implements ordinances and policies that encourage quality community growth 


and development. 


 


Conclusion: 


Based on the findings, the Application is consistent with the goals and policies of the General 


Plan and the City’s Strategic Priorities. 


 


Recommendation: 


Based on the findings and conclusion listed above, Staff recommends that the Planning 


Commission take comments at the public hearing and recommend approval of the application, 


unless, during the hearing, facts are presented that contradict these findings or new facts are 


presented, either of which would warrant further investigation by Staff. 


 


FISCAL IMPACT: 


 A fiscal impact analysis table and graphics are attached to the report. 


 


ALTERNATIVES: 


 Recommend approval of an amended application. 


 Recommend denial of the application. 


 Schedule the application for a decision at some future date. 
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SUPPORT MATERIALS: 


 Aerial Map 


 Future Land Use Map 


 Zoning Map 


 Building Elevations 


 Site Plan 


 Infrastructure Analysis 


 Fiscal Analysis 


 


 


 


 


__________________________      


Damir Drozdek, AICP     


Planner III, Planning Department     



ddrozdek
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SITE WORK KEYNOTES:
ALL IMPROVEMENTS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED PER APWA STANDARD
SPECIFICATION AND PLANS, 2017 EDITION, OR DETAILS AS NOTED BELOW.


CONSTRUCT MOUNTABLE 30 INCH CONCRETE CURB & GUTTER
(SEE APWA PLAN 205.2)


CONSTRUCT 30 INCH CONCRETE CURB & GUTTER
(SEE APWA PLAN 205.1)


CONSTRUCT 6-INCH BARRIER CURB (SEE DETAIL SHEETS)


10' CURB TRANSITION


CONSTRUCT OPEN DRIVEWAY APPROACH


CONSTRUCT DIP DRIVEWAY APPROACH


6-INCH CONCRETE SIDEWALK (SEE DETAIL SHEETS)


4-INCH WIDE PARKING STALL STRIPING - WHITE PAINT PER CITY OR UDOT
STANDARDS


ACCESSIBLE PARKING STALL (SEE DETAIL SHEETS)


ACCESSIBLE PARKING SIGN (SEE DETAIL SHEETS)


CONSTRUCT 2-FOOT CONCRETE WATERWAY (SEE DETAIL SHEETS)


PROPOSED DECORATIVE MASONRY WALL


BOULDER RETAINING WALL (SEE DETAIL SHEETS)


CONSTRUCT 6 (7") STAIR RISERS.


CONSTRUCT 6 (6.5") STAIR RISERS.


LEGEND:


LANDSCAPING (SEE LANDSCAPE PLANS)
AREA: 23,996 SF


CONCRETE SIDEWALK, CURB & GUTTER,
APRON, OR DRIVEWAY APPROACH
AREA: 19,267 SF


ASPHALT PAVEMENT (SEE DETAIL SHEETS)
AREA: 37,684 SF
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8' SW


4' SW


TERRY & JANEAN DEL' ANDRAE
PARCEL # 27-22-201-028
11131 S. REDWOOD RD.


1.47 ACRES


CHRISTOPHER & LACI RAWLINS JT
PARCEL # 27-22-201-021
11175 S. REDWOOD RD.


0.43 ACRES
JERRY & COLETTE SALT JT


PARCEL # 27-22-201-020
11147 S. REDWOOD RD.


1.00 ACRES


TRUE NORTH INVESTMENTS LP
PARCEL # 27-22-201-023
11175 S. REDWOOD RD.


1.39 ACRES


KIMBERLI BALFOUR
PARCEL # 27-22-201-060
11102 S BECKS BEND LN


0.17 ACRES


KYLE & STACIE WILLIAMS JT
PARCEL # 27-22-201-061


1627 W BEND LN
0.13 ACRES


SJ SYNDICATE LLC
PARCEL # 27-22-201-063


1621 W BEND LN
0.10 ACRESVARADARAJAN


VIJAYPRAKASH
PARCEL # 27-22-201-062


1623 W BEND LN
0.09 ACRES


CAPSULE COMPANY LLC
PARCEL # 27-22-201-089


11108 S OWEN RIDGE WY
0.06 ACRES


ASHLYN M. LEFFEL
 PARCEL # 27-22-201-092


1663 W KYSON RD
0.04 ACRES


RENZO EISERT & ALEC KAPUSTKA
 PARCEL # 27-22-201-115


1657 W KYSON RD
0.02 ACRES


JAYESH & KALPESH SHAH
 PARCEL # 27-22-201-116


1653 W KYSON RD
0.03 ACRES
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PARKING STALL NUMBER1


PARKING SUMMARY:


TOWNHOMES:


UNIT TYPES: (20) 3 BEDROOM UNITS AND (1) 2 BEDROOM UNIT


PARKING REQUIRED FOR A 2 BEDROOM UNIT = 2
PARKING REQUIRED FOR A 3 BEDROOM UNIT = 2.5


TOTAL STALLS REQUIRED = (1 x 2) + (20 x 2.5) = 52 STALLS REQUIRED


STALLS PROVIDED =
- 2 BEDROOM UNIT = 1 CAR IN GARAGE AND 1 ON DRIVEWAY = 2 PER UNIT


                                                                   = 1 x 2 = 2 STALLS
- 3 BEDROOM UNIT = 1 CAR IN GARAGE AND 2 ON DRIVEWAY = 3 PER UNIT


    = 20 x 3 = 60 STALLS


TOTAL STALLS PROVIDED = 62


FLEX USE BUILDINGS:
EACH FLEX BUILDING HAS 2 INTERNAL UNITS


TOTAL SF PER UNIT = 3,000 SF
- 726 SF OFFICE AND 2,274 SF WAREHOUSE


REQUIRED OFFICE PARKING = 1 STALL PER 300 SF = 2.4 STALLS
REQUIRED WAREHOUSE PARKING =  1 STALL PER 800 SF = 2.8 STALLS
TOTAL REQUIRED = 5.2 STALLS PER UNIT


GRAND TOTAL REQUIRED = 5.2 STALLS x 4 UNITS = 21 STALLS REQUIRED


TOTAL STALLS PROVIDED = 24 (INCLUDES 1 INTERIOR STALL PER UNIT)
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Parking on Beckstead is not in the plans for now but could change in the future.  Beckstead is a
public street and the City may decide to allow for some street parking if conditions so require.
 
2. Will the townhomes be sold as individual homes, if so will the home owners be allowed to
rent?  Will the owners be able to rent individual rooms within the townhome?  If so, or if they
do, this will create the need for additional parking. 
According to the developer, these will be ‘for-sale’ units.  Once occupied, the owners, if they choose
so, could rent those units out.  This would be no different from an owner of a single-family home
renting it out for profit.
It would be all regulated by the current City ordinances. 
 
3. Is there a concept of the actual townhomes? How many bedrooms? Will they be as tall as
the townhomes to the north? 
Building elevations and renderings are included in the staff report as well as the number of
bedrooms.  See here for Planning Commission agenda and documents.  It should be updated by the
end of the week.
I am also attaching my staff report for your viewing.
     
4. Will the developer add a sidewalk, curb and gutter along Beckstead Lane? Is it possible to
have the .5 acre and the school property owners add sidewalk to connect with the sidewalk to
the south? 
Developer will construct a sidewalk on Beckstead along the project frontage.  0.5 acre parcel and the
school will not at this time.  Since they are not proposing to develop, the City cannot make them do
improvements along their property frontage.  It may become a City project one day.
 
5. What is the plan for the exterior fencing and landscaping?
It will be done per City regulations and requirements.  Existing fencing along the north boundary will
remain.  There will be a 6’ masonry fence along the south and around the 0.5 acre property.
 
Thank you for your time.
 
Judy Ward
11154 S Heatherwood Ln
801-562-5256
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.sjc.utah.gov/254/Planning-Commission



