CITY OF SOUTH JORDAN

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING AGENDA

CITY HALL SouUTH |ORDAN
TUESDAY, DECEMBER 13, 2022 at 6:30 PM SOUTH | ORDAN

Notice is hereby given that the South Jordan City Planning Commission will hold a Planning Commission
Meeting on Tuesday, December 13, 2022, in the City Council Chambers, located at 1600 W. Towne
Center Drive, South Jordan, Utah with an electronic option via Zoom phone and video conferencing.
Persons with disabilities who may need assistance should contact the City Recorder at least 24 hours prior
to this meeting.

In addition to in-person attendance, individuals may join via phone or video, using Zoom. Note, attendees
joining virtually may make public comments through video conferencing, and participant must have their
video on and working to speak. Attendees who wish to present photos or documents to the Planning
Commission must attend in person. Those who join via phone may listen, but not comment.

In the event the electronic portion of the meeting is disrupted in any way that the City in its sole discretion
deems inappropriate, the City reserves the right to immediately remove the individual(s) from the meeting
and, if needed, end virtual access to the meeting. Reasons for removing an individual or ending virtual
access to the meeting include but are not limited to the posting of offensive pictures, remarks, or making
offensive statements, disrespectful statements, or actions, and other any action deemed inappropriate.

Ability to participate virtually is dependent on an individual’s internet connection. To ensure comments
are received regardless of technical issues, please have them submitted in writing to City Planner, Greg
Schindler, at gschindler@sjc.utah.gov by 3:00 p.m. on the day of the meeting.

Instructions on how to join the meeting virtually are below.

Join South Jordan Planning Commission Electronic Meeting December 13, 2022 at 6:30 p.m.

- Join on any device that has internet capability.

- Zoom link, Meeting 1D and Meeting Password will be provided 24 hours prior to meeting start time.
- Zoom instructions are posted https://www.sjc.utah.gov/254/Planning-Commission

THE MEETING WILL BEGIN AT 6:30 P.M. AND THE AGENDA IS AS FOLLOWS:
A WELCOME AND ROLL CALL - Commission Chair Michele Hollist
B. MOTION TO APPROVE AGENDA
C. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
C.1. November 8, 2022, Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
D. STAFF BUSINESS
E. COMMENTS FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS
F. SUMMARY ACTION

G. ACTION

Planning Commission Meeting - December 13, 2022 Page 1 of 2
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H. ADMINISTRATIVE PUBLIC HEARINGS

H.1. DAYBREAK VILLAGE 9 PLAT 5PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION
Address: Generally 6740 W. South Jordan Parkway
File No: PLPP202200108
Applicant: Perigee Consulting on behalf of Miller Family Real Estate

H.2. OQUIRRH MOUNTAIN OFFICE BUILDING SITE PLAN
Address: 10428 South 4000 West
File No: PLSPR202200171
Applicant: Cory Stark

H.3. ACCESSORY BUILDING: CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR THE
ARCHITECTURAL STANDARDS OF ACCESSORY BUILDINGS IN R-2.5
ZONE
Address: 9495 S. 2200 W.

File No: PLCUP202200207
Applicant: Juan Ramirez; Morton Buildings

l. LEGISLATIVE PUBLIC HEARINGS
J. OTHER BUSINESS
ADJOURNMENT
CERTIFICATE OF POSTING

STATE OF UTAH)

'8
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE)

I, Cindy Valdez, certify that | am the duly appointed City Deputy Recorder of South Jordan City, State of
Utah, and that the foregoing Planning Commission Agenda was faxed or emailed to the media at least 24
hours prior to such meeting, specifically the Deseret News, Salt Lake Tribune and the South Valley
Journal. The Agenda was also posted at City Hall, on the City’s website www.sjc.utah.gov and on the Utah
Public Notice Website www.pmn.utah.gov.

Dated this 8th day of December, 2022.
Cindy Valdez
South Jordan City Deputy Recorder
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CITY OF SOUTH JORDAN
ELECTRONIC
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
November 8, 2022

Present: Commissioner Michele Hollist, Commissioner Nathan Gedge, Commissioner
Trevor Darby, Commissioner Laurel Bevans, Commissioner Aaron Starks,
Assistant City Attorney Greg Simonsen, City Planner Greg Schindler, Deputy
City Recorder Cindy Valdez, Deputy City Engineer Jeremy Nielson, Planner lan
Harris, Planner Damir Drozdek, GIS Coordinator Matt Jarman, Senior IS Tech
Phill Brown

Others: Gabe & Raylene Payne, Kent England, Scott & Janalyn Sainsbury, Kacee
Baucom, Chase Andrizzi, Bryan Flamm, Karen Christenson, Lucynthia
Rockwood, Calmoore Robbins, Dean & Maria Ruffner, Lynn Brown, Katie
Jensen

Absent: Commissioner Steven Catmull

6:34 P.M.
REGULAR MEETING

A. WELCOME AND ROLL CALL - Chair Michele Hollist

Commissioner Michele Hollist welcomed everyone to the Electronic Planning Commission
Meeting. She excused Commissioner Steven Catmull, who was absent from the meeting.

B. MOTION TO APPROVE AGENDA

Commissioner Gedge motioned to approve tonight’s agenda, with an amendment to move
Item 1.2. Rise Land Use Amendment and Rezone to be the first item under Legislative
Public Hearings, and Item I.1. Ordinance 2022-16 as the second item under the same
section. Commissioner Hollist seconded the motion; vote was unanimous in favor.
Commissioner Catmull was absent from the vote.

C. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
C.1. October 25, 2022 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
Commissioner Gedge motioned to approve the October 25, 2022 Planning Commission

Meeting Minutes as published. Commissioner Darby seconded the motion; vote was
unanimous in favor. Commissioner Catmull was absent from the vote.

Item C.1.
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D. STAFF BUSINESS

City Planner Greg Schindler said that Planner Damir Drozdek will be the presenter for the Rise
Land Use Amendment and Rezone, and Deputy Director of Engineering Jeremy Nielson will be
the presenter on Ordinance 2022-16.

E. COMMENTS FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS

Chair Hollist thanked Commissioner Gedge for conducting the last Planning Commission
Meeting in her absence. She saw the note on the Housing Seminar this week and believes that
Commissioners Laurel Bevans, Nathan Gedge and Steve Catmull are signed up for that. She
mentioned that a recap report of the meeting would be greatly appreciated at the next Planning
Commission Meeting.

E. COMMENTS FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS

F. SUMMARY ACTION
G. ACTION
H. ADMINISTRATIVE PUBLIC HEARINGS

LEGISLATIVE PUBLIC HEARINGS

2. RISE LAND USE AMENDMENT AND REZONE
Address: 10657 S. 1055 W.
File No: PLZBA202200147
Applicant: Bryan Flamm, DAI Inc.

Planner Damir Drozdek reviewed background information from the Staff Report.

Chair Michele Hollist said the staff packet indicated there was one single family home, but she
was not seeing it on the plan.

Planner Drozdek said it was on the concept plan, noting the townhomes will be along the north
boundary and at the west end was the single family home.

Commissioner Nathan Gedge asked if that was an existing home.
Planner Drozdek responded that no, it is not an existing home.

Chair Hollist asked to confirm whether there is a structure on the plan.

Item C.1.
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Planner Drozdek said there is not structure on the plan, and because they have not submitted any
architecture, it is not in the agreement. Due to this, the home will need to be built according to
the city standard at the time of submission.

Chair Hollist talked about the fencing and mixed use area. She knows this mixed use is
sometimes a little different, but this is bordered on both sides with the A-5 zoning which she
assumes has animal rights. She asked if the fencing meets the requirements for the two zones to
co-exist.

Planner Drozdek said this proposal is a little more relaxed than what the city code would require
with a masonry wall, because of the conflict. In this case, the reasoning was that these properties
are going to be developed sometime in the future, so physically and financially it doesn’t make
sense to put in a masonry wall now between those two properties.

Chair Hollist asked if it had been verified with the property owners that they are okay with the
lower standard for division.

Planner Drozdek said that the applicant has spoken with the property owners to the south, and he
will let the applicant speak more to that. His understanding is that there will be some existing
chain link fencing, with a vinyl fence on the other side of that fence; he also believes they are
okay with that proposal. He was not sure about the people to the north and their plans.

Chair Hollist said it sounds like there will be two access points, and with the way this has been
proposed there is potential for three or four access points total in the future. She asked for more
information on the parking available around the pickleball courts, and what will be considered
public parking.

Planner Drozdek said they would utilize existing parking at City Park.
Chair Hollist asked how many spots there are.

Planner Drozdek did not have that exact number, but as far as he knows the parking lot has never
been filled to its capacity; the parking does not seem to be an issue.

Commissioner Nathan Gedge said that 1055 West was once considered a historic road, and he
assumes that with this new traffic coming in and only having the two access points until there are
more connections made, the road will be able to handle the increased traffic load. If not, he asked
for the plans to improve 1055 W.

Deputy Engineering Director Jeremy Nielson said that fortunately they will be tying into where
the road is still fairly wide, so they don’t see any issues with the road being able to support the
additional traffic. In the city in general, they have found that the city traffic wants to move north
and east, so they are anticipating most of that traffic will be utilizing the River Front Parkway
access on the east side with some using the 1055 W access.




South Jordan City

DN

Item C.1.

Planning Commission Meeting
November 8, 2022

Commissioner Gedge mentioned the Memorial Day activities that happen at the cemetery,
directly across the street, and asked if there were any concerns with traffic flow or emergency
vehicle access during busy events at the cemetery.

Deputy Director Nielson responded that even with this development, the volume would still be
fairly low. That road, by the city’s level of service standards, would still be considered a quiet
street at Level of Service B.

Commissioner Gedge referenced an email received previously from the ditch master of this area
(Attachment B), and asked where that current ditch would flow through this property.

Deputy Director Nielson said he has not seen site plans on this rezone, so he is unable to point
out that location.

Chair Hollist asked if they will see this again if it passes.

Planner Drozdek said that yes, this is a rezone, and if it passes the next step would be for the
applicant to file a subdivision application. The reason they are looking at fencing and other items
now is because it is in the agreement, and the agreement goes along with the rezone in this case.

Chair Hollist asked if there is a reason the agreement doesn’t include ensuring proper care of the
water across the property.

Deputy City Engineer Nielson said it is private, and they have a legal responsibility to ensure the
water goes where it has historically gone.

Commissioner Laurel Bevans asked if the single family home was going to be for lease as well,
or if someone will permanently live there.

Planner Drozdek was unsure, possibly the applicant could answer that. The twin homes and
townhomes will be for lease, and there will be a subdivision plat so those units will be
individually owned by the same company with the possibility of being sold in the future for
ownership.

Commissioner Bevans asked how close this development is to public transit.
Staff was unsure of the closest bus stop.

Commissioner Bevans asked if this would then be considered not walkable, and asked if there is
any transit that goes down 1055 W.

Staff responded that there was not any transit on 1055 W.
Commissioner Bevans asked to confirm there are transit options at River Front Parkway.

Planner Schindler said that River Front Parkway would be more likely to have transit.
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Deputy Director Nielson said there is a bus stop on the corner of 1055 W and South Jordan
Parkway.

Commissioner Bevans asked if that bus stop was within walking distance of this property.

Commissioner Gedge said he lives close by and can say that is a walkable distance, about a
quarter mile.

Chair Hollist asked if the applicant was present, and invited him up to speak.

Chase Andrizzi (Applicant) is here on behalf of the applicant, DAI. He shared some slides to
supplement what staff has already presented (Attachment D) and thanked staff for their hard
work on this project. Attachment D shows where the site is located in relation to the office park,
the access points, and where they expect the majority of traffic to flow. It also shows the site plan
with the unit mix layout, which is mostly townhomes with some duplexes mixed in on the north
side to buffer some of the adjacent agricultural use. He anticipates future discussions with the
planning commission in regards to details, but he shared the anticipated amenities that have been
discussed with staff. The main amenity will be in the center of the project to include a
playground, some fire pits and corn hole. They are leaving a lot of open area there, they don’t
anticipate it all being grass and are planning on it being some type of programmable area for the
residents. The second area would be the dog park with more details on that in the future. The
additional amenity being provided as part of the development will be offsite, pickleball courts in
the city’s park. He continued reviewing Attachment D, showing a closer view of the main
amenity where there will be a clubhouse as well as the playground, corn hole and fire pits for
residents’ use. There were some renderings, including the playground they are planning on using.
He shared more renderings from Attachment D to include the dog park, and repeated that there
will be little grass used; they are anticipating using artificial turf along with some other materials
to minimize the use of water in the area. There will also be some pavilion seating and some
general dog park use for the residents of the community. He shared pictures of where the
pickleball courts will be located, and that the location was chosen after discussion with staff. He
continued reviewing Attachment D where it highlighted the pedestrian connectivity within the
project, including a connection to the existing trail on the east side of the project. Regarding
parking, he shared a slide depicting what parking will look like and explained that their plan is to
have at least four stalls per unit available. They anticipate selling the single family lot on the
west side, adjacent to 1055 W. It will be platted as its own lot, and the owner can work with the
city to design that. There had also been a discussion on parking for the pickleball courts, and he
introduced Kent England, a partner in this project who also represents the River Park Office
Center.

Kent England (Applicant) said they were part of the process when River Park was designed 20
years ago. The park area and trails that connect all around it have not yet had issues with parking,
but they have never had pickleball courts. They allow parking on the east end of their parking lot
to access the trails, and that has been utilized without any problems; he doesn’t anticipate any
parking problems at all. He also remarked on the bus stop concerns, saying that the bus stop is
just to the south of the roundabout in the center, headed southbound, and there is one on the other
side. He said they worked with UTA to get a connection that goes up to the Frontrunner Station
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and further to TRAX; he thinks they have tied River Park in well, and that this is close enough to
the office park that it will work nicely. From an office point of view they really need this
residential, as there are a lot of employees that need some reasonably costing housing. The
access to River Park and offices is also going to be greatly appreciated by their current tenants.
Regarding the vinyl fence option, he noted that currently there is wire fencing that is not chain
link but more like a cattle fence, that will stay in place until the south side is developed; there
will be two fences.

Commissioner Bevans asked about the north side.

Mr. England noted there is fencing there as well. They worked with the owners to the south to
talk about that fence in particular, but they have not really talked with the people to the north as
he believes that fence is in slightly better condition.

Chair Hollist noted that it was mentioned they need reasonably priced housing there, and asked if
the plan was for these to be for-rent units.

Mr. England said they are platted with the idea that they can be sold or rented. They try and do
prudent things as developers, and he helped develop River Park. They always plan and think
ahead on these projects, but with the housing they can be sold or rented so that option is still
open. He thinks the original plan is to rent them, but they can be sold because they will be
individually platted.

Chair Hollist asked about the anticipated price points for rent/sale.

Mr. England said he doesn’t know. They need to meet the market situation, so they can’t
overcharge because they won’t be rented or sold, and if they undercharge then they can’t make
enough money to keep the next project going. They will hit the market where it’s reasonable, but
he doesn’t know what that exact dollar amount will end up being since costs of construction are
crazy.

Commissioner Aaron Starks asked the applicants to discuss the water issue mentioned earlier.

Mr. England pointed out where the water flows in Attachment D. He noted that with the current
ditch, part of it is piped and the last south leg is open. Usually it all ends up getting piped, but it
depends on the contours. He noted that it is a requirement that they maintain water flow, and
they can’t ever cut that off.

Commissioner Bevans noted that one of the elevations shown on Attachment D showed some
units with only space for a one car garage. She asked the applicants to verify that all units will
have two car garages.

Mr. Andrizzi confirmed that all the units will have two car garages.

Commissioner Bevans noted that the single family unit is being sold off and asked if that home
will have access to the amenities, or if they will be completely separate from the development
once sold.
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Mr. Andrizzi responded that they don’t anticipate that lot being a part of the HOA, but they
probably won’t kick them out if they come and used the dog park.

Chair Hollist noted that her addition shows a total of 155 units, including the single family home.
However, there were only enough parking spots for 152 units, according to the parking map.

Mr. Andrizzi responded that yes, there will be 155 units with the single family lot, and that they
do need to rework the parking to add additional spaces. They were not counting the single family
home in the parking calculations, so the parking is based off 154 units. All of the units will have
a two car garage, and they will ensure that when they come back those numbers all add up.

Chair Hollist wanted to make sure everyone was clear on what was being approved this evening.
They have a land use agreement that they will make a recommendation on and send to City
Council, who will have the final vote on whether or not this moves forward. She asked staff to
explain what specifically is being agreed to this evening, what could and could not potentially
change. For instance, Attachment D shows they are planning on 155 units, and she asked if that
could change after approval tonight.

Planner Drozdek said that if the number of units is in the draft agreement, they would have to go
back to amend the agreement to change that number. He believes there is a provision in the
agreement that says minor changes can be approved by the city manager, but density would not
be a minor change.

Chair Hollist referred back to the north boundary and asked why the fencing requirement isn’t
the same between this potentially new residential use and the A-5 to the north.

Planner Drozdek said those properties are not going to be used for livestock or farming for a long
time. The property to the south does have animals that he has seen, but he hasn’t seen farm
animals to the north. This is only a proposal, so if the planning commission is not comfortable
with the vinyl fence they can make a recommendation to change that.

Chair Hollist asked for more history on this land use agreement, and where City Council has
been involved. She assumes that since this is 18 acres with 155 units, which works out to be 8.6
units per acre and is higher than what the city council usually favors, the inclusion of the park
upgrade land in the overall density has brought the total to 8 units per acre; is that something
City Council was involved in.

Planner Drozdek said that even before this was brought here tonight, the applicants had a public
meeting with City Council during a study session where they provided some of the same details
being seen here tonight. Based off the feedback from the city council, they incorporated new
things into their project and took things forward. The council has seen it and has given them a
positive recommendation to continue on.

Chair Hollist opened the hearing for public comments.

Raylene Payne (Resident) directly across from the cemetery. There is a couple of things, not
only is that a historical road, I argue the fact that it is sustainable for 300 new cars coming out on
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to 1055 W. That is the only gas station that is on the corner, they will all be going that way to get
their gas, they are not going to be going off the river bottom. Two, who is going to pay for our
road when you guys decide to go and widen it and put curbing and sidewalks in. It is a historical
road. We handle the cemetery Memorial Weekend as it is barely, you see people bumper to
bumper, people can’t drive by, people are about backing into people, running people over. Until
you guys go on Memorial Day and see it for yourselves, you are not going to understand that
they are saying it’s not a problem; it is a huge problem. As a property owner, where do | put in
my suggestions on this, why do | get hurt and where do | get my answers from. | want my
proposal to be heard and that masonry fence to go in because you are not guaranteed that either
of those property owners are going to sell or give up their agricultural rights. As a developer,
they have the money, they are making the money that they can afford to put that proper wall in
and then later modify it should that be needed. I propose that they don’t come off 1055 W. We
were told a year ago that there was only going to be three homes in there, and that there was no
way traffic was going to come off 1055 W. Now we have been blindsided, pretty much hit
upside the head and “BSd.” As property owners you don’t think that’s going to be upsetting to
each and every one of us? Because someone sold out and a developer is going to come in and
change our whole world. Who is going to pay for that sidewalk and widening the road. Is it going
to be the developer, or is it going to be the city’s taxpayer dollars, and what are we going to be
paid for our lost acreage that you take when you do that. These are the questions that | want
answered as a property owner. | understand the city needs to develop and provide housing for
people, that’s feasible. What’s the purpose of leasing, do you know what that does to our
property value when we get a bunch of renters down there and they’re putting fire pits and corn
hole in; do you know what kind of environment that brings? Not a lot of people play corn hole, |
know the kind of people that have played corn hole and it’s not that they’re bad people, but | am
concerned about the type of environment we are going to have coming up on my road to go to
the gas station out of 300 cars. There is going to be at least two cars to every one of those rentals,
and you know that. That means 300 cars, that is going to put weight on the lower road and our
road, so | hope the county suggests revisiting that this would be too many homes in that small of
area. | had another question too, | would like to know how they can take a historical road and
change that. We have always been told that is never going to change, and being an American |
am getting a little tired of our democracy being taken away.

Karen Christenson (Resident) | don’t reside next door, but that’s my family home; my mother
resides right next to this development on her 3 acres. | have been told that the historic road has to
stay that way, and that there will be an exit out for a home or two homes, but now | see that it’s a
third of an acre, encroaches terribly on my mother’s 3 acres and her property. | know across the
street they have to have a half acre, so | propose that it has to be more than a third of an acre to
not encroach on what my mother has had her whole life. I also will state that the traffic will
totally not be able to be controlled there, that is too much traffic. There needs to be maybe an
exit from the property, maybe they can just do an acre and divide it in two homes there and give
my mom a little more of a buffer, those people who have owned that land forever and ever, and
have an exit out the other way. | know that’s going to need to go out that way because we only
have one exit available to us when we develop, and it will totally impact that street. When you
are down on that river bottom when work gets out, it is busy. They will not go that way, they will
come this way and | can guarantee that. | propose that we have more area that is single family
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homes against that street, rather than seeing that encroaching of townhomes right there, right in
the middle of my mom’s home.

Gabe Payne (Resident) I live across the street from the cemetery. | am worried about the
business traffic coming through that neighborhood instead of waiting at the light. I drive by there
at closing time and they are way backed up, so | can see them cutting through that neighborhood
to use 10550 which is already inadequate. Where they have the road coming in to 10550, that is
right on the end of the cemetery and it is not a wide spot, that is where the road narrows. | am
also wondering about police presence. In the 16 years | have lived there, | have owned the home
for over 20 years, | have seen five police officers on that street total. They just don’t get patrolled
at all. The bike trail, where they are planning to go into it, is not finished and you can’t even use
that part of the bike trail so | don’t know who is going to finish that bike trail down there. The
north side does have farm animals, they are just back behind the houses; just take that into
consideration.

Assistant City Attorney Greg Simonsen noted that he wanted to clarify something for the record,
and asked Mr. Payne if when he was referring to 10550, did he mean to reference 1055 West.

Mr. Payne responded that he was actually referring to 1055 W every time he mentioned 10550.

Scott Sainsbury (Resident) the little narrow, extreme west side exit, when those cars come out
of there they will be shining their headlights directly into my front window. | have lived there for
32 years, | am good friend of Kay Edmunds who was the mayor of South Jordan many years ago,
and because of the historical significance of the original Pony Express Lane that is 1055 West he
said that road would never become a through road. | have been coming to these meetings for 32
years, this is how long | have lived at this exact spot, and yes | am guilty of demolishing a
historic home but I did salvage the brick and put it on my new home. I have seen all the faces
come and go on this council and every year that | have attended, whenever there has been a
discussion about 1055 West, every one of the council members on this council has always said
1055 West will never become a through road. I also find it’s interesting, and in defense of our
developers here, they advocated not exiting on to 1055 West; it seems that this group here is
actually the culprits wanting to exit on to 1055 W. I think that the single family unit should
obviously exit to the west, but to allow a third exit for this entire community puts all of the
residents of their development at risk. Has anybody on this council been employed and worked
in the river bottom in any of those buildings? I have, and | can tell you that at 5:00 p.m. that gets
crazy and it’s not going to take long before everybody figures out that there is a third exit
strategy. A lot of those | am guessing will probably be rentals especially with the price of
housing and interest rates, and the majority of those renters will have small children. We also
have a lot of small children on our street. The street 1055 W is not just a street, it is used by the
greater community in that area for walking, running and bicycling. To busy the traffic on that
road is not going to be the right thing to do, I can promise you that. I think | read somewhere
where you were all estimating approximately 5% of the river bottom traffic would exit; | have an
one-hundred dollar bill that says it is going to be 15%-20%. That will put the children in both
neighborhoods in harm’s way. | grew up in Washington, nobody wants Seattle traffic. | have
lived in L.A., Phoenix, and there is a reason | chose South Jordan and there is a reason | chose
this particular place in South Jordan as my residence for 32 years. In creating that third exit,
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there are no stop lights and we all know people are running late to work and always in a hurry to
get away from work. 1 just think the risk to the children in both communities is not going to
justify having that third exit. We just need that one single swelling home to be able to exit on to
1055 W.

Chair Hollist told Mr. Sainsbury that his time was up.

Mr. Sainsbury said thank you, we have only got 24 lots for cemetery parking, it is already not
enough; that is already an issue that needs to be addressed separate from this issue.

Kacee Baucom (Resident) my husband and I just purchased the house and moved in about a
month ago, so as a new homeowner with three small children I am really worried about the
traffic to the street. My kids are constantly biking, walking down this road, and as they were
saying, the road narrows right there and we already don’t have a sidewalk so | am on the side
with my kids walking down this street. Not only that, that is the road that my daughter walks to
get to school and there is not a bus stop for South Jordan Elementary on this street. The children
who are walking to school from our neighborhood are walking down that street in the morning
during the time when people are going to work and again, there is no sidewalk and it is just not a
safe place to be where there is cars coming in and out. We purchased our house in the high
market value, we paid top dollar, and immediately this devalues our home. We bought this house
because of the agriculture feel, because of the country feel out here, and as someone who loves
agriculture and animals and might possibly in the future want to invest in property for animals in
our neighborhood, obviously it’s not in my best interest for all of these homes to be coming. My
main point of interest is the exit to 1055 West, and not wanting traffic coming through there.

Lucynthia Rockwood (Provo Resident) | own the property that is exactly south of this
development, so we have seen it on the picture up here. We are kind of sandwiched between this
development and the River Park development that already exists. Down the road we plan on
developing our land as well and hope to have a similar thing, so have that in mind as you are
approving this. We are totally in favor of this zoning change, we just wanted to make you aware
that is something we have planned to do as well. The comment was made that we are just on the
heels of doing this, and we don’t really know how soon that will happen. Whatever decisions are
made around the fencing should be taken into account for our land as well, because we do have
cattle on the property at this point, and will indefinitely. Maybe it will be a year, maybe it will be
five years, maybe it will be 10, but just keep that in mind as you make those decisions.

Calmoore Robbins (Millcreek Resident) I happen to know something about the piece of
property to the south of this development, I have irrigated it for the last 50+ years. | have
personally been irrigating that piece of property. We realize because the piece of ground to the
south of me on 1055 W has been sold and is being developed, this is now being developed, | hate
to say it, but that area is not going to be agricultural for a lot longer. You do have to realize it is
in a changing format that is taking place. We are in favor of what the developer is basically
doing. There is a very valid issue that I think has been raised about traffic, that I do wonder how
that is to be addressed; it is a valid thing and | realize that the road that comes up from the office
park will end up ultimately hooking on to South Jordan Parkway. There will be a flow that will
really end up flowing out that way, but in the interim it does create a problem for the residents
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there. | realize that this is going to happen, | am a realist, and so | am in favor of it but I just
think that we really need to weigh how to handle it in the shorter term until all this is developed,
because we really are kind of the last piece that has not been developed.

Dean Ruffner (Resident) | am the property line north of this development, and | don’t know if
anyone has walked this property line but | do appreciate him saying my fence is in very good
condition. 1 do maintain it, I do try to take care of it. If you are going to exit all this traffic
literally 15 feet out my front door, my front door faces the south and faces my fence, and | don’t
know if you know this but there is an entire row of fully mature trees that are along my property
line. I got the feeling that all these trees are going to have to come out to develop this road. One,
those trees, even though they are not on my property, | do appreciate the shade and what they do
for the neighborhood, I like how they represent the agricultural environment of this area. | don’t
know how you guys would like a road 15 feet out your front door, that’s something to look at; I
don’t like it. Second, I do have children in my house, an 8 year old and a 12 year old, and we
have a basketball hoop in front of our house. If you are going to exit a huge amount of people
coming out, after work, into our neighborhood, I don’t see that as a good idea. My kids are trying
to play basketball, my daughter loves to ride her bike, we love to use that cemetery. | don’t think
exiting any of that traffic into our neighborhood will be beneficial at all. Definitely, | do agree
with making them two residential homes, sectioning off that section and making this road dead
end, ending the road and keeping it more agricultural.

Maria Ruffner (Resident) like my husband said, | have lived there for 20 years and | moved
there because of the agriculture feeling, and it a nature preserve, that’s how it was sold to me.
Taking that away is kind of sad. | know that we need growth. My daughter, an 8 year old, put a
poster on the mailbox of the empty lot and said “you are killing our deer, you are killing our
raccoons, you are taking nature away from me.” She wrote it with tears in her eyes, and | am
going to miss that. I know people need homes, and we have a shortage, but we are missing out on
what that road is; a historic nature preserve. | am happy that we have all these developers with
money to have housing for people that need it, but | have been there for 20 years and | see the
beauty of that area which is going to be lost. I am thinking of that road coming right in front of
my house, the noise, the safety factors. Is somebody going to build a wall so | can have some
silence from the road noise that is going to happen? Is it going to turn out like 1300 West, is it
going to be that loud in front of my house where my kids are playing?

Lynn Brown (Resident) I live right where they are going to put that division in, and the
question | have is where is all the traffic going to go. To me, it is like running water; if you are
going to have a road straight through there you are going to have so much traffic there. What
about the cemetery? You have the cemetery there where there are funerals all the time, and if you
are going to have very much traffic come out of that road onto 1055 W, it is going to be a
nightmare there. Of course, now we are talking fencing, what kind of fence are they going to put
down between me and Carmen and them right there. I live right in back of Carmen, down
further; are they planning on putting a six foot fence, an eight foot fence, what are they planning
there. What kind of housing are you putting in there? Are you putting in just some family
developments there, and then you are going to split it up and go down to the east; are you going
to put in some businesses there? How are they going to get in and out of there, it looks like that is
going to be the problem; the traffic is going to be the big problem in that area. That is my main
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concern, the traffic, the cemetery and how that will work. That is a Pony Express road, that is
kind of a thing where | think it has been saved for that reason.

Mr. Baucom (Resident) My wife already addressed you, but to re-emphasize everything she
said, we just barely purchased this place in a horrible market. It was sold to us as this historic
road that is going to be preserved and maintain that integrity. From everything that 1’ve heard,
and you can tell from everyone that is currently living there, they all feel that this is going to be
violated; that historic nature of the area, and to go back on that feels horrible honestly. It will
stay like this forever, until someone doesn’t want it to. To all the landowners here, this means
something really important and that’s why we are here in this area. | think everyone can relate to
the fact that this kind of development, this many houses this close together as townhomes, is not
going to preserve this area the way that we all want it preserved.

Chair Hollist asked to confirm that the email from the ditch master will be a part of the public
record, and staff confirmed that it will; it is included as Attachment B.

Katie Jensen (Resident) this is an area that | have been looking at purchasing some land in, and
the land is being sold around those lots as agricultural and for animal rights. There were some
comments that it won’t be used for animal rights, and | don’t know if that is necessarily going to
happen with the land that is being sold, so I don’t think that assumption can be made. Also, there
will be people that will go down that road, and as you continue down that road there is no place
to really turn around. | do worry about a lot of traffic on that road, it is a historical road, it has
been agricultural, and I do worry about the density amount. | agree with the homeowners who
have made comments that everyone will not exit out to the river front and out through the office
buildings; people will definitely go the cemetery way, and that’s a lot of homes to be exiting on
that road. | am all for adding great housing, so | am definitely not anti-development; | am dealing
with several development projects now, so | understand that process. | do worry about the
density of this area and what that area has been. | also agree with the fencing comments that have
been made, that it should probably stay with the current requirements of South Jordan, I don’t
really see a need to alter that on an assumption of what could go in. The parking with the
pickleball courts, they are very, very popular and if you’ve seen other ones around, the parking is
an issue at some of them. As far as selling this as creating housing that is affordable, I think it
would be good for the developers to give a range of what they are anticipating selling these
properties for. With them being sold as rentals, | think that should be clarified before the city
whether they are rentals or being sold; it would be good for the city to understand that fully and
have the developer make a commitment to which one they are doing.

Chair Hollist closed the public hearing. She began discussion by noting that one of the biggest
concerns seems to be the status of this road as a historical road, and asked staff if that
designation has been removed.

City Planner Greg Schindler responded that it has not been removed, City Council hasn’t had a
meeting to do that yet, but it is staff’s understanding that the city council is going to take away
the historic designation. At this point, they do not believe that it ever had any history to it other
than being the first road; the stories about being a former Pony Express trail have been unable to
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be verified. It is his understanding that staff has been instructed to create a resolution to eliminate
the historic designation of that road.

Deputy Director Nielson confirmed that there has not been a meeting yet to remove that
historical designation, but there are plans to do that in the near future.

Chair Hollist asked staff what our land use says regarding protections for historic designations.
She noted that even the historic land they looked at a few years ago didn’t feel like it carried
anything beyond the recommendation to try and honor the feel of the area.

Assistant Attorney Simonsen said that he wished he could have anticipated this question and
done some research beforehand. Usually, if there is a historic neighborhood, in some cities there
would be some restrictions on remodeling historic homes. He is not aware of anything like that
in South Jordan, but again, he hasn’t had the chance to research that.

Planner Schindler said the original ordinance/resolution that made this historic in the first place
declared that nothing could change with that road. Improvements like widening could not be
done, it could not be improved beyond what it already is. The areas with pavement could have
the pavement patched, but they couldn’t widen them; no sidewalks allowed, no curbs or gutters.
The places that were dirt would stay dirt, they could not be paved.

Chair Hollist asked when that designation occurred.
Planner Drozdek said it was around 2006.

Planner Schindler said that was brought to the city council back then by the historic committee at
that time, and it was approved. It is unusual that none of the buildings or homes along that road
were declared historic, so it’s not a historic neighborhood. We already heard from one resident
who tore down his historic home at some point, but saved the brick. The only historic thing we
know of regarding this road for sure is that it was the first road in South Jordan. Other than that,
there has been nothing else discovered or proven. Staff hasn’t really looked into it, it was the
historic committee that did that and since then others have informed staff that the Pony Express
never did use that as their pathway to anywhere.

Assistant Attorney Simonsen asked if any of that had made it into the city code.
Planner Schindler said no, it was only a resolution that was passed.
Assistant Attorney Simonsen asked what the force of law would then be for the designation.

Planner Schindler said he has never seen anything in our code, or an ordinance passed to add
anything into the municipal code. It has just been passed down by word of mouth to employees
in Engineering and Planning when hired.

Assistant Attorney Simonsen said it’s up to the commission, but this might be something they
want to get to the bottom of.
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Chair Hollist was going to say the same thing, however since all these people came out she wants
to get through all the issues that were brought up during public comment. She thought this
designator had been lifted, but if is has not and it truly indicates that, she doesn’t know that it’s
appropriate to approve this.

Planner Schindler said that it wouldn’t be before the commission tonight if the council wasn’t
going to take away the historic designation. Otherwise, they would not have approved this to be
built down a 25 foot wide road. Other staff may have more information about who would be
doing the improvements on the road, but he assumes the developer would be required to do that
as it doesn’t make sense for the city to improve a road to help the developer.

Planner Drozdek said that his understanding is that the city engineer brought this issue up before
the city council in a work session to remove the designation because of the development
happening in the area and how these roads might or might not tie into 1055 W. The direction
staff received was to move forward with removing that designation.

Deputy Director Nielson confirmed that staff is working on a resolution to do just that, and that
was discussed in a previous public work session.

Assistant Attorney Simonsen said he suspects that those here tonight on this issue may appreciate
an actual hearing and vote before this commission actually makes an assumption. This
commission could do anything, as you know this is a legislative matter and the commission has
wide discretion on what they recommend. He is not telling anyone what to do, he is just saying
that, based on what he’s hearing from everyone tonight, 1055 W is a historical road, whatever
that means. As it sits right now, it is, and he’s not sure that it’s the function of anyone here to
speculate what the legislature is going to do in January, or even what the legislature is going to
do next week here in South Jordan City.

Commissioner Gedge said that if it was just a designation through a proclamation on the
historical road, and it is not in the city code, he wonders if there is an actual city ordinance that
would require the commission to enforce things in this type of situation.

Assistant Attorney Simonsen said that at some point in time, maybe a resolution was passed, but
we don’t have it front of us. Someone might chastise him later for not having the resolution in
front of him now, but he doesn’t, and he doesn’t think anyone else in the room has it. It may
prove to be totally meaningless, and that it could be entirely ignored, but he doesn’t know.

Chair Hollist is inclined to continue to address the concerns since the public is here this evening
and there will not be another public hearing on this item; she asked if the commission was okay
with that approach. The commission agreed that she should continue. She then continued by
stating that they typically require developers to improve roads, and asked if that is a part of this
development. Will they need to improve the portion of 1055 W that they abut.

Deputy Director Nielson said they do not have site plans in front of them, this is only a rezone
they are looking at. Right now, with the historical nature of the road that is up in the air. If it is
historic, then no, they wouldn’t do sidewalk, curb & gutter like a typical residential street. If the
historic nature of the road is removed, then it would be improved like a residential street. The
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frontage of the development would be done by the developer to his understanding. However, it
would only be the frontage of their property, and that’s what is typically done with a developer.

Chair Hollist asked if the property to the south develops in a similar matter in the future, would
they be required to front the cost for the improvements of their portion.

Deputy Director Nielson said yes, they would.

Chair Hollist asked about someone further down the road that makes no changes to their
property, would that stay as is.

Deputy Director Nielson said yes. Possibly, if in the future there was a safety concern or large
need to do a sidewalk project there, the city does get periodic grants to do those kinds of things.
If the city were to put in a sidewalk on its own dime, they would purchase the property, it would
not just be taken from property owners; however, that is not on the table tonight and there is no
plans for that at this point in time.

Chair Hollist said there were several comments on the types of fencing, which was one of her
first concerns. The city typically requires a certain kind of fence between different land uses like
this, but she noted that this was not being required as the land use agreement is written at this
time.

Planner Drozdek agreed that yes, that is not being required. They sent the notices out as part of
this hearing and he hasn’t heard any complaints in regards to the proposed fencing. He does
know that the applicant has spoken to the property owners to the south in regards to the fencing.

Chair Hollist said that Ms. Rockwood spoke and indicated she didn’t know when that
development would occur, and that there were cattle there at this time.

Planner Drozdek said that the applicant told him they had a meeting with Cal Robbins (who is
related to Ms. Rockwood) and his family, and this was the fencing arrangement that they came
up with.

A member of the audience spoke up and noted that they had heard nothing from the applicant,
and they live adjacent to this property.

Assistant Attorney Simonsen said that Deputy Director Nielson’s point that was made earlier
was spot on. This is a rezone, so the fencing isn’t really before the commission tonight. He
knows they want to answer all the questions that they can, but that issue is not part of the rezone.

Chair Hollist asked if it was included in the land use agreement.

Planner Schindler said that it is part of the development agreement, so the commission can make
their recommendation on that in regards to the proposed development agreement. However, the
development agreement is solely an agreement between the city council and the developer.
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Chair Hollist asked to confirm that if they felt uncomfortable with it, they could make a motion
to amend what has been presented and sent to City Council.

Planner Schindler responded that yes, that is correct.

Assistant Attorney Simonsen said that he would point out that the staff report on this is really
good, and on page 4, the paragraph near the top, it says “the planning commission may suggest
the city council include additional provisions in the development agreement.”

Chair Hollist moved on to the issue of traffic and asked staff to address that.

Deputy Director Nielson said that first off, where the road ties in, it is just at the south end of the
cemetery where the road is wide to the north and very narrow to the south. The thought is that
the majority of traffic that does make their way to the west will turn north, because there would
be likely very little reason to turn south. That is why, from an engineering perspective, they felt
the road has adequate width to accept a little bit more traffic. Regarding traffic volume, this
development as a whole is estimated to have about 1000 trips a day. The traffic engineer that
gathered this report estimated that about 35% of that traffic would go to the west, and the
remaining 65% of the traffic would be going to the east, using that more major entrance off River
Front Parkway; that works out to about 350 cars a day. That sounds like a big number, but if you
break it down and look at just the afternoon peak, that is usually about 10% of the total volume,
which works out to about 35 cars spread out over an hour during the P.M. peak or about one car
every two minutes. These numbers came from the transportation engineer, they were reviewed
by staff and make sense. They also studied the intersections, and if you are going to have severe
congestion on a road, it always delays at the nodes where the intersections are. They studied
those intersections, and the intersections themselves from a delay perspective stay at a Level of
Service A; they expect very little change in intersection performance with this development.

Commissioner Gedge added that the nearest traffic signal is 1055 W and South Jordan Parkway,
at the gas station, and asked who would be responsible for the timing on that light.

Deputy Director Nielson said the responsibility is with UDOT, however many times the city
raises the issue to them if they are aware of it.

Chair Hollist noted the concern brought up regarding the third acre single family lot not having
enough easement for the road and noted that she didn’t fully understand the concern.

Planner Drozdek said he didn’t either, and he isn’t sure.

Chair Hollist understood Mr. Sainsbury’s concern about light shining in his window. She asked
if there was a reason why consideration wasn’t given for lighting that road up between the two
homes. She agrees in looking at the map that it does look like all those lights will be shining
directly into one house.

Planner Drozdek said he is seeing two houses, across the street, and he noted that even if they
moved the driveways just a little bit it appears this would still happen to one of the homes either
way.
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Planner Schindler said the road was probably placed here because these will be townhomes, and
the road cannot go in the middle; it makes sense for it to be on the side. He said it would just be
two small lots, and it’s only one-third of an acre now. With the road running to it, it’s not even
half an acre, so you’d still end up with two lots that would be about one-sixth of an acre each.

Chair Hollist brought up the concern of business traffic running through here. She assumes that
since these are public roads, there would not be any ability on the city’s part to discourage that.
Sometimes there are signs regarding local parking only, and she asked staff about that.

Deputy Director Nielson said they wouldn’t really be able to enforce that, they would just try to
keep the signals functioning efficiently to try and minimize the motivation for a driver to want to
try and shortcut like that. However, when you look at the site plan there are several bends in the
road, so it’s not a great cut through.

Chair Hollist asked about the bike trail not being finished.

Deputy Director Nielson said that Beckstead Trail disappears to the north, and goes to the south
quite a ways, but it is not complete.

Chair Hollist asked staff to explain why communities of this size are encouraged by the city to
have more than one entrance and exit.

Deputy Director Nielson said that it’s prudent land planning practice for more connectivity to
spread traffic because when traffic is concentrated you end up with more congestions and having
to widen roads. More importantly however, it also allows for better emergency access.

Chair Hollist repeated a question from the public, who required the access from 1055 W.

Deputy Engineer Nielson didn’t know who did that, but the developer might have more
information.

Chair Hollist noted that a resident asked if anyone on the commission was employed in the river
bottoms, and turned to the commission to see if anyone worked in that area.

Commissioner Gedge said he isn’t employed there, but lives within walking distance.

Chair Hollist mentioned comments regarding this development’s potential impacts on the
cemetery, and asked the staff to address that.

Planner Schindler believes he has heard the city engineer speak about the angled parking there,
and that that parking may be altered in the future due to the additional traffic. He noted that
Memorial Day would be probably the busiest day of the year, but it’s only the one day. There are
probably other days when they are busy, but generally there is very little traffic at the location.

Chair Hollist noted that Mr. Robbins and Ms. Rockwood are in favor of the zoning, and as
landowners in the area they anticipate additional change in this area. There was a question about
the trees adjacent to Mr. Ruffner’s land and she asked staff if those trees would be impacted.
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Planner Drozdek wasn’t sure, but said that it did seem like those trees would be taken out if that
access road is constructed.

Commissioner Laurel Bevans asked if when trees are removed from a property, does the city
have a policy requiring them to replace those removed trees, and how does that work if they are
clearing land for a development.

Planner Drozdek said the city code has no such requirement.
Chair Hollist asked at what point road noise would involve city intervention for mitigation.

Deputy Director Nielson responded that there is no threshold for noise intervention on any of the
roads. The only roads with sound dampening that he is aware of are 1-15 and Bangerter
Highway.

Chair Hollist asked for the offset requirement from a home to the road, both from the front and
side in this area, since a resident had commented that this would make the road only 15 feet from
their home.

Planner Drozdek said he believes it’s 30 feet, but that would be an existing condition.

Chair Hollist asked if that offset would be required, or if it would need to be written into the land
use.

Planner Schindler noted that the resident said his home faces south, which means it doesn’t face
a street at this time. He’s not sure if the resident’s front door is on the south side of his home, or
where his front door is situated; he would assume that his front yard is along 1055 W.

A resident from the audience spoke up and said that his side yard is only 10 feet.

Planner Schindler said if he’s on a corner lot, with this new road, the distance would probably be
20 feet to the proposed road. The city has never had this issue before, where they are putting in a
new road in an area where a house is that close to it. It may be something for staff to look into, to
decide whether or not that road needs to possibly shift further away from his property. The city
would not have allowed that house to be built there if the road had been there first, but the house
was there first, so it’s a possibility that the road may not be able to run there for the same reason
they wouldn’t allow a house.

Chair Hollist said the rest of the comments from the public were mostly repeating what has
already been covered, with the exception of the concerns regarding the kind of housing. The
housing information was included in the staff report, but she asked staff to go over that again.

Planner Drozdek responded that just from memory it’s 134 townhome units, 20 twin home units,
and one single family home.

Commissioner Gedge said his biggest issue is that a lot of the concerns raised aren’t going to be
part of the rezone, they will be part of a site plan. He would like to proceed by focusing the
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discussion on the actual motion before the commission tonight. Previously this year, they
approved a similar type of infill development two lots to the north and it looks like there will be
some interest in developing the surrounding properties in the future as well potentially. There is
also a need for housing in this area. They need to get the question answered about the historic
road designation and what that actually includes in terms of legality. However, for the actual
rezone on this parcel, to allow them to continue he feels like the concept plan is a good start as a
draft. His feeling is to provide City Council with a positive recommendation on this, possibly
amending the development agreement to actually stick with what has been done in other
developments to include enforcing appropriate fencing as a divider between uses, especially
since the north and south properties have current livestock use. This is before us this evening
because City Council has already met with the developer and staff, and if they are comfortable
with what was discussed this will go forward regardless of the commission’s recommendation.
He would recommend making some amendments and continuing to improve the process. Once
they get the site plan, that’s where they can do some real work to help the neighborhood.

Commissioner Starks echoed Commissioner Gedge’s comments, and at this point is positive
towards the staff’s recommendation as outlined in their report with the exception of the
gentleman mentioning the road being closer to his home. He would recommend moving forward
with what they have in the report, and make the strong recommendation that they take a look at
that situation very closely to make sure that his property rights are taken into consideration, that
he is provided a comfortable home with the road correctly developed; he assumes the developer
would agree with that as well.

Commissioner Darby is in agreement with what has been said. He would highlight not only the
road, but as Commissioner Gedge said he would also highlight the fact that the fence needs to be
addressed by the developer. Since this is a rezone, and that is what they are looking at tonight, he
is in favor of it right now.

Commissioner Bevans didn’t have much to add, everyone has already said exactly what she is
thinking. She likes the idea of this project, that it’s close to an office park where a lot of these
people can get jobs. She really likes that it is close to public transit, and thinks this will be a good
and valuable piece for the community in the long run. She does have concerns with the road
going in front of the home, concerns with the road going in and directly shining into someone’s
home; she would like to see if they could come up with something to mitigate that. She also
thinks they need to address the fencing and find out the answer to the historical questions. That
being said, she favors recommending a positive recommendation to City Council.

Chair Hollist asked for assistance on how the commission could suggest provisions to the
development agreement, and if the are voting on the development agreement tonight.

Assistant Attorney Simonsen said they are not voting on the development agreement tonight, but
the development agreement is discussed in some detail in the staff report. It does say that the
planning commission may suggest to the city council to include additional provisions in the
development agreement; however, the planning commission can always make suggestions to the
city council, even regarding items in a development agreement. They’ve heard the evidence, and
it’s within the commission’s power to make those recommendations.
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Planner Schindler added that in the staff report it does say that the project will be built according
to the concept plan and the elevations attached to the agreement. Neither the commission, nor the
city council will able to make any changes to the concept plan once it is approved by the city
council. In a regular rezone without a development agreement, there is always a concept plan
submitted, but neither the developer nor the city is held to that concept plan. However, when it
becomes part of a development agreement, then both parties are held to the agreement. If the
commission has changes they’d like to see on the concept plan, they should also include those as
suggestions to the city council.

Chair Hollist asked if this rezone only applies hand in hand with this development agreement.
Planner Schindler said that is correct.

Chair Hollist then asked if this falls through, would that mean the rezone wouldn’t stand for
someone else to come in.

Planner Schindler said yes, it would not be passed on to anybody else.

Chair Hollist said that, based on that, they would need to address the road being widened at the
point it connects tonight, because that needs to be included in the development agreement.

Planner Schindler said that if the commission wants any of the concept plan to change, they
would need to make that suggestion now. The city council won’t necessarily agree to make those
changes, but they will at least see those recommendations from the commission before making
their decision. At this point, it seems like the only concern the commission has with the concept
plan is where that road comes out on to 1055 W, and where its location is.

Chair Hollist added that there are concerns about fencing as well, and she hasn’t had her chance
to share her final thoughts yet as the other commissioner have. She was at the Architectural
Review Committee meeting when these plans came forward and they did receive a positive
recommendation. The style is a little different on some of the coloring and materials, and they
were told that was the style with more darker colors than light. The only concern she has that
hasn’t been addressed yet is the density. In the land use plan, and often with developments that
have enough space, we tend to do a gradual move from higher density near things like businesses
to more single family homes adjacent to where single family homes exist. It sounds like the
entire area might be changing, but she would be more comfortable with that kind of approach.
There has been some creative accounting done with upgrading the park to meet that desired 8
units per acre in the overall plan, but she still has concerns with how this development agreement
is being formed. However, as Commissioner Gedge said, they usually don’t see these until
they’ve gone through several iterations between City Council and the applicant. Her guess is that
the city council favors what they’ve seen here, but she wanted to comment that this is different
from what they’ve seen in these kinds of applications.

Planner Drozdek said to keep in mind that many of these farm properties used for farming or
livestock typically never stay agricultural. They have seen so many properties over the years
develop, and for the city to save open space they would have to purchase the property or buy
some kind of conservation easement over the property; at this time that’s not the direction the
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city is going. Once the parents or grandparents pass, most of the time the kids don’t want to do
the farm work and they just want to sell the property and make money; unfortunately, that seems
to be the pattern.

Planner Schindler added that in regards to the density, Chair Hollist is probably correct in that
the city council has probably already come to the conclusion that the density being proposed is
okay with them. He encouraged the commission to include their suggestions based on resident
concerns in their recommendation, as the city council may have been more focused on the
density issue when this was being presented.

Chair Hollist wanted to remind everyone in attendance that they are not an elected body, and as
such they do not have the final say on a rezone and the applications here tonight. They will make
a recommendation and forward it to City Council, who will then hear the issue within their body
as an elected council and they will again have a public hearing. That will be an opportunity for
anybody that has concerns with what is recommend tonight to come forward and be heard by
their elected representatives.

Commissioner Gedge asked when this will be heard by City Council.
Planner Drozdek said he believes it will be December 6.

Commissioner Gedge suggested that anyone with concerns reach out to their elected officials
between now and December 6™ to share their thoughts.

Commissioner Darby added that at some point the historic or non-historic designation of that
road needs to be addressed, along with the quality of the road on 1055 W. He doesn’t believe
that’s tied to this rezone, so it probably doesn’t need to be discussed right now, but it is an issue
that should be discussed sooner rather than later.

Chair Hollist is concerned that they will not have the ability to make changes in the future, since
the rezone and agreement go hand in hand, and that would impact her vote significantly to know
that the road can or cannot be changed in the future.

Commissioner Darby said that he read the notes from the August City Council Meeting with the
gentlemen from RISE, and it seemed like the city council was mentioning that they are in favor

of changing that designation. There was quite a robust discussion about how and why it got that
designation, what it means, and they discussed potentially changing that.

Chair Hollist said they can certainly make a reference to that particular item being tidied up prior
to this being finalized.

Commissioner Gedge moved, based on the discussion and Staff Report this evening, that
the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council that they approve Resolution
R2022-40, approving the land use amendment, and Ordinance 2022-07-Z, approving the
zone change with the following suggestions:
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- The City Council address the access point at 1055 West on the concept plan,
including the designation of the historic road 1055 West for any improvements or
widening of such road that many need to be made.

- Address the type of fencing between the north and south properties that are listed
in the development agreement to protect the current agricultural use.

- With the concept plan, address the road accessing 1055 West to protect existing
homeowner uses for their property access and proper setbacks, so the current
property owners are not negatively impacted.

Commissioner Bevans suggested, regarding the fencing, to add that they would like to see it be
the standard masonry type fence instead of the vinyl.

Commissioner Gedge amended his motion to say that they would specifically like to see a
masonry type of fence in the area referenced in his motion, rather than a typical vinyl
fence.

Chair Hollist noted they have a motion with an amendment regarding the specific type of fencing
they would like to see.

Commissioner Starks seconded the motion. Roll Call vote was 4-1, with Chair Hollist
voting no. Commissioner Catmull was absent from the vote.

Chair Hollist explained that she voted against this because she is still concerned about the
transition between zones. She feels like it would be a better project if there were more transition
from the dense townhomes to possibly single family homes adjacent to these residential
communities that have existed for as long as they have.

Commissioner Gedge motioned to have staff relay the commission and public’s concern
over parking and attendance at the Memorial Day Celebration at the South Jordan
Cemetery, and to look for alternatives or enhancements to improve traffic circulation and
ease congestion.

Commissioner Gedge asked staff whether or not this was an appropriate motion and request.
Assistant Attorney Simonsen responded yes.

Commissioner Bevans asked if there was additional parking added to the cemetery with the
recent additions.

Planner Schindler said he doesn’t believe there are any actual parking spaces, but it did add
additional road surfaces.

Commissioner Darby seconded the motion; vote was unanimous in favor. Commissioner
Catmull was absent from the vote.
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Chair Hollist addressed those in attendance, saying that the first motion concerning the resolution
and ordinance will go forward to City Council with a positive 4-1 vote in favor of that, with the
suggestions of changes to the concept plan. She reminded everyone that they are not the final
decision, and encouraged those who still have concerns they feel were not addressed in the
recommended modifications to either reach out to their city council members before December
6™ or attend the public hearing that evening to express their concerns.

I.1.  Ordinance 2022-16 — Amending various sections within Title 10, 16, and 17 of
the South Jordan Municipal Code pertaining to Streets, Gated Developments,
Fencing, Retaining Walls, Truck Parking and Clear Vision, City Engineer
Initiated.

Deputy Director of Engineering Jeremy Nielson reviewed background information from the Staff
Report.

Staff and the commission had a brief discussion about what part of City Code Daybreak is
required to follow, and it was confirmed that all public lanes in Daybreak are required to follow
City Code, specifically when it comes to speed limits.

Deputy Director Nielson continued reviewing background information from the Staff Report.

Commissioner Laurel Bevans asked if there is a cap anywhere in the city code regarding
retaining wall height, or is it completely up to the discretion of the City Engineer after 9 feet.

Deputy Director Nielson said no, with the new language being proposed there is not a maximum
height beyond the 9 feet; it would be up to the site constraints and City Engineer’s discretion.

Chair Hollist noted that she didn’t see the definition of a truck in the city code.

Deputy Director Nielson said there is a definition of a truck at the beginning of Title 10, which
defines it as any vehicle over 18,000 pounds, longer than 24 feet, along with additional details
available in the definition.

Chair Hollist shared a question submitted by Commissioner Catmull, who had concerns
regarding the possibility of an unlimited height allowed on the retaining walls the way it has
been written.

Deputy Director Nielson said it would be up to the City Engineer’s discretion, and said to keep in
mind that those walls are extremely expensive and get more complicated the higher you go up;
there is not a lot of motivation to go high.

Chair Hollist asked for the height of the retaining wall on the apartment complex near Mulligan’s
and the Frontrunner station. Her understanding was that it was supposed to be landscaped, but it
is a very large and stark concrete wall.

Deputy Director Nielson said he was not sure.
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Commissioner Bevans asked about the proposed speed limit of 15 mph on all public lanes, if that
only applies when there is not another speed limit posted; she assumes that if there was already a
5 mph speed limit posted, that would take precedence.

Deputy Director Nielson confirmed that yes, that is correct.

Chair Hollist didn’t see anything that raised any alarms for her, and opened the public hearing
for comments. There were no comments and the public hearing was closed.

Commissioner Bevans moved to recommend approval of Ordinance 2022-16, amending
various sections of the City Code as listed above. The planning commission does not
consider or make recommendations to changes to Title 10, which is outside the
development code. Chair Hollist seconded the motion; Roll Call vote was 5-0, unanimous in
favor. Commissioner Catmull was absent from the vote.

J. OTHER BUSINESS

City Planner Greg Schindler said the next meeting is December 13", and that will be the last one
of the year. There may be a Daybreak item if the necessary corrections are made in time.

Chair Michele Hollist asked if any of the city council members were up for re-election this year.

Planner Schindler responded that the local elections are during the odd years, and next year he
believes Council Member Brad Marlor, Council Member Patrick Harris and Council Member
Tamara Zander will be up for re-election.

ADJOURNMENT

Chair Hollist motioned to adjourn the November 8, 2022 Planning Commission Meeting.
Commissioner Gedge seconded the motion; vote was unanimous in favor. Commissioner
Catmull was absent from the vote.

The November 8, 2022 Planning Commission Meeting adjourned at 8:47 p.m.
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SOUTH JORDAN CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT Meeting Date: 12-13-2022

Issue: DAYBREAK VILLAGE 9 PLAT 5
PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION
Location: Generally 6740 W. South Jordan Parkway
Project No: PLPP202200108
Applicant: Perigee Consulting on behalf of Miller Family Real Estate
Submitted By: Greg Schindler, City Planner
Chris Clinger, Senior Engineer

Staff Recommendation (Motion Ready): Approve Project No. PLPP202200108 subject to the
following:
1. That all South Jordan City requirements are met prior to recording the plat.

STANDARDS FOR SUBDIVISION REVIEW

The Planning Commission shall receive public comment at a public hearing regarding the
proposed subdivision. The Planning Commission may approve, approve with conditions or if
the proposed subdivision does not meet City ordinances or sanitary sewer or culinary water
requirements, deny the preliminary subdivision plat application.

BACKGROUND
ACREAGE 23.595 Acres
CURRENT LU DESIGNATION Residential Development Opportunity (RDO)
CURRENT ZONING Planned Community (PC)
CURRENT USE Vacant
NEIGHBORING

LU DESIGNATIONS,

(ZONING)/USES North - RDO, (P-C)/Vacant

South- RDO, (PC)/Village 9 Plats 3 & 4

East- RDO, (PC)/Vacant
West - RDO (P-C)/Vacant (Future Village 9 Plat 6)

Perigee Consulting on behalf of Miller Family Real Estate, has filed an application for
preliminary subdivision Daybreak Village 9 Plat 5. The applicant is requesting the South
Jordan Planning Commission review and approve the 23.595 acres subdivision containing
141 residential lots, 18 park lots (P-Lots) and associated public and private rights-of-way.

The residential density of this proposal is 5.9 units per acre (gross density) and 10.7 units
per acre (net density), which is consistent with the P-C zone and adopted Community
Structure Plan for Daybreak. The proposed lot sizes range from 1,423 sq. ft. to 9,875 sq. ft.
with an average lot size of 4,065 sq. ft. The proposed subdivision proposes a variety of lot
types, townhomes, twin homes and single family detached.
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The PC zone provides for the approval of design guidelines developed for a specific
subdivision or site plan. The design guidelines, specific to this subdivision will be the same
as those approved for the previous Daybreak Village 9 subdivisions.

STAFF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS:

Findings:

e The Daybreak Community Structure Plan designates this area as Village.

e Section 17.72.020 describes the Village Land Use Designation as follows: “This
category is designed for medium density mixed use development that includes
residential (single and multi-family), office, commercial, industrial, public/semipublic
and recreation/open space uses, without a predetermined emphasis on any single use.
This category may accommodate gross residential density of twenty five (25) units per
acre.”

e The future land use designation for the property is Residential Development
Opportunity (RDO). RDO identifies areas, generally located within existing
residential areas, which are not yet fully developed, but would support a variety of
residential land uses. These areas are suited to support additional residential
development due to adjacency to municipal services such as utilities, roads, and
amenities. Any new development, redevelopment, or rezoning within this
designation shall be consistent with the surrounding land uses in order to maintain
existing character and quality of life for adjacent property owners.

e All PC zone and Kennecott Master Subdivision requirements will be met regarding
the preliminary subdivision plat.

e All State and Local subdivision review requirements have been followed.

The proposal meets all City ordinances and complies with the General Plan.
All lots in the proposed subdivision will have culinary water (South Jordan City)
and sanitary sewer available (South Valley Sewer District).

Conclusions:

e The proposed subdivision is consistent with both the Daybreak Community Structure
Plan the South Jordan General Plan and meets the standards of review for subdivisions
in the P-C zone.

Recommendation:

e Based on the Findings and Conclusion listed above, Staff recommends that the Planning
Commission take comments at the public hearing and approve the Subdivision, 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:
e« Minimal.

ALTERNATIVES:

e Approve the preliminary subdivision.

e Deny the preliminary subdivision.

e Schedule the application for a decision at some future date.

SUPPORT MATERIALS:
o Aerial Map
e Proposed Subdivision Plat
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Design Guidelines/Development Standards - DAYBREAK VILLAGE 9 Plats 1-5

I. SINGLE FAMILY

Single-family, duplex, town house and row house residential units that do not stack dwellings on a single parcel. Typically each unit has a private parcel that has street frontage and contains its own parking with a one to
three story height. Single family homes are composed using the following building types. Main Building; defined by the conditioned space of the primary residence with or without a garage engaged under a singular roof
form. Out Building: a detached conditioned ancillary structure not used as a garage. Semi-Detached Garage: A garage with or without a ancillary residence above the garage that is connected to the "Main Building" with a
conditioned single story wing that separates the roof forms. Detached Garage: A garage with or without an ancillary residence above the garage that is not connected to the "Main Body" with a conditioned wing.

A. TOWNHOUSE

B. GREEN COURT/FLAG LOT

C.SMALL LOT

D. STANDARD LOT

E. LARGE LOT

Min. 15' lot frontage/unit

Min. 30' lot frontage; 15" min. for attached
dwellings

Min. 30", Max.70" lot frontage

Min. 55', Max. 100’ lot frontage

Min. 65', Max. 120’ lot frontage

Min. 50' lot depth

Min. 50' lot depth

Min. 50' lot depth

Min. 90' lot depth

Min. 90' lot depth

Max. 90% lot coverage

Max. 75% lot coverage

Max. 70% lot coverage

Max. 55% lot coverage

Max. 45% lot coverage

Min. setbacks for main building: 5' front, 0' each
side, 0' rear

Min. setbacks for main building: 5' front, 4' rear.
Side setbacks must be 3' min. or 5' from adjacent
building. Detached , Semi-Detached Garages and
Out Buildings are not included in these setback
calculations

Min. setbacks for main building: 10 front, 5' rear.
Side setbacks must be 3' min. or 6' from adjacent
building. Attached, Detached , Semi-Detached
Garages and Out Buildings are not included in
these setback calculations

Min. setbacks for main building: 10’ front, 5' each
side, 20' rear. Detached , Semi-Detached Garages
and Out Buildings are not included in these
setback calculations

Min. setbacks for main building: 11' front, 5' each
side, 20' rear. Detached , Semi-Detached Garages
and Out Buildings are not included in these
setback calculations

Min. setbacks for out building or detached garage:
5' front, 0' each side, 0' rear; Out Buildings, Semi-
detached or detached garages must be 5' from
nearest building, or attached to another out
building or detached garage on another lot

Min. setbacks for out building or detached garage:
5' front, 0' each side, 0' rear; Out Buildings, Semi-
detached or detached garages must be 5' from
nearest building, or attached to another out
building or detached garage on another lot

Min. setbacks for out building or detached garage:
5' front, 0' each side, 0' rear; Out Buildings, Semi-
detached or detached garages must be 5' from
nearest building, or attached to another out
building or detached garage on another lot

Min. setbacks for out building or detached garage:
5' front, 0' each side, 0' rear; Out Buildings, Semi-
detached or detached garages must be 5' from
nearest building, or attached to another out
building or detached garage on another lot

Min. setbacks for out building or detached garage:
5' front, 0' each side, 0' rear; Out Buildings, Semi-
detached or detached garages must be 5' from
nearest building, or attached to another out
building or detached garage on another lot

For corner lots, side setback min. 5'

Min. 10' setback for lots with side street frontage

Min. 10" setback for lots with side street frontage

Min. 10" setback for lots with side street frontage

Min. 10" setback for lots with side street frontage

For attached dwellings, minimum side setback is 0'

Porches, terraces, balconies, stairs and landings,
and bays may encroach beyond front, side and
side street setback lines. Structures, bays and
balconies above the ground floor may encroach
beyond the rear property line provided they do not
extend beyond the edge of the lane surface.

Porches, balconies and bays may encroach |
beyond front and side street setback lines, but are
required to maintain 6' seperation to existing
structures. Chimneys may encroach 18" beyond
side and street side yard setbacks, but are
required to maintain 6' seperation to existing
structures. Porches and terraces may encroach
10' hevand rear sethack line

|Porches, balconies and bays may encroach |
beyond front and side street setback lines, but are
required to maintain 6' seperation to existing
structures. Chimneys may encroach 18" beyond
side and street side yard setbacks, but are
required to maintain 6' seperation to existing
structures. Porches and terraces may encroach
10' hevand rear sethack line

|Porches, balconies and bays may encroach |
beyond front and side street setback lines, but are
required to maintain 6' seperation to existing
structures. Chimneys may encroach 18" beyond
side and street side yard setbacks, but are
required to maintain 6' seperation to existing
structures. Porches and terraces may encroach
10' hevand rear sethack line

|Porches, balconies and bays may encroach |
beyond front and side street setback lines, but are
required to maintain 6' seperation to existing
structures. Chimneys may encroach 18" beyond
side and street side yard setbacks, but are
required to maintain 6' seperation to existing
structures. Porches and terraces may encroach
10' hevand rear sethack line

80% of lot frontage must have building w/in 30" of
min. setback

40% of lot frontage must have building w/in 25' of
min. setback

40% of lot frontage must have building within 15
of min. setback

40% of lot frontage must have building within 15
of min. setback, unless the garage loads from a
forward driveway court.

40% of lot frontage must have building within 15
of min. setback,unless the garage loads from a
forward driveway court.

Siding: Brick, stone, stucco, fiber-reinforced
cement board, metal panels, stained or painted
shingles, or wood boards are preferred. plywood is
not allowed

Siding: Brick, stone, stucco, fiber-reinforced
cement board, metal panels, stained or painted
shingles, or wood boards are preferred. Plywood
is not allowed

Siding: Brick, stone, stucco, fiber-reinforced
cement board, metal panels, stained or painted
shingles, or wood boards are preferred. Plywood
is not allowed

Siding: Brick, stone, stucco, fiber-reinforced
cement board, metal panels, stained or painted
shingles, or wood boards are preferred. Plywood
is not allowed

Siding: Brick, stone, stucco, fiber-reinforced
cement board, metal panels, stained or painted
shingles, or wood boards are preferred. Plywood
is not allowed

Roofing: Built-up roofing with parapet, architectural
shingles, metal shingles, standing seam metal or
cement, clay or slate tile are preferred. Wood
shingles are not allowed.

Roofing: Built-up roofing with parapet, architectural
shingles, metal shingles, standing seam metal or
cement, clay or slate tile are preferred. Wood
shingles are not allowed.

Roofing: Built-up roofing with parapet, architectural
shingles, metal shingles, standing seam metal or
cement, clay or slate tile are preferred. Wood
shingles are not allowed.

Roofing: Built-up roofing with parapet, architectural
shingles, metal shingles, standing seam metal or
cement, clay or slate tile are preferred. Wood
shingles are not allowed.

Roofing: Built-up roofing with parapet, architectural
shingles, metal shingles, standing seam metal or
cement, clay or slate tile are preferred. Wood
shingles are not allowed.

Roofs shall use flat roof with or without parapet,
gable, gambrel, hip, shed, or mansard forms.

Roofs shall use flat roof with or without parapet,
gable, gambrel, hip, shed, or mansard forms.

Roofs shall use flat roof with or without parapet,
gable, gambrel, hip, shed, or mansard forms.

Roofs shall use flat roof with or without parapet,
gable, gambrel, hip, shed, or mansard forms.

Roofs shall use flat roof with or without parapet,
gable, gambrel, hip, shed, or mansard forms.

Glazing: No reflective glass

Glazing: No reflective glass

Glazing: No reflective glass

Glazing: No reflective glass

Glazing: No reflective glass

Materials not listed here shall be subject to review.

Materials not listed here shall be subject to review.

Materials not listed here shall be subject to review.

Materials not listed here shall be subject to review.

Materials not listed here shall be subject to review.
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GARAGE, PARKING LOT AND ACCESS PLACEMENT

STANDARDS

Each unit requires 1 parking space which must be
enclosed

Each unit requires 2 parking spaces, 1 of which
must be enclosed

Each unit requires 2 parking spaces, 1 of which
must be enclosed

Each unit requires 2 parking spaces, 1 of which
must be enclosed

Each unit requires 2 parking spaces, 1 of which
must be enclosed

Parking spaces may be accessed by Lane or
common drive.

Parking spaces may be accessed by lane, side, or
front drive.

Parking spaces may be accessed by lane, side, or
front parking court acess only

Parking spaces may be accessed by lane, side, or
front parking court acess only

Parking spaces must be lane-accessed

Alley-accessed ancillary units require 1 parking
space. Side drive-accessed ancillary units may
park on-street.

Alley-accessed ancillary units require 1 parking
space. Side drive-accessed ancillary units may
park on-street.

Alley-accessed ancillary units require 1 parking
space. Side drive-accessed ancillary units may
park on-street.

Front-loaded garages may be max. 45% of primary
facade, and must be recessed 5' behind the
primary fagade.

Front-loaded garages may be max. 40% of primary
facade, and must be recessed 5' behind the
primary fagade.

Min. 4' garage setback from lane if garage door
opens directly or perpendicular to alley. Min. 0'
setback is permissible when garage door opens
parallel to alley

Min. 4' garage setback from alley if garage door

opens directly or perpendicular to lane. Min. 0"

setback is permissible when garage door opens
parallel to lane.

Min.4' garage setback from alley if garage door

opens directly or perpendicular to lane. Min. 0"

setback is permissible when garage door opens
parallel to lane.

Min. 4' garage setback from alley if garage door

opens directly or perpendicular to lane. Min. 0"

setback is permissible when garage door opens
parallel to lane.

Min. 4' garage setback from alley if garage door

opens directly or perpendicular to lane. Min. 0"

setback is permissible when garage door opens
parallel to lane.
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Item H.2.

SOUTH JORDAN CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT Meeting Date: 12-13-22

______________________________________________________________________|
Application: OQUIRRH MOUNTAIN OFFICE BUILDING

SITE PLAN
Address: 10428 South 4000 West
File No: PLSPR202200171

Applicant: Cory Stark

Submitted By: Greg Schindler, City Planner
Jared Francis, Senior Engineer

Staff Recommendation (Motion Ready):
Approve file no. PLSPR202200171 for the construction of an office building located at 10428
South 4000 West as presented to the Planning Commission.

ACREAGE: 0.31 acres
CURRENT ZONE: Commercial Neighborhood (C-N)
CURRENT USE: Vacant
FUTURE LAND USE PLAN: Economic Center (EC)
NEIGHBORING
LU DESIGNATIONS,
(ZONING)/USES North - Economic Center, (C-N) / 7-Eleven

South Economic Center, (CN)/Sneaker Club Preschool

East - Economic Center, (CN) / Out of this World Dentistry

West - Stable Neighborhood, (R-M-5)/ Oquirrh Park 3B
Subdivision

STANDARD OF REVIEW:

All proposed commercial, office, industrial, multi-family dwelling or institutional developments and
alterations to existing developments shall meet the site plan review requirements outlined in
chapter 16.24 and the requirements of the individual zone in which a development is proposed. All
provisions of titles 16 & 17 of the City Code, and other city requirements, shall be met in preparing
site plan applications and in designing and constructing the development. The Planning Commission
shall receive public comment regarding the site plan and shall approve, approve with conditions or
deny the site plan.

BACKGROUND:

Cory Stark, of C & S Stark Investments, has filed an application for approval to construct a 2,172 Sq.
Ft. office building. An existing shared drive off 4000 West and a connection to the 7-Eleven
convenience store/gas station parking lot will provide access to the subject property. A cross-
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Item H.2.

access/shared parking agreement was established when this lot was created as part of the Oquirrh
Park 1 Amendment 2 subdivision.

ANALYSIS:

The site plan shows the building located on Lot 8 of the Oquirrh Phase 1 Second Amended
Subdivision with existing parking stalls on the south and west sides of the building.

The current total square footage of the three existing buildings is 10,426 Sq. Ft. The additional
square footage added by the proposed building (2,172 Sq. Ft.) will bring the total to 12,598 Sq. Ft.,
requiring 42 parking spaces within the development.

The primary access to the building will be located on the south side with a secondary access on the
west side.

Landscaping meeting South Jordan City water efficiency standards will be installed on all sides of
the building. This will be the final building to be constructed within the development. Since the
style and materials proposed for the building are similar to those on existing buildings, staff felt it
was not necessary to bring the application before the Architectural Review Committee.

STAFF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS:

Findings:

e The C-N Zone permits office uses in buildings no greater than 5,000 square feet. The proposed
building will be 2,172 square feet.

e This building will require seven parking stalls. Forty-two stalls are existing within the
development and are part of the shared parking area in the subdivision, thus meeting the
Municipal Code requirement for parking within the development.

e The site plan shows the proposed building will be buffered by the required setbacks and
landscaping as stated in the South Jordan City Municipal Code.

e Staff received a complete application on October 10, 2022.

e On November 21, 2022, the City Engineer granted approval to present this application to the
Planning Commission.

Conclusion:

e Based on the application materials submitted by Applicant, staff review of the Application, and
the findings listed above, staff concludes that the proposal is consistent with the City’s General
Plan and the pertinent sections of the City’s Planning and Land Use Code (including section
17.60).

ALTERNATIVES:

e Deny the application.

e Propose modification(s) to the application.

e Schedule the application for a decision at some future date.

Page 2 of 3
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SUPPORT MATERIALS:
e location Map

e Zoning Map

e Site Plan

e Landscape Plan
e Elevations
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J

SCALE IN FEET
24x36 =20
11x17 =40

(OFFICE, 1 STALL PER 300 SF.) = 10 STALLS
STALL PER 9 STALLS

10 STALLS

BUILDING: 2,17 7 STALLS

PARKING REQUIREL — 36 STALLS

EXISTING ADA PARKING

LEGEND

“ + | -PROPOSED LANDSCAPE

- -PROPOSED CONCRETE

- - PROPOSED BUILDING

| - EXISTING BUILDING

- EXISTING ASPHALT

EXISTING CONCRETE

o= . wmm wmm  wm - LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE

DISCLAIMER NOTE

I

‘Conmling Engmears & Survayors

(301) $73-0413 FAX: (801) 3715443

13401 SOUTH 450 EAST BUILDING . UNI? 2, DRAPER, UT 84020

REVISIONS.

)

SCALE WEASURES 1 ON FULL SZF SHEET
ARAJST FOR HALF S7F SHEET

Y [oomments

V10722 | 15] AWISIED SIEWALK VST SIGE

lREv] Bate

|

NOVEMBER 22

OVERALL SITE PLAN
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10428 S 4000 W, LOT 5
SOUTH JORDAN, UTAH
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Plant List (TREES)

Guan.  Symbol Botanical Name Common Name Size Remarks
* Gisdiitsia triacanthos Skylive’ line ~oreyocust 2" Caliper  Matched Heacs
b b e Bz Straight Truks
2 Syringa reticulata Jacanese Tree Lisc Calper  Datched Heas
-2 AL Staiget Truk
Plant List (SHRUBS)
Quan._Symool Name Common Name Size
| (3 o, Beroers . Crimson Pygry Crmson Pygny Baroerry S Container
> Zne Pirus mugho mugus ‘Slowmound’  Slowmcund Muge Fine % Container
4 7™\ Caryopreris clandonensis Blus Mist Spiracs = Conainer
2 L) corrus zlea lvory Ha ot Ivery Hale Doguced 'S Contalasr
° Sucnyrus alatus ‘Compacts’ Duarf Burnirg Bush S Container
4 Ehysocarpus o, ‘Surner Wine Sunmes Wine Ninsbark. = Comaner
2 i ;’ Shus sromatic 'Low Grou' Grou Low Sunac  Conaner I°-24" Spreadt
3 ek @ Spirasa oun. ‘Anthony Waterer'  Amhony Waterer Spirdes = Container 1B°-12" Heignt
Ivory Tousr Yucea Conainer [B-18" Height
Plant List (ORNAMENTAL GRASSES)
Quan. ngba\ Botanical Name Cemmon Name Size Remarks
l Calamagros:is &, 'Avalancre Avalsncre Feathes Grass B Container 24'-30" —sight

@ Calamagrosiis 8. 'Karl Foerster
@ 28 Fincariius sinense Gracilimus

Kar| Foerster Festher Grass
Maiden Grase

Shensrcoan Switch Grsss
Duarf Fountsin Grass % Co

Container 24'-20" ~eight

= Comalner [5-8" Height
Container 24 " —eight

rtainer 12°-18" Height

Sanicum virgatun ‘Shensnocan’
Ssrnisstun a. Haneln

Plant List (PERENNIALS)

1
2 &

Syrbol Botanical Name Common Name Size Remarks

& @  =smerocallis sp. Stella 0'Oro
e @  ‘Lavarcula so. Munstead
& @ salvia Mag Nignt

“Plent naterial quantities are provided for covenience oigl The contractor shall provids all naterials
shown or noted, andl of the calios-, height. container. srd piant s'zes ds specified in the p'ant list

Plant Material Quality Note:

=

Stslia ol Oro Day _ily Cortalnsr 12" Wi Ful Can
Munsteadi Lavender Contatnsr 12" Hi Full Can
May Night Garcien Sage “ Container 12° W Full Can

=

21l plan: maserialo snail b of nber one quality and sizs for the container spacifiad. All materiais of each
coms fron

A ety el b= fumienea ey the e supeller dnt s stoat or grove rer aro Larc-
scape Archizect joct dny ancl a1 plant materials not asetng specication or in o hesliny
coraition for e pro, Il secure all pisrt matsrials for the project a minimam of 30

© the an F “kallstion date. No piant, naterial Substitutions will o8 conlomred folloung
5B Sig peroa. Al Slin notarials ona! 56 teviavad 3 a approved oricr Lo shipnent Lo ths sits.

Planting Notes

Sgmoo

Description

Remarks

4" 4 &" Extrudled Mowstrip
Naturs! Corerate Colcr.

Decorative Landscans
Eclde - 3-4' Miarun 81ze

New Soccied Laun Area /
Drought Tolerart Mix

rativs Sions - Cobbls

ore Previcusly Used

»mwe-zm,mﬁ

FRCTON GUARD

55 2 x 75 8 MOD AR TBCE ]
PPOLED (TR ANGULAR 5PACED)

DRIVE N0 WOSTUREED SEGRADE

113" Mirimum Bize / Un-Wasred / 'De Wits! branc

Inetall In Trus Linss, Flusn To All Concrete
Eciges 4nd Bewesn Al _gun t Soro rmss
Compac: Sus-graoe To 25%.
Frovide Lardsespe Eculdier OF Similar
golor s Decorative Stons Muich, To

& Scurcs As “South Toun" rock.

lnstall Soacied Lo Over 4 4 nch Deptn
por: Tepscil =rovide Cut Sosst For
Sropeses ™ o Be In Sooding.

Install To A Dsoth OF Four (4) inches Over
wesd Garrler fabric. Match
sare product previcusly used on project

reamK Iy (4 o

/W P L e
LA e ot oo

( /[ FNeH aRane

f

ot il szove mackri)
1. blue pee s
SROUD ENTIRE RECTBALL

A

/T Tree Planting

LAUN ARELS : Six (&) Inchss below finish grace. Trs will allow for the stallation of § 4 irch
dspth of itport topeoil along with the sodding matsrial. isaviag It sligntly celow flaisk grade and
conerete areas,

S-RUB AREAS : Tusive (12) irches below finsh grade. This uill allow for tre installation of an &
Inch disoth of Import topsall along with a four inch ciepth of Bark mulch of deccrstive stons mulen
I=3ving It slightly below finish grade ano concrete areas.

DETENTION AREAS : Seven (7) incres bsiou fnish gracs. Tnis ull allow fo- the nstallation of &

© Inch Gspn of dsccrative store over ths wesd carrier fabric, leavirg it slightly be ow Finish
gr2ce and concrets arsa:.

Submittal Requirements

Tre cortractor snall provide 1o ths Ouner/Engireer product samples of all lancscape naterials
such s boulders, decorative sione, bark nulchss, weed carrier fabric, soil anmencents ¢ inoort
lopectl In crcter 16 olain appraval (o ba Usadon tha project. and prior (o s stipean (o the
site. Fallurs to provide tr's in ely mamer Wil in no way sifect the consiruction scheckle ano
tins for projsct comoletion

Al plant. materisle shall e sscured for trs projsct & mininun of 60 déys prisr to shipnent Lo the
sits. The cortractor snall provide o the Cuns-/Engires: uritten confirmatior of this a minmum of
30 dsys prior o planting of the project. No subsiitutions uill be consicered fol ouirg this time
period

Drought Tolerant Plant Calculations

w

Al laun areas shall recsive a 4 inch deptin of topsci|, 81 suc plsnting areas shall recsive an & Inch aspth
of topsoll. “opsoll materis| is act availacle at the site and rust be imperied fren an spproved local
scurce All topsoil materia shall be of & sancy loan mix

Fricr to placenart of topeoll ail subgracie draas shall e loosenad by ecatifying the 4ol 15 & dapth of &
Inchss, cy the use of mschanical means, In order 1o create a transit'on layer betwsen existing and new 2oils.
All plart material holes sna | be oug wwice the dianeter of the rootoall Sndl & Mohes Geepe. Excavared
matsrial shall bs remcved from the site.

TREES FROVIDED 3EA  f0O%)  SHRUES/GRASSES FROVIDED  THEA
Drougr: Tolerart Requiredl 2 EA (80%)  Drougrt Telersnt Required eoEA
Dreugrt Tolerart Froviced 3 B4 (0C%  Drougrt Tolerant Frovidea = Ea

Landscape Area Calculations

TOTAL LANDSCAPE AREA 2395 S5 (10O%)
©90 8F (3%
178G oF. (440%)
1525 SF. (281%)

New Plznting drsa
Existing Slantirg Area

PRINTED DATE
11.10.22

| suite 200

n
S
u
w
(s

| www.laytondavisarchitects.com

2005 Eost 2700 South

>
2
:

A RCH

p:801.487.0715

10426 SOUTH 4000 WEST

OQUIRRH BUSINESS OFFICE
SOUTH JORDAN, Utoh 84009

CHRONCLOGY

A\ City Comments
22.11.07

SHEET SIZE
24x36

PROJECT NO
22.020

4. Plant backsill mixture shall as cempored of 3 carts topsoil to | part hunus additive, and shall be rotary
Dixedt onesisa price 10 Ie\a letion

5. Bl e 22 cpiforororsncl 21 gram (ablets sed a5 per sintsctures recomendstio

&, Al tress shs Aroor Guard' truk orotector, or equal, and have a 36 inch ciameter Dar
ring. Al tress a)'all e staea for ulndl protection. urless otreruise ind catec
Upen completion oparations, &ll sh-ib pits anc tree wels shall recsive a four Inch Gsoth c? fine
ground bare g mvx urs 38 & cover. The overall srrus bedls themssives srall receive a 4' depth of dec-
orative stons surfacing over Delitt Fro-5 weed va-ner faprc. Stone to be used shall be "Caico’, | 122° min-
imJm size for non-cietention areas, andl "Neghi Gre mirus size for ostention areas.

8. I decorative stone beds. cut the febric from sround the uater well of sach plart ther appy fine qvcv\d
bark Inside watsr wel smalndier of the planter beo shall rece’ve the dsoth of decorative ston

2 Lardscape ﬂam-ﬂ'\c- ehall bs required for & pericc of 30 cays minimum fellowlng the date of pro. et

accepisnce, and shall include wesding, pruring, and one herbicide and plant fertilizer spplicatior.

10, The cortracior shall comply with all arranties dnd Guarantess set “orth Gy ths Ouner, and In ro case snall
that period be less tran oas yser follouing the date of final completion and acceptarce.

General Notes

L The contractor shall verity the ssact location of sll sxisting and proposed tilities, and all site condlitions
Prios 16 Lagiming conmtraction. e cotractar shall CooTInata ek eork Wi the Project nnsaer aa o
tolltons i

2. The fin'sh grsais of all planting sreas shall o smoctn even and corsistént, free of any Amps or
other grading Iregulsrities. Tre finisn gracie of all landscape arees snall be graded consisiently 12" below
i Ton o afl s ok sake: s e

3. The piant materials st lo provicied 86 an kdlication of the spacific racuirenerts of tha plants specifiad
urerever in confict Lith the planting plan, the planting plan srall goverr.

4. The contractor shall provios all rate~als, lacor anc equpnert recJired for the croper completion of
lanciscape work as 5pecms= and shoun on the drawirge.

5. All plan: materials proved prior 1o olanting. Trs Ouner/Lancscape ArcAltsc: has the right to
rejact ary and oll plant ma erial Aot conforming 1o ths specifications. Tre Cuner/Landscape Architect
clecision will be firal,

©. contractor shall | plart Il p\ar\ s per tre plasting details, staks/guy as shoun. The top of root balls shall
EX Flies s o

it il L ora-rags n a0y way The comracior shsll luays maintain positive dranags
Bdag from the bul'ding, ualks, etc.

2. The contractor shall msintala all work untll all work Is complete and scceptea Ouwrer, Maintenarce skell

by
include wesding, cruning-traming, ¢ !‘sfv. zing, cleaning, Insecticlicss, herbicides, and a1l ctner items necessary
for & complete service of e project.

DWNBY f CHKBY
RDL / RDL

TITLE

Landscape
Plan

SHEET

11 1
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Item H.3.

SOUTH JORDAN CITY

PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT Meeting Date: 12/13/2022
e
Issue: ACCESSORY BUILDING:

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR THE ARCHITECTURAL
STANDARDS OF ACCESSORY BUILDINGS IN R-2.5 ZONE

File No.: PLCUP202200207

Property Address: 9495 S. 2200 W.

Applicant: Juan Ramirez; Morton Buildings
Property Owners:  Stacy Walther & Gregory Walther
Submitted By: Andrew McDonald, Planner 1

Staff Recommendation (Motion Ready):

Approve the Conditional Use Permit (File No. PLCUP202200207), with no conditions of
approval, based on the Findings and Conclusions listed in this report.

ACREAGE: (0.58) Acre
CURRENT ZONING: Residential (R-2.5)
CURRENT/FUTURE LAND USE: Stable Neighborhood (SN)

NEIGHBORING ZONING/LAND USE: North: Single-Family Residential (R-2.5)/ (SN)
East: Single-Family Residential (R-2.5)/ (SN)
West: Single-Family Residential (R-2.5)/ (SN)
South: Single-Family Residential (R-1.8)/ (SN)

CONDITIONAL USE REVIEW STANDARDS:

A conditional use shall not be established or commenced without a conditional use permit
approved by the Planning Commission or City Council in conformance with the requirements of
City Code §17.18.050, and other pertinent laws and ordinances. Unless amended, revoked, or
otherwise specified, the permit shall be indefinite and shall run with the land.

The Planning Commission shall approve a conditional use permit application if reasonable
conditions are proposed, or can be imposed, to mitigate the reasonably anticipated detrimental
effects of the proposed conditional use in accordance with applicable standards. The Planning
Commission may deny a conditional use permit application if the reasonably anticipated
detrimental effects of a proposed conditional use cannot be substantially mitigated by the
proposal or the imposition of reasonable conditions to achieve compliance with applicable
standards.
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City Code §17.18.050 also provides standards for compliance and revocation:

1. A conditional use may be commenced and operated only upon:
a. Compliance with all conditions of an applicable conditional use permit;
b. Observance of all requirements of this title relating to maintenance of
improvements and conduct of the use or business as approved; and
c. Compliance with all applicable local, State, and Federal laws.

2. A conditional use permit may be revoked by the City Council at any time due to the
permittee's failure to commence or operate the conditional use in accordance with the
requirements of subsection I1 of this section.

ACCESSORY BUILDINGS CONDITIONAL USE REVIEW:

Applications for a conditional use permit under City Code 817.40.020.13(a-c) shall demonstrate
that the proposed accessory building is consistent with the character of the surrounding area,
which analysis includes, but is not limited to, consideration of nearby structures and uses and
applicable declarations of conditions, covenants and restrictions ("CC&Rs").

BACKGROUND:

The applicant, on behalf of the property owner, is requesting that the Planning Commission
review and approve a conditional use permit for a detached garage. The proposal is to construct
a detached garage in the side yard of the property. The property is not part of a recorded
subdivision, and there are no known easements or CC&Rs recorded on the property that would
affect this project. The applicant is requesting conditional use approval for the architectural
standards for accessory buildings in the R-2.5 Zone.

ANALYSIS, CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATION:

Analysis:

e The existing home was constructed in 1973, according to County records, and is
approximately 15-feet tall and 1,346 ft2. Because the garage will be slightly taller than
the home at just over 19-feet at the highest peak, and slightly larger in size at 1,680 ft?
(30’x56”), the Planning Commission must review the garage as a CUP (See City Code
§17.30.020.13).

e Access to the property is off 9495 South. The garage doors are oriented towards 9495
south and towards the interior of the property.

e The plans for the garage do not show habitable space, but there is shown electrical and
HVAC connections typically associated with detached garages.

e The proposed construction material is wood with metal panels.

e The garage is intended to have an open, unfinished floor plan and an unfinished
mezzanine/loft space in the rafters.
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There is one fixed window proposed in the east elevation that faces east towards an
existing accessory structure and the adjacent Cannon Park Lane.

In the front yard of the home, there is an open irrigation and drainage ditch that
transitions to a piped line at the side yard line. The ditch is not actively used but there is
a 20-foot easement. Public Works required the property owners to obtain a letter from the
Utah & Salt Lake Canal Company to document the use and operations of the canal, which
is included in the supporting materials.

The side yard placement of this building requires that the minimum setbacks be equal to
those applicable to the main home. These are ten feet to the south and 25-feet to the east.
Normally, a subdivision plat would establish a 15-foot ROW, in favor of the City, to
preserve adequate access to storm drain lines and irrigation ditches. Since this property is
not part of a recorded subdivision, no easements or ROWSs have been established that
staff can find record of. After visiting the property, Public Works is confident that ten
feet will provide adequate access to the storm drain line if needed.

Conclusion:

Staff concludes that approval of the proposed detached garage would be consistent with the
development standards permitted by right in City Code 817.40.020 for the R-2.5 Zone. After
reviewing the application materials and conducting an analysis, staff determines that the
proposed application would not create any detrimental effects that would warrant the imposition
of conditions of approval, as outlined in the conditional use review standards.

Recommendation:

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission take comments at the public hearing, and
approve the conditional use permit application (File No. PLCUP202200207) without conditions.

ALTERNATIVES TO RECOMMENDATION:

Approve the conditional use permit with reasonable conditions imposed to mitigate
detrimental effects

Deny the conditional use permit if detrimental effects are identified, and cannot be
reasonably mitigated via imposition of reasonable conditions
Require additional examination, and motion to table for a future meeting

SUPPORT MATERIALS:
Location & Zoning Map

Site Plan

Building Elevations & Renditions
Floor/Column Plan
Utah & Salt Lake Canal Company Letter

LAeecu P 2plel

ANDREW MCDONALD, PLANNER |
PLANNING & ZONING DEPARTMENT
CITY OF SOUTH JORDAN
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Open Space Floor Plan
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1542 W Homecoming Ave March 29,2022

South Jordan, UT 84095
801-550-3795
Gary & Stacy Walther
9495 South 2200 West
South Jordan, UT 84095

RE: Canal Right of Away
Dear Gary & Stacy,

This letter is to confirm our conversation of March 23 concerning the location of a building you
intend to build on your property. You were concerned about interference with the canal.

The building will be 30 ft X 50 ft and will be located in your back yard (orchard). Water is
supplied from wier number 20A. The Canal Company easement in your area is 20 ft from the
road side canal crest. You will be clear of the easement.

You should be aware that the underground pipe going east along your South fence could at
some time in the future need repair work and it would be good if you haven’t located the
building over the pipe.

| would remind you that the Canal Company is not responsible for any work beyond the head
gate where water is supplied.

THANK YOU FOR CHECKING WITH US. PLEASE CALL IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS.

Sincerely,
Don Carlson
Lo~
CC:: Nelson Petersen Kawley Thacker
3292 Star Fire Rd. 10996 South Redwood Rode

South Jordan,UT 84095 South Jordan, UT 84095
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