
Comments to South Weber City planning Commission
for 10Feb22 Meeting

by Paul A. Sturm

Public comments General comment on Agenda ltems f7 (pages 20-21 of 40) and
Agenda ltem #9 - (pages 38-40 of 40)

I have a question regarding the process/procedu re being used for Agenda ltems #7 and # 9 in
this packet. This is the first time, possibly in a long time, where we have had two potential City
ordinances presented to/developed by the planning commission in the same meeting. why is
the Planning commission now preparing a complete City ordinance document with all of the
"Whereas" statements and signature blocks for the City Council?..|t thus appears that what the
Planning Commission is proposing for a City Ordinance is a foregone conclusion, and that the
City Council will approve it without changes. ls this the case, or has this process/proced ure been
changed? Has the City Council been consulted aboutthis process, if this is a protocol change?

End of General Public Comments
####### # #####fr ###fi ########fi #*############ ############ #####fi #*fi ##

comments For Public Hearing - Agenda ltem s6 -pages g through L7 ol 4o

6. Puhlic Hearing & Action on Prelirninary Plat, lmprovcmcnt Plans & Rezone (C-H to R-lv{) for Sophia,s
Havc Strbdivisiou J Lot Plat R-M zoning. l.4l acrcs located at approx. l5-s0 E;douth Webcr Dnve.
Applicant Rob Edu ards.

L) Several of the drawings in this presentation do not have "Legends" which make them difficult
to fully interpret. I realize that these are just preliminary drawings, but a legend would assist
in their assessment by the planning Commission and the public.

2) The information on the Plat Map on Page 13 of 40 does not match the information provided
on Pages 12 and 14-16 ofthe packet. There are different areas and numbers shown.

3) These drawings also seem to show that the Sophia's Haven Subdivision's property includes a
portion of South Weber Drive. This is UDOT property.

4) Does an Environmental Assessment/Review need to be performed since this site had USTs.
5) And probably of greater importance is that this property contains a potential Historic Site.

The brick building in the middle of the property is the site of the remains of South Weber
Amusement Hall that was built in 1897. (For reference, please see pages 327 thru 333 of the
book ''SOUTH wEBER" 'The Autobioeraohy of one Utah communitv, by Lee D. Bell, published
in L990, and which was distributed/sold by South Weber City.)
It is also believed that any building more than 100 years old needs to be considered as a
potential historical site by the Federal Government and that they should be contacted. The
State of Utah should also be informed, especially the Utah Division of State History or the
Utah State Historic Preservation Office regarding any potential cha nge/destructio n of this
site so that any required preservation or documentation can be accomplished.

Page 1



##################### ##**### ##fi#################f ###############
Comments For Public Hearing - Agenda ltem S8 -Pages 22-35 of 40

8. Public Hearilg & Action on aruendilg South Weber City Cocle Clmpter l5 Landscape
Re gularions.

1) There are at least three legislative actions now being considered in this current session of
utah Legislature concerning landscaping. The actions that I know of are: H8095, H8121, and
s8110.

2) Since there are potential changes to State law, I believe that it would be prudent for SWC to
table this item and its discussions at this time. SWC needs to see if there are any potential
impacts or changes required, to what is currently being proposed, as a result of any over-
riding or pending State law changes.

#fi # ### ###fr########### #**#######*######**####*##fr #*##### #########

Comments For Public Hearing - Agenda ltem f9 -pages 3G-40 of 40

9. hrblic Hearing & Action on (Ordinalce 2022-03) amending South Weber City Co<le Section I0-
8-5 NLunirer oi Parking Spaces.

1) Parking spaces have been a concern for several years. lt was difficult to compare what
changes are being proposed between current city code, and what is being proposed as the
information is being presented.
a) This has recently become more of an issue within the City when considering resident and
visitor parking at Multi-Family dwellings, tADU's, Airbnb's, etc., since these categories have
become more common in SWC.
b) A direct one-to-one comparison of "From (current code)-To (proposed code" would be a
great benefit to SWC Citizens to see what changes are really being made. lt is difficult to
compare any increases or decreases in the number of ,,parking 

Spaces" when the
denominators, i.e., dwelling unit, square feet, seats, etc., in the calculation are not
comparable in some cases.

2) The lnternational Build Code used may be too high of a standard for a City of SWC's size and
residential makeup with large families. Having discussed the Lofts and its parking
requirement of two and one half parking spaces per dwelling unit, I was informed that this
was a negotiated number. I suggest that we codify this number at 2.5 parking spaces per
dwelling unit for these types of dwellings because of the past research, discussions, and
decisions made and agreed upon by SWCI

Page 2



1
E

a

IE
!n

ll

5
I.t

IE
!B
t'

E

E

E

IHr*!'

J

I
I
I

I
i

i
I
I
J

i.
rl
;il
f'l I

E

fitl$iffi
ifiiiiiiiiiiiiliiiiiii

Ei
!

!
Ir

5:

it

4-2

ts;
I
,:

I

itt

iitiiiiiii

ffiilifiiiiiifi

rl
,i
ri

ii

E6U!

-- il o'-

i Et.9
EE EI
I n:-
;cf;6-
55X53

\
\\
\

$
t\

\(t*
\\

X\
.\\tt

\,

Jr
r$a\
rl

\N'

$il
,ri N

uflt tr,

ulR}
\Nt\v\tb\
s\\t\
Q\

tt
\i\ q
l) ll

q
(

t

a

6

E

E

E

t
E

5

I

I

i
I
,
I

'I W1t
rt,i
D)

ffi

!
tit
IHI
tBt
tal

E]

iri
iii

it
l!

ll

ll

ii,

iii
Ut

rlli

ilit

i\9

r*-

t I
1

I

I

,,;\

li
,tlI:

t,Y.t

-/,t,

.l
1

(=,
L'

-Z

-q

I

lEE

Ci
FI
rli

ffi,{

!=-,-_r?.:=-'

*ali,
al

,1t
\il7\1 J

i
.I
1'I

l /
t/

\

E

)rT

t,

B'

-4
)t

lFi

I

,!

I JV
,fT

ljIjl)
,L_
ElildJ

n ,


