g SOUTH WEBER PLANNING COMMISSION
SOUTH WEBER AGENDA

Watch Live or at your convenience: https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCRspzALN_AoHXhK_ CCOPnbA

PUBLIC NOTICE is hereby given that the Planning Commission of SOUTH WEBER CITY,
Utah, will meet in a regular public meeting on Thursday March 09, 2023, in the Council Chambers,
1600 E. South Weber Dr., commencing at 6:00 p.m.

OPEN (Agenda items may be moved in order or sequence to meet the needs of the Commission)

1. Pledge of Allegiance: Commissioner Losee
2. Public Comment: Please respectfully follow the guidelines below: Comments will also be accepted at
publiccomment@southwebercity.com to be included with the meeting minutes.
a. Individuals may speak once for 3 minutes or less.
b. State your name and address.
c. Direct your comments to the entire Commission.
d. Note: Planning Commission will not respond during the public comment period
3. Approval of Consent Agenda
a. PC2023-01-26 Minutes
b. PC2023-02-09 Minutes
4. Action on: Preliminary Plan (35 lot Townhouse Plat), Rezone (from C-O to R-7), &
Development Agreement (moved from 2/9/2023) for Deer Run Townhomes Parcel# 13-364-
0001 2.914 acres located at 7897 S 2700 E by applicant: Joseph Cook of Deer Run Investments
LLC.

Planning Commission Comments (Boatright, Davis, Losee, McFadden, Skola)
Adjourn

ou

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations
during this meeting should notify the City Recorder, 1600 East South Weber Drive,
South Weber, Utah 84405 (801-479-3177) at least two days prior to the meeting.

THE UNDERSIGNED DULY APPOINTED DEVELOPMENT COORDINATOR FOR THE MUNICIPALITY OF SOUTH
WEBER CITY HEREBY CERTIFIES THAT A COPY OF THE FOREGOING NOTICE WAS MAILED, EMAILED, OR POSTED
TO: 1. CITY OFFICE BUILDING 2. FAMILY ACTIVITY CENTER 3. CITY WEBSITE www.southwebercity.com 4. UTAH
PUBLIC NOTICE WEBSITE www.pmn.utah.gov 5. THE GOVERNING BODY MEMBERS 6. OTHERS ON THE AGENDA

DATE: February 20, 2023, BUILDING MANAGER: Kimberli Guill


http://www.youtube.com/channel/UCRspzALN_AoHXhK_CC0PnbA
mailto:publiccomment@southwebercity.com
http://www.southwebercity.com/
http://www.pmn.utah.gov/

SOUTH WEBER CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

DATE OF MEETING: 26 January 2023 TIME COMMENCED: 6:00 p.m.
LOCATION: South Weber City Office at 1600 East South Weber Drive, South Weber, UT
PRESENT:
COMMISSIONERS: Gary Boatright
Jeremy Davis
Julie Losee
Marty McFadden
Taylor Walton
COMMUNITY SERVICE DIRECTOR: Trevor Cahoon
DEVELOPMENT COORDINATOR: Kimberli Guill

Minutes: Michelle Clark

ATTENDEES: Rolayne Collins, Robert Colling, Janet Gibbs, Kathy Meeks, Connie Stone,
Ann Durrant, Kenny Durrant, Brian Skousen, Lynn Poll, Linda Conners. Sharon Judd, Phil Judd,
Paul Sturm, Rod Westbroek, May Cast, Kevin Schon, Adam Gehring, R. Jefra Hicks, Jessica
Gehring, J. Cornia, Marlesse & Rod Jones, Julie & Chad Smith, Ricky Benitez, Jeff Muntinga,
Scott Phillips, Michael Poff, Wesley Stuart, and Terry & Susan Flitton.

Commissioner Davis called the meeting to order and welcomed those in attendance.
1. Pledge of Allegiance: Commissioner Boatright

2. Public Comment: Please respectfully follow these guidelines.
¢ Individuals may speak once for 3 minutes or less: Do not remark from the audience. State
your name & city and direct comments to the entire Commission (Commission will not
respond).

ACTION ITEMS:

Commissioner Losee moved to open the public hearing for Prelim/Final, Conditional Use &
Agreements for RV General Parcel/ s #130180090 & 130230214 Located at the corner of
475 E & 6650 S by Applicant: Kevin Schonsheck of the MacOgden Group LLC.
Commissioner Boatright seconded the motion. A roll call vote was taken. Commissioners
Boatright, Davis, Losee, McFadden, and Walton voted aye. The motion carried.
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3. Prelim/Final, Conditional Use & Agreements for RV General Parcel/ s #130180090 &
130230214 Located at the corner of 475 E & 6650 S by Applicant: Kevin Schonsheck of the
MacOgden Group LLC: Community Services Director, Trevor Cahoon explained the
developer of this project desires to improve approximately 16.430 acres of property into a
commercial development known as General RV.

Final Plat. Because the developer is requesting a single lot subdivision, they have chosen to
move forward with their subdivision as a Preliminary/Final submission. Final Plat items to
consider:

e Legal Description: This has been supplied.

e Subdivision Name: The Subdivision name appears on the plat and is consistent
with the application that has been submitted.

o Lot Sizes and Orientation: N/A.

e Parcel Numbers or Lot Numbers of Surrounding Properties: When recording the
plat it is necessary to indicate the parcel identification numbers or the lot number
for adjoining subdivisions. This plat has that necessary information.

e Right-of-Way (ROW) Dedication: The ROW has been indicated on the drawings
for dedication to the City and the widths comply with the City Standards.

o Utility Easements.: The General Utility Easement required for each property has
been indicated on the plat. Developer has supplied the necessary easement
dedication for the Powerline Corridor and is consistent with widths required in
other areas.

Site Plan: The commercial use required the submission of a site plan to the Planning
Commission for approval. The site plan includes a Lighting Plan.

Landscape Plan: Review proposed landscape plan. Developer has requested a reduction to 10%
landscaping by placing trees along the roadway to create a better look and feel to the area.
Conditional Use Permit: Conditional use is needed as the project is over an acre and the use is a
conditional use.

Architectural Review: The project requires an architectural site plan review.

Improvement Plans: Developer has submitted improvement plans to be included in the
submission.

Maintenance Agreement: With the inclusion of the landscaping along the public right-of-way
and numerous public utilities that will be included in the project staff has drafted a maintenance
agreement that will commit the property to maintain their improvements on their site.

The developer has requested incentives as part of this development from the City Council.

The Council has met and discussed these incentives in a preliminary conversation. However, the
Planning Commission does not have jurisdiction in this area, therefore, it is not part of the
decision.

The current zoning for this project is Commercial-Highway (C-H). The use is allowed within
that zone as a conditional use and will need to be processed through the conditional use
application.
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The Project totals 16.430. This is smaller than the original site. The developer is requesting to
exclude the area that is designated as wetlands and will continue to work with the Army Corp of
Engineers to include the rest of the area later in a subdivision amendment. This could have
implications for the required fencing and may cause issues because it creates a parcel that cannot
be accessed except through the property itself. As the developer continues to work with the
Riverdale Canal Company and Army Corp of Engineers, they want to exclude this portion and
the City can waive the requirement of the fence until such time a solution can be made, otherwise
the City could require a temporary fence along the border.

There is no minimum lot area requirements. Setback needs to be 50’ from the front and 20’ from
the side that is fronting 475 E. The site plan provided shows this to not be an issue.

A traffic study has been submitted and verified and shows no concerning numbers for the
affected traffic impact. The developer will not be adding roads to the project area. There will be
a need for striping along Old Fort Road and 475 E.

Developer is responsible to install a trail connection for the area as shown in the General Plan.
Working with the developer the City has requested that the sidewalk in the Public ROW be
widened to accommodate both a trail connection and sidewalk for the ROW.

At least fifteen percent (15%) of the total site shall be thoroughly landscaped, including an
irrigation system to maintain such landscaping. For use of exceptional design and materials, as
determined by the Planning Commission, the landscaping may be reduced to ten percent (10%)
of the total site. The developer has committed to improving the landscape along Old Fort Road
and the trail/sidewalk and are requesting the 10% consideration for this effort. Buffer Yard is
not necessary as the site does not abut residential.

South Weber City Code indicates that a masonry wall is needed along the 1-84 corridor. This
requirement can be waived based upon recommendation from the Planning Commission and
approval by the City Council if they determine that the purpose of the fence (protection from
wildfire and automobile accidents) is not necessary for the development. Upon review by the
South Weber Fire Chief, Derek Tolman, staff feels that this site has other mitigating factors such
as large, asphalted areas that will accomplish the same purpose.

There is sufficient parking for the project. There will be a total number of customer dedicated
parking of 144 stalls. Internally, the site will have RVs behind fencing with internal flow
adequate for general traffic. The main entrance and exit appear to be on 475 E with the drive on
Old Fort road being an exit gate only.

The City has received all required Will Serve letters, and plan approval letters from South Weber
Irrigation Company (SWIC), Davis County Surveyor’s Office, Riverdale Bench Canal Company
(RBCC), and Weber Basin Water Conservancy District (WBWCD). The developer has been
working with Rocky Mountain Power (RMP) and is still waiting for their official approval.

The developer is working on approval from the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for
potential wetlands along the Riverdale Bench Canal, but that is not part of Phase 1, and will be
addressed with Phase 2.
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The Geotechnical Report by ECS did not report any issue of concern. The groundwater in the
area is relatively shallow, but the design of the project has taken this into consideration and
should only have an impact during construction.

The Traffic Impact Study by A-Trans identifies that there is virtually no change in Level of
Service (LOS) due to the addition of the development. The East Bound Left (EBL) movement at
the intersection of Old Maple Road and 475 East changed from LOS B to LOS C with an
additional delay time of 1.3 seconds. South Weber’s LOS for intersections is LOS C. So, no
additional mitigation is required. The center lane on 475 East will be re-striped to allow for left-
hand turns into their site. The developer is using the access on Old Fort Road as an exit only
access with a gate for security.

All site utilities will be privately owned and maintained. In order to be clear on where city
ownership ends and private ownership begins along with requirements for maintenance, an
Ownership & Maintenance Agreement has been prepared and will help to make sure the private
utility systems are maintained properly.

The fire flow test has been completed and came back at 1,620 gpm. A temporary fence will be
installed along the south side of the canal until the canal is piped. It would be helpful if the plans
included a cross section view covering the area from the road to the property line on the north
and east sides of the road to show the width of the park strip and sidewalk as well as the location
of the fence.

The site will be surrounded by a 6’ chain link fence (black vinyl-coated). The Ownership &
Maintenance Agreement indicates that the landscaping in the ROW will be the responsibility of
the developer.

Commissioner Davis asked if there was any public comment.

Rolayne Collins, of South Weber City, lives in the Riverside Place adult community and
opined this is a significant commercial development adjacent to the new subdivision in the area.
She added as neighbors they have discussed the pros and cons of this business and requested the
following:

1. Respectfully asked for additional consideration for the buffer between the dealership and
the surrounding homes. She questioned what size of trees will be installed to create the
buffer?

2. She queried if the historical marker on Old Fort Road can be moved?

3. She discussed the possibility of installing a masonry fence along Old Fort Road that
compliments the existing walls around the power station and new homes.

4. Light pollution is a great concern and suggested minimizing lumens, installing canopies,
and controlling illumination.

5. She addressed concerns with the access out of the RV dealership and inquired about a
right turn only sign exiting the dealership.

6. Vehicle parking along the road is a concern.

She added addressing citizens’ concerns will go a long way in creating good will.
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Janet Gibbs of South Weber City voiced concerns with future impact on home values in the 55
and older community. She queried if there are long term plans for RV storage and is there a time
limit. She requested parking be contained inside the business. Ms. Gibbs is concerned water
usage and questioned how often the RV’s will be washed. She queried on the size of signs, limit
on lights, location of signs, delivery schedules etc. She suggested landscaping with native plants
and trees.

Lynn Poll of South Weber City is grateful to see something that will help with the city’s tax
base. He suggested keeping as many trees along Interstate 84 as possible to help reduce noise.
He feels this is a good thing for the community.

R. Jeffrey Hicks, of South Weber City, reminded everyone of the neighborhood near this
development. He favored the conditional use and encouraged the planting of larger trees and
increasing the setbacks. He suggested limiting idling delivery trucks along the street.

Jeremy Cornia, of South Weber City, discussed the possibility of creating a dark hour
requirement for the dealership to maintain the feel of the neighborhood.

Paul Sturm, of South Weber City, is impressed with the thoroughness of General RV. He
suggested the conditional use permit should include: (1) Aspects of dark sky program that has
been integrated into prior South Weber City developments, (2) Lighting for such a large area
needs to be carefully considered because of the development being adjacent to residential areas,
and (3) Hours for lighting should be from dusk to closing. After that, only for security purposes.
He queried who will be involved in the development of the conditional use requirements.

Scott Phillips, of South Weber City, recommended limited lighting hours because this is the
closest business to his home and suggested larger safe sidewalks for his children.

Ricky Benitez of South Weber City voiced concerns with intersection of Old Maple Road and
475 E. and suggested a light or round about at the intersection.

Jeff Muntinga of South Weber City favored the small town feel of South Weber City. He is
concerned about test drives in a location where there are families, children, etc. and suggested
they be avoided.

Michael Poff, of South Weber City, suggested the installation of a 4’ landscaped berm along
the road to help with vehicle head lights, 6’ sidewalk, and acknowledged the City’s general plan
does identify a visual buffer along Interstate 84.

Commissioner Boatright moved to close the public hearing for Prelim/Final, Conditional
Use & Agreements for RV General Parcel/ s #130180090 & 130230214 Located at the
corner of 475 E & 6650 S by Applicant: Kevin Schonsheck of the MacOgden Group LLC.
Commissioner Walton seconded the motion. A roll call vote was taken. Commaissioners
Boatright, Davis, Losee, McFadden, and Walton voted aye. The motion carried.
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Kevin Schonsheck of South Weber LLC and representing MacOgden Group LLC with
General RV as the user. He acknowledged they are working on approval from the US Army
Corps of Engineers for potential wetlands along the Riverdale Bench Canal. He addressed the
lighting and photometric lighting plan for the development. He will consider the right turn only
out of the exit, as he isn’t sure they will be using that exit much. There will be no third party
storage of RV’s. The signage will be what is allowed by city code. There will be no on street
parking. The delivery of RV’s will take place during business hours. The Draper City store is
not closing. They will do whatever they can to help sponsorship of the community. Masonry
wall along Old Fort Road isn’t possible because it is too expensive and restrictive for security.
The grade won’t allow a berm.

Commissioner Boatright favored this option out of all other options for this property. He is
concerned about lighting. The entrance and exits can be dangerous if going straight across. The
historic marker should be saved and moved to a different place. The landscaping should include
drought tolerant plants.

Commissioner Walton doesn’t understand the location of the trail along the frontage of the
development and queried if a possible trail location on the north side of the property is dangerous
because of the canal. Mr. Cahoon replied there is a concern the trail would be isolated in that
area and provide additional access to the business which may be a security concern as well as
encourage illegal behavior. Commissioner Walton disagreed because there are other parts of
trails that are not part of public view. He doesn’t understand the logic as to why the trail isn’t
installed on the north side and is further concerned as to why it would be installed along the
frontage of this development with the increased traffic. He acknowledged there are several
citizens who enjoy walking, biking, skate boarding, etc. and travel over Interstate 84 to the
Weber River Pathway Trail. He would like to provide a safe environment for that and is
concerned about a sidewalk being the main component of the active transportation plan in this
area. He suggested the installation of a bike lane along Old Fort Road and 475 E. for more
protection for those who do access the Weber River Parkway Trail.

Commissioner Davis favored the trail along Old Fort Road because it creates a 17 buffer. He
doesn’t feel it is a safety concern with visibility.

Commissioner Losee is concerned about safety entering and exiting the development. She
favored landscaping and not just rock. She added trees in the park strip need to be maintained as
per city code.

Discussion took place regarding the trees along Interstate 84. Mr. Schonsheck reported all the
trees on the property will be removed; however, there are trees closer to the interstate that are not
on this project’s property.

Commissioner McFadden favored the wide sidewalk and wide trail for a safer community. He
does favor a trail between Interstate 84 and the development.

Commissioner Losee queried if gates will be installed at the entrance and exit. Mr. Schonsheck
replied that a motion censored gate will be installed at the exit. Commissioner Losee questioned
if lighting caution signs can be installed. Mr. Schonsheck favored that for safety reasons.
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Commissioner Walton favored intersections lining up in case a streetlight needs to be installed.
He inquired on the height of the lights. It was stated the lights are LED down lights and will
vary in height with the highest being 20’ to 21°. Mr. Cahoon discussed the city code requiring
shoe box style light covers, and not seeing the light source from outside the property. It was
acknowledged the City Engineer has approved the lighting plan. Commissioner Walton is
concerned there is too much lighting in the southwest corner. Mr. Schonsheck discussed the
need to cast the light out and reported it will be shoe box lighting shooting down. Commissioner
Walton asked for limited lighting at night. Mr. Schonsheck replied there is a big buffer between
the street and residential which he would like to be taken into consideration. He also discussed
the need for lighting to help maintain security.

Further discussion took place concerning water use. Mr. Schonsheck explained the RVs are not
washed weekly. Commissioner Walton discussed the intersection at Old Fort Road and 475 E.
and the fact that a roundabout doesn’t fit.

Commissioner Losee questioned if there is an area for public dumping or any fueling. Mr.
Schonsheck replied it is all private and not for public use. Commissioner Losee asked about
building materials. Mr. Schonsheck replied the building is made of precast concrete panels to
help limit noise from Hill Air Force Base. Commissioner Boatright understands the interest in
the look for this development in South Weber City, but acknowledged nobody has ever defined
what that look should be and it doesn’t seem fair to impose that on a developer when it is
arbitrary. Commissioner Losee doesn’t favor chain link fencing. She does favor a berm.
Commissioner McFadden added with the right landscape the chain link fence will eventually
disappear. Mr. Cahoon stated there is no restriction in the code for chain link. He discussed the
conditions being actionable and mitigate any health, safety, and welfare in the area. He added the
developer can use chain link fence, but the north side requirement is for masonry fence.
Commissioner McFadden suggested installation of rod iron along the southwest portion of the

property.

Commissioner Losee reminded everyone of the preservation of the historical marker. Wesley
Stuart of Gardner Engineering reported the site plan shows moving it slightly to the west in the
park strip.

Discussion took place regarding the need for signage off Interstate 84 and the west side of 475 E
for the entrance to the development to help prevent traffic going into the neighborhoods. It was
stated the Public Works Department will investigate the possibility of signage for those who
aren’t familiar with the area. Mr. Cahoon reported the roads in that area are 36’ and do
accommodate turning around. It was suggested to look at the possibility of considering no
parking along Old Fort Road.

Mr. Cahoon reviewed the State Legislature Limitations for Conditional Uses and conveyed

a “Conditional Use” is a land use that has unique characteristics or negative effects that may not
be compatible in an area without conditions to mitigate or eliminate the detrimental impacts.

The statutes governing conditional uses are found at § 10-9a-507 and § 17-27a-506 of the Utah
Code. The statutes read as follows:

(1) A land use ordinance may include conditional uses and provisions for conditional uses that
require compliance with standards set forth in an applicable ordinance.


http://le.utah.gov/xcode/Title10/Chapter9A/10-9a-S507.html
http://le.utah.gov/xcode/Title17/Chapter27A/17-27a-S506.html
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(2)(a) A conditional use shall be approved if reasonable conditions are proposed, or can be
imposed, to mitigate the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed use in
accordance with applicable standards.

(b) 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, the conditional use may be denied.

Mr. Cahoon noted Commercial Conditional Uses are a recommendation by the Planning
Commission to the City Council. He then addressed “Applicable Standards” which refers to
guidelines in an ordinance that help determine the type and extent of conditions that may be
imposed on a conditional use. These standards establish objective goals or levels of performance,
which then guide decisions on the conditions which are adopted. He reviewed “Detrimental
Impacts” in which most land uses impact the public’s health, safety, or welfare in some way.
The detrimental effects identified for a conditional use should be related to negative impacts on
legitimate governmental interests, or on the public welfare. He encouraged the Planning
Commission to make sure the conditions are actionable and reasonable to hold up.

The developer is requesting a waiver on the following:

(1) At least fifteen percent (15%) of the total site shall be thoroughly landscaped, including
an irrigation system to maintain such landscaping. For use of exceptional design and
materials, as determined by the Planning Commission, the landscaping may be reduced to
ten percent (10%) of the total site. The developer has committed to improving the
landscape along Old Fort Road and the trail/sidewalk and are requesting the 10%
consideration for this effort. Buffer Yard is not necessary as the site does not abut
residential.

(2) South Weber City Code indicates that a masonry wall is needed along the -84 corridor.
This requirement can be waived based upon recommendation from the Planning
Commission and approval by the City Council if they determine that the purpose of the
fence (protection from wildfire and automobile accidents) is not necessary for the
development. Upon review by the South Weber Fire Chief, Derek Tolman, staff feels
that this site has other mitigating factors such as large, asphalted areas that will
accomplish the same purpose.

Commissioner McFadden recommended a rod iron fence. It was stated that cannot be a
conditional use requirement but can be included in the reduction of landscaping. Commissioner
Losee voiced frustration with the preliminary and final being together. Mr. Cahoon suggested
approving individual components and then continuing an item to another meeting if necessary.

Commissioner Walton voiced the only condition he would suggest for the conditional use is
limiting night lighting. Commissioner Boatright commended the developer for the preparation
and overall plan of this development. Commissioner Davis agreed. He doesn’t feel an official
recommendation can be made on the fencing because it does fall under city code; however, he
does recommend a 4’ berm with anything other than chain link fence. Commissioner McFadden
discussed the slope of a berm creating it difficult to water the grass, which doesn’t work.
Commissioner Boatright is willing to exchange something along the south side for a different
type of fence, but chain link fence on north side is okay.
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Commissioner Walton moved to recommend approval to the City Council for Prelim/Final,
Conditional Use &-Agreements for RV General Parcel/ s #130180090 & 130230214 Located
at the corner of 475 E & 6650 S by Applicant: Kevin Schonsheck of the MacOgden Group
LLC.

1. Visual recommendation on the Conditional Use Permit be considered for limiting
nighttime light pollution.

2. The Planning Commission agrees to reduce the landscaping from 15% to 10%.

3. Recommendation of fencing on south side of development be upgraded to rod iron
or more aesthetically pleasing material for the landscaping requirement.

4. The additional exception to the northern boundary of the development area with the
acreage identified in the letter by the City Planner from the overall development
proposal.

5. City Council to possibly consider re-evaluating the potential for the trail on the
northern boundary.

6. Lighting plan to address the southwest corner of the development and reducing any
light pollution in that section.

7. Detailed plan be provided to City Council with more description in regards to the
historical monument on the west side of the property.

Commissioner McFadden seconded the motion. A roll call vote was taken. Commissioners
Boatright, Davis, Losee, McFadden, and Walton voted aye. The motion carried.

Mr. Cahoon pointed out there was nothing mentioned in the motion concerning the associated
maintenance agreement with the property. Commissioner Walton explained he left that out of
the motion because it wasn’t defined as action in the packet. Mr. Cahoon replied the packet
states, “Prelim/Final, Conditional Use & Agreements for RV General Parcel/s #130180090 &
130230214 Located at the corner of 475 E & 6650 S by Applicant: Kevin Schonsheck of the
MacOgden Group LLC.” Commissioner Walton noted the Planning Commission didn’t have a
lot of conversation of the agreements and the verbiage in them and queried if there are other
opinions with the Planning Commission.

Commissioner Walton moved to amend the motion to recommend approval of the
maintenance agreements included in the packet as written. Commissioner Boatright
seconded. A roll call vote was taken. Commissioners Boatright, Davis, Losee, McFadden,
and Walton voted aye. The motion carried.

Commissioner Boatright noted for the record he doesn’t favor re-evaluating the trail on the north
side. Commissioner McFadden agreed.

PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS:
Commissioner Losee: suggested Code Committee review development process.
Commissioner Walton: thanked those who attended and gave public comment. He thanked the

developer for his willingness to work with the City. He is excited for the potential this
development might bring to the City. He suggested the Planning Commission receive more
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information regarding the engineering reviews. He pointed out at one time disclosing conflict of
interest was on the agenda and recommended adding it again. He would like to see the City
focus on architectural design standards. He doesn’t understand why Preliminary/Final are
combined. He thanked everyone for the opportunity to serve the City. He hopes South Weber
City is a better place by his service.

Commissioner Davis: thanked those who attended the meeting tonight and had the courage to
voice their public comment. Everyone was well prepared.

Commissioner Boatright: announced the Planning Commission is the recommending body.
He suggested if individuals have concerns, they need to address their concerns with the elected
officials.

ADJOURN: Commissioner Boatright moved to adjourn the Planning Commission
meeting at 8:31 p.m. Commissioner Losee seconded the motion. A roll call vote was taken.
Commissioners Boatright, Davis, Losee, McFadden, and Walton voted aye. The motion
carried.

APPROVED: Date
Chairperson: Jeremy Davis

Transcriber: Michelle Clark

Attest: Development Coordinator: Kimberli Guill



From: Amy Mitchell

To: Public Comment
Subject: Public comment
Date: Friday, January 27, 2023 9:54:00 PM

Dear Mayor, City Council and Planning Commission,

This is from my post on Facebook and I know that this was one man’s opinion.... Which he is
entitled to. But he is still our representative on the PC, so I will share what I wrote and please
take it as not only my opinion, but the opinion of the many who filled out the 2 surveys.

I want to draw some attention to some comments from the last PC meeting that jumped out at
me and I find very disturbing... especially after all the time and energy spent over the last
couple of years by many of us... making sure that the road to Layton was off all plans. Yes,
this is personal to me... any maybe some of you... and it's rearing it's ugly head once again.
Many of the comments made by one of our PC members about all the opportunities in the city,
and that we should work to be proactive rather than reactive with concerns to the "road to
Layton" and the huge development going on up at the top. Maybe he isn't aware of or has
ignored ALL the info brought up about the instability of the hill, the sensitive lands, the traffic
study... as well as countless input given by citizens that most of us do NOT want a connection
to Layton that will bring potentially thousands of cars down 1900. Making this road a quick
access for people to take rather than fighting traffic on 193.

2 lengthy surveys and many months hashing it out... 85 % of us stomping down this
connection. I feel like we are on repeat after we have been given assurances from our Mayor
and City Council that the road is off the map... and that Layton City knows we do not want to
develop it further. That it is to remain an access road only. Does this ring a bell for anyone
else??

We shouldn't have to fight this over and over with every new person appointed or elected in
this city!! All new Planning Commission members and City Council members should have to
read the General Plan prior to being added to the Commission... and due to the nature of the
surveys (being the biggest response this city has ever seen) PLEASE read through ALL of the
responses to the survey! Yes, it will be time consuming, but as a representative of the citizens
who live here, it would be a good investment to know how we feel. And just like with voting,
if someone chose not to fill out the survey, then that’s on them.

Thank you for your time. Good luck at the retreat!!

Amy Mitchell
1923 Deer Run Drive


mailto:5rusticknots@gmail.com
mailto:publiccomment@southwebercity.com

January 31, 2023

Jeff Washburn

622 E. Green Springs Way
South Weber, UT 84405

South Weber City Planning Commission,

| attended the planning commission meeting held on January 26th 2023 regarding the conditional
use permit by General RV to develop the land bounded by 1-84, 475 East and Old Fort Road in
South Weber remotely as | was out of town on that date. No opportunity was provided for those
of us on the Zoom call to provide comments and the comments in the chat during the meeting
were not expressed to the commissioners by the commissioner who was running the meeting. |
do not know if he saw them - but he certainly didn't respond. In any event | would like my
comments to be part of the minutes of that meeting and for my concerns to be addressed (they
were not in the proposal that was approved by the commission and forwarded to the city council
for final approval).

| am new to South Weber having moved from Draper in the spring of 2022. | was not made
aware of the proposal to develop the land noted above while | was considering moving to South
Weber. While it is clear that a development of some sort is needed on that property given the
number of new homes that are going in around it (not to mention the really lovely older homes
that are already there) | would have never guessed that it was going to be an industrial park. That
certainly would have given me pause in making a decision to purchase there (I wonder if all the
folks who are buying those new homes in the Pebble Creek subdivision are aware of that - the
developer(s) can't be too happy about it can they?). You are aware that homes in that subdivision
sell for well above the Utah and US averages aren't you? or at least did.

Anyway, since becoming aware of the proposal | have been talking with some of my neighbors
who have been around South Weber longer than me and have learned a few things. Some of
which are also concerning. To wit: It appears that there have been several attempts to develop the
site and that they have all been ultimately rejected for one reason or another. It also appears that
the conditional use permission requirements (zoning) have been changed here and there to
accommaodate the proposal du jour.

Be that as it may — the planning commission rubber stamped the developer's proposal and kicked
the can to the city council so my comments and concerns specifically from that meeting will
mean nothing - but they will be there on the record:

1. In my opinion the commission closed public comments prematurely then refused to reopen
them on point of order when clearly the public had more to say and the developer wanted to
respond.

2. The commission instructed the public to limit their comments to three minutes and to not
repeat any comments. This is an arbitrary interpretation of Robert’s Rules of Order and was
used as a tool by the commission to limit discussion and advance their own agenda which was
clearly to approve the developer’s proposal with minimal or no conditions and get it to the city
council. Furthermore — the commission did not hold themselves to the same standard, talking in
endless circles over minor details in the developer’s proposal that they knew they could not be
definitively answered in the meeting and which were not included in the conditions for approval

anyway.



2. The motion to approve the proposal was conceptualized and expressed with virtually no
forethought, was vague, disregarded virtually all public comments and was quickly and
unanimously approved with no discussion.

3. After the closure of public comment the few concerns that were raised (there were and are
many more) were categorically dismissed by either the developer or the commissioners during
the commissioner's questions period. For example - Mr. Shonesheck dismissed the public
recommendation for a more substantive barrier between the development and the neighborhood
by indicating that they (General RV) had done their homework and assured the commission that
the chain link fence was exclusively and specifically what they need for security

purposes (another type wouldn't work and it was too expensive, he couldn't really tell the public
the details because they wouldn't understand yada yada yada). What was the commission's
response? Well maybe would General consider a nice wrought iron fence instead - would that
work for you Mr. Shonesheck? In addition to the fence Mr. Shonesheck assured the community
that General RV would put in a few nice trees and a wider sidewalk (nice shape - not too
expensive with a little path running down the middle) so that the kids could ride their bikes there
in perfect safety. | am no expert - but to me it seems that getting a stolen RV over a masonry wall
and through a bunch of mature trees would be a lot more difficult than, say, cutting the lock on
the front gate or cutting a hole in that nice chain link or wrought iron fence and driving it over
that one foot berm.

4. In response to the public’s concern about diverting RV traffic from the neighborhood to the
extent possible, the commission indicated that there is no room to install a roundabout at 475 E
and Old Fort road. Again |1 am no expert but | am pretty sure there is a 16 acre parcel of
undeveloped land at that intersection and that roads can be altered slightly to accommodate a
roundabout. The city is just one big accident at that intersection away from losing all that tax
revenue from the RV sales. But yet - that was not part of the proposal to the city council either.
"South Weber - our motto is RV sales first - Safety last". | had mixed feelings that the
developer's proposal did not include barbed wire on the chain link fence like they have done at
other sites - it would have added a really nice touch to the neighborhood - especially at
Christmas (we could have our own light show!). And again - the security! Nobody brought up
guard dogs but maybe they should have.

5. Next, the commissioners - although acknowledging that they also were not the experts, just
took the developer's word for it that the lighting would be held to a minimum - after all, General
had done their homework and had the PDF to prove it. The commissioners were just gushing in
their praise of the developer "being so prepared”. Really? - they are a multi-million dollar outfit
in the middle of an RV boom trying to add a sales location to a very accessible location.

6. The final proposal that was forwarded to the city council for their approval was materially
deficient in any kind of actionable information for them to consider - in point of fact the
commission just rubber stamped the developer's proposal and recommended that the city council
do the same. In my estimation that is beyond irresponsible and | request that the proposal be
denied by the city council pending better, more informed information that adequately addresses
the residents of South Weber’s legitimate concerns and recommendations.



From: Erin Winterton

To: Public Comment

Cc: Rod Westbroek; Jeremy Davis; Julie Losee; Gary Boatright Jr.; Taylor Walton; Marty Mcfadden; Joel Dills; Angie
Petty; Blair Halverson; Quin Soderquist; Hayley Alberts; David J. Larson

Subject: RV Sales and Service

Date: Thursday, January 26, 2023 12:08:26 PM

Dear South Weber City Mayor, Council, Planning Commissioners, and Manager,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment about the RV commercial development. I
apologize that I can't attend the meeting tonight as I will be out of town. I live on Old Maple
Road and after reading through the packet, I would like to express my concern. It appears that
a traffic study was done, but has the impact to pedestrian traffic been considered?

One of the big draws to living in our neighborhood and South Weber is the close proximity to
the beautiful river trail system. In the warmer seasons, we often ride our bikes with our
children down 475 E to Cottonwood Drive to access the trail at the Centennial Trailhead. To
do so, we ride past a freeway entrance and exit without a crosswalk or light. I am very
concerned that we will no longer be able to do so safely with the addition of the RV dealership
and the kind of traffic that it will bring. A pedestrian bridge over the freeway would be best
but even the addition of crosswalks and lights to improve visibility of pedestrians when
crossing the freeway entrances and exits would be a huge improvement.

We have so many young children in our neighborhood that it would be a huge loss to not have
safe access to get to one of the best features of our area - the river trails. When making a final
decision on the RV commercial development, or any commercial development on that land, I
ask that Council and the Planning Commission members please consider the safety of South
Weber pedestrians, most especially the young ones, and the value of the convenient access to
that trailhead.

Thank you very much for your time and for all that you do for our city.
Sincerely,

Erin Winterton
334 E Old Maple Road
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SOUTH WEBER CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

DATE OF MEETING: 9 February 2023 TIME COMMENCED: 6:00 p.m.
LOCATION: South Weber City Office at 1600 East South Weber Drive, South Weber, UT
PRESENT:
COMMISSIONERS: Gary Boatright (excused)
Jeremy Davis
Julie Losee
Marty McFadden
Chad Skola
COMMUNITY SERVICE DIRECTOR: Trevor Cahoon
CITY ATTORNEY: Jayme Blakesley
CITY ENGINEER: Brandon Jones
DEVELOPMENT COORDINATOR: Kimberli Guill

Minutes: Michelle Clark

ATTENDEES: Paul Sturm, Henry DeVarona, Jeff Clouse, Genneva Blanchard, Julie Markum,
Stacey Eddings, Elizabeth Rice, Tim Grubb, Doug Bitton, and Michael Grant.

Commissioner Davis called the meeting to order and welcomed those in attendance.
1. Pledge of Allegiance: Commissioner Losee

2. Public Comment: Please respectfully follow these guidelines.
e Individuals may speak once for 3 minutes or less: Do not remark from the audience. State
your name & city and direct comments to the entire Commission (Commission will not
respond).

Stacey Eddings, of South Weber City, concerning Agenda item #7 she suggested the Planning
Commission refer back to her public comments made at the City Council meeting in regards to
her request for no dog park next to her home.

3. Approval of Consent Agenda
e 12 January 2023 Minutes
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Commissioner Losee moved to approve the consent agenda as amended. Commissioner
McFadden seconded the motion. A roll call vote was taken. Commissioners Davis, Losee,
McFadden, and Skola voted aye. The motion carried.

Commissioner Davis excused Commissioner Boatright from tonight’s meeting.

4. Welcome New Planning Commissioner Chad Skola: Commissioner Davis welcomed Chad
Skola and the newest Planning Commissioners. Mr. Skola stated he is looking forward to
serving on the Planning Commission.

5. Appointment of Chair & Vice Chair
Commissioner Davis expressed his willingness to serve as the Planning Commission
Chairperson again and recommended Commissioner Losee as Vice Chair.

Commissioner McFadden moved to appoint Commissioner Jeremy Davis as Planning
Commission Chair and Commissioner Julie Losee as Vice Chair. Commissioner Skola
seconded the motion. A roll call vote was taken. Commissioners Davis, Losee, McFadden,
and Skola voted aye. The motion carried.

Commissioner Losee moved to open the public hearing for Preliminary Plan (2 Lot
Commercial Subdivision), Conditional Use & Architectural Review for Crosswind
Subdivision Parcels 13-039-0082 & 13-039-0083 approximately 5.57 acres located at
approximately 7750 S 2700 E by applicant: Genneva Blanchard of John W Hansen &
Associates. Commissioner McFadden seconded the motion. A roll call vote was taken.
Commissioners Boatright, Davis, Losee, McFadden, and Skola voted aye. The motion
carried.
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6. Public Hearing and Action on: Preliminary Plat (2 Lot Commercial Subdivision),
Conditional Use & Architectural Review for Crosswind Subdivision Parcels 13-039-0082 &
13-039-0083 approximately 5.57 acres located at approximately 7750 S 2700 E by
applicant: Genneva Blanchard of John W Hansen & Associates:

Community Services Director Trevor Cahoon reported the current zoning for this project is
Commercial-Highway (C-H). The use is allowed within that zone as a permitted use. However, it
is over an acre so the developer will need to go through the conditional use application process.
The project is approximately 2.65 acres. This is smaller than the original site because the
property must dedicate land for the future right-of-way.

Setback needs to be 50” from the front and 20’ from the side that is fronting 2700 E. The site
plan shows this to not be an issue. A traffic study has been completed for the area with the
intended use already identified. The future impacts of the road are already addressed in the
forthcoming capital facilities plan for transportation. The two access points that will be within
the project match existing entrances and exits.

The developer will not be adding roads to the project area. They will be creating a cross access
agreement with the property to the north to allow traffic to flow between the properties.
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The 2700 E Improvements, including the roundabout, will not be taking place with this
development. These improvements will occur over time.

At least fifteen percent (15%) of the total site shall be thoroughly landscaped, including an
irrigation system to maintain such landscaping. For use of exceptional design and materials, as
determined by the Planning Commission, the landscaping may be reduced to ten percent (10%)
of the total site. The developer has not submitted a landscape plan, and a buffer yard is not
necessary as the site does not abut residential.

The plan currently has 118 stalls and based on estimates of size they would need 150.
We will need to confirm square footage on proposed building. The developer could have a joint

parking agreement with the northern property to satisfy the requirement.

ITEMS FOR PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEW

Preliminary Plat: Although this could have come forward as a Preliminary/Final Application
the Developer has chosen to move forward in different steps as they continue to work on items
required for a full Plan submission:

e Legal Description: This has been supplied.

e Subdivision Name: The Subdivision name appears on the plat and is consistent with the
application that has been submitted.

e Lot Sizes and Orientation: Commercial lots do not have a minimum requirement.

e Parcel Numbers or Lot Numbers of Surrounding Properties: When recording the plat it is
necessary to indicate the parcel identification numbers or the lot number for adjoining
subdivisions. This plat will need this by the final submission.

e Right-of-Way (ROW) Dedication: The ROW has been indicated on the drawings for
dedication to the City and the widths comply with the City Standards. Due to the future
expansion of 2700 East, they have dedicated this portion to the City. As this would be
larger than the standard road with the City will need to enter into a purchase agreement
for the required acreage. This will come forward in a future City Council meeting.

e Utility Easements: The General Utility Easement required for each property has been
indicated on the plat. Developer has supplied some of the other easements but will need
to update the final plat with all necessary easements. One easement that is missing is the
petroleum easement on lot 1.

e Signature Boxes: All signature boxes are supplied.

Site Plan: The commercial use required the submission of a site plan to the Planning
Commission for approval. Site plan in general complies with necessary code. An area that will
need further conversation is the total required parking for a medical office. City code requires 1
space for every 200 gross square feet. The plan currently has 118 stalls and based on estimates of
size they would need 150. We will need to confirm square footage on proposed building.
Conditional Use Permit: Conditional use is needed as the project is over an acre.

Architectural Review: The project requires an architectural site plan review.

Improvement Plans: Developer has submitted preliminary improvement plans to be included in
the submission.

FUTURE APPROVALS NEEDED BY PLANNING COMMISSION
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Landscape Plan: A landscape plan was not submitted at this point in the development. We can
consider the other items at this time. The full plan will need to be accepted by the Planning
Commission prior to recommending Final Plat approval from the City Council.

City Engineer Brandon Jones review of the development is as follows:

Our office has completed a review of the preliminary submittal received on January 20, 2023, for
the Crosswinds Development, located on the east side of 2700 East (across the street from
Maverik and Morty’s Car Wash). We offer the following comments:

GENERAL

E1. Will Serve Letters.

A. We acknowledge that “will serve” communication documentation has been received for
Comcast Cable, Dominion Energy, and Rocky Mountain Power

(RMP). No other “will serve” documentation is needed.

E2. Plan Review Approval Letters.

A. Petroleum Pipelines. There are three petroleum pipelines that cross Lot 2. Holly

Energy (Rocky Mountain Pipeline) owns two lines, and Phillips 66 (Pioneer

Pipeline) owns one. Their easements need to be shown on the plat, and an approval letter from
both companies will be required when a specific site plan is proposed on Lot 2.

E3. Environmental Study. A Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment was conducted by

AGEC, dated September 21, 2005. “This assessment has revealed no evidence of recognized
environmental conditions in connection with the property.” This report was later updated by
AGEC on December 8, 2021. This assessment also concluded that there were no “significant
environmental concerns” on the site. No further investigation is necessary.

E4. Geotechnical Report. The original report was performed by AGEC, dated October 27,
2005. An update to this report, dated November 9, 2022, was conducted, and provided to the
city. The recommendations in this updated study are substantially similar to the previous report.
A. By implementing the recommendations of the original and updated report, the site appears to
be suitable for the proposed development.

ES. Traffic Impact Study. The city has been working with WCG on the city’s Transportation
Master Plan with a Subarea Plan specifically conducted for 2700 East between South Weber
Drive and 7800 South. Therefore, no additional study is needed for this development.

E6. Transportation Master Plan. Two recommendations from this study have direct impact on
this development: widening of the road to a 5-lane road with a roundabout at 7800 South, and the
restriction to only two access locations on the east side (at 7800 South and lining up with the
southern driveway of Morty’s Car Wash).

A. 2700 East Design. The city is currently working on the design of the future widened road to
establish the road dedication area and elevation of the future curb and gutter. This will be
reviewed by WCG and then provided to the developer in order for them to finish their design.
B. Dedication and Appraisal. The property to be dedicated to the 2700 East ROW will be
appraised and the city will pay for any additional property larger than the standard local city
road, which is 70 feet wide. Depending on the amount required, the city may ask for some
extended time to complete full payment.

C. Current Conditions. The widened road will not be constructed at this time but will be
constructed when needed in the future. Therefore, the access points will be constructed and
connected to the existing road, as is.

D. Sidewalk. There is no existing sidewalk on the east side of the road. The sidewalk will not be
installed at this time, but the cost of the sidewalk is the responsibility of the developer.
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Therefore, the estimated cost for the construction of the sidewalk will need to be paid to the city
in lieu of actually doing the work. The city will hold the money and use it to pay for constructing
the sidewalk when the future widened road is constructed.
E7. Water. Secondary water is not available on this property. Therefore, culinary water is the
only option for outdoor water use. This can be allowed as long as the required backflow
prevention assembly is provided (see South Weber City Standards, Sheet CW7).
ES. Private Utilities. The on-site water, sewer, and storm drain system facilities will be privately
owned. An Ownership and Maintenance Agreement will be required to clearly establish
ownership and address long-term maintenance.
PLAT
E9. Address. The addresses for the lots are as follows:
A. Lot 1: 7772 South 2700 East
B. Lot 2: 7716 South 2700 East
E10. The petroleum line easements need to be shown on the plat.
E11. A cross-access easement needs to be provided across Lot 2 in favor of Lot 1. This would
not be the primary access for Lot 1 but is needed to allow traffic from Lot 1 to access and travel
southbound on 2700 East, since the left-hand movement at the shared access will be restricted in
the future.
E12. All easements need to include bearings and distances labeled sufficiently to be able to
locate them relative to the lots.
IMPROVEMENT PLANS
E13. Water.
A. The city recently had a fire flow test performed on 2700 East. The test showed a fire flow of
3,623 gpm.
E14. Storm Drain.
A. Storm drain calculations need to be provided.
B. As part of the LID compliance, please use the following documents and links to assist with
and complete the Storm Water Quality Report, including all proposed permanent BMP’s.

1. South Weber City Standards, Appendix A, Exhibit 3, and Sheet LID1

ii. Follow State’s Guidelines at

iii. Follow State’s
iv. Complete State’s

Genneva Blanchard of John W. Hansen & Associate discussed parking being an issue and
expressed they are currently working with the property owner of Lot 1.

Stacey Eddings of South Weber City lives near this property and is concerned about light
pollution. Also, concerned with the entrance and exit to this property across from 7800 South
and does not favor a roundabout at this location.

Paul Sturm, of South Weber City, is impressed with the design and completeness of the
project. He queried if there is any way to lower the height of the building.

Doug Bitton of South Weber City is concerned about the light pollution from this development.
He encouraged the developer conduct a photometric light analysis for the lighting to make sure it
doesn’t cross over to nearby neighborhoods. He suggested concerning the roundabout he hopes
7800 South will be improved for commuter traffic.



SWC Planning Commission Meeting 9 February 2023 Page 6 of 21

Commissioner Losee moved to close the public hearing for Preliminary Plat (2 Lot
Commercial Subdivision), Conditional Use & Architectural Review for Crosswind
Subdivision Parcels 13-039-0082 & 13-039-0083 approximately 5.57 acres located at
approximately 7750 S 2700 E by applicant: Genneva Blanchard of John W Hansen &
Associates. Commissioner Skola seconded the motion. A roll call vote was taken.
Commissioners Davis, Losee, McFadden, and Skola voted aye. The motion carried.
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Ms. Blanchard reported the height is a two-story building with 10’ ceilings and will follow city
code of 35°. She added the developer will adhere to light pollution as per city code. Trevor
reported the city has a dark side compliance code, and the lights must shine down onto the

property.

Commissioner Losee queried why fencing isn’t required. Mr. Cahoon replied there is an existing
chain link fence in place that meets city requirements. Commissioner McFadden questioned the
developer how the parking will work. Ms. Blanchard replied she met with the developer of Lot 1
to add more parking by adjusting the building. She feels they will meet the parking requirement.
Commissioner McFadden favored the look of the building.

Commissioner Skola queried on holding off widening of the road and the sidewalk. City
Engineer Brandon Jones reported the City is updating the Transportation Master Plan and as part
of the traffic study, 2700 East was identified as a five lane road. As a result, there will be
expansion at some time in the future; thus, the need for the private-right-of-way easement.
Commissioner Skola asked if there is any need for lighting past office hours. Mr. Jones reported
it is private property and the developer has the right to light their development for security
reasons, as long as it follows city code. Commissioner Skola remarked this development will
have minimal use compared to other commercial uses.

Commissioner McFadden moved to recommend approval of the Preliminary Plat (2 Lot
Commercial Subdivision), Conditional Use & Improvement Plans and to continue the
Architectural Review for Crosswind Subdivision Parcels 13-039-0082 & 13-039-0083
approximately 5.57 acres located at approximately 7750 S 2700 E by applicant: Genneva
Blanchard of John W Hansen & Associates. Commissioner Davis seconded the motion. A
roll call vote was taken. Commissioners Davis, Losee, McFadden, and Skola voted aye.
The motion carried.

Commissioner Losee moved to open the public hearing for Public Hearing and Action on:
Preliminary Plan (35 lot Townhouse Plat), Rezone (from C-O to R-7), & Development
Agreement for Deer Run Townhomes Parcel# 13-364-0001 2.914 acres located at 7897 S
2700 E by applicant: Joseph Cook of Deer Run Investments LLLC. Commissioner Skola
seconded the motion. A roll call vote was taken. Commissioners Davis, Losee, McFadden,
and Skola voted aye. The motion carried.
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7. Public Hearing and Action on: Preliminary Plat (35 lot Townhouse Plat), Rezone (from
C-0 to R-7), & Development Agreement for Deer Run Townhomes Parcel# 13-364-0001
2.914 acres located at 7897 S 2700 E by applicant: Joseph Cook of Deer Run Investments
LLC: Community Services Director Trevor Cahoon explained the developer has since reached
out to the City and requested to submit a new project. In a meeting with the City Council, they
presented an alternative site plan and asked if they can begin the process of a development
agreement. City Council directed Mayor Westbroek to convene a Development Agreement
Committee and begin the process of negotiations.

The developer submitted a draft development agreement to the City. The committee met and
reviewed the recommendations and sent their revisions on to the developer. Through the
conversations, the main concerns that were expressed by the committee was the look and feel of
the units and the spacing of the buildings.

The City Council has reviewed the draft agreement and has indicated that they are comfortable
with the proposal moving forward but limited the requested density to no more than 35 units.
The developer has come back with a proposal that meets the density criteria.

This is a new project. Therefore, any previous approvals do not have bearing on this project.

A Landscape Plan has not been submitted at this point in the development. We can consider the
other items at this time. The full plan will need to be accepted by the Planning Commission prior
to recommending Final Approval from the City Council.

Mr. Cahoon explained the current zoning for this project is Commercial-Overlay (C-O). The
development agreement illustrates the need for the applicant to rezone the property to Residential
Multi-Family Seven (R-7). They have applied for this rezone in conjunction with the project. He
added because the City has initiated the process to remove the R-7 zone and instate new zoning
code, City staff has advised the applicant to proceed with the R-7 zoning until a comparable zone
is on the books. At which point the development agreement can be amended prior to approval
and the rezone request can be amended as well if the zoning code changes.

Mr. Cahoon added the project is approximately 3.175 acres. A portion of the project is located to
the north of the canal. This area will be used for a storm water basin. In the development
agreement there isn’t a minimum lot size. Minimum widths on the new R5 code have the
minimum townhome width set at 24 feet. This will need to be updated in the Development
Agreement to include a minimum lot width section to accommodate the 23-foot width.

Setbacks are delimited through the Development Agreement as follows:
a. 10 feet minimum from any public street.

b. 10 feet front setback from any private street.

c. 10 feet side setback from any private street

d. 10 feet minimum from any property line; and

e. 10 feet minimum from any other non-attached structure.

There are no concerns from City staff about the access points of this development.
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The developer will be constructing a private ROW loop. The specifications utilized in the design
meet the City Standards. The development utilizes shared private driveways. This will not be
considered a roadway for the project but will be constructed with concrete. From the
Development Agreement:

Developer shall be entitled to use Private Roadway Street Section B with only one (1)-6* wide
sidewalk adjacent to the right of way, so long as a second sidewalk services the front facade of
the residences and connects to a public right of way without having to cross a road. Private
alleyways/driveways shall be 32” wide from building to building. All guest parking must have
adjacent connections to the pedestrian rights of way through means of pedestrian walking path or
sidewalk.

A six (6) foot tall solid vinyl, masonry, or equivalent fence shall be required between the
development and all lower density residential zones and along the Davis Weber Canal. Fencing
shall be rated to withstand the proper wind load dictated in South Weber City Standards.

The developer has included 26 separate and distinct parking spaces for guest parking.
This is more than adequate for the development. Each phase also has enough guest parking to
cover each phase through development.

From the Development Agreement: Open space shall be accessible to the residents of the
Development and configured in a manner to promote outdoor leisure. The Open Space
Calculations on the plans need to be updated to reflect the correct open space designations. The
development requires 19,000 square feet of open space. The total open space that is within main
project area is sufficient for the development.

The development agreement has various design criteria that are listed for the development.

The developer has supplied renderings as mentioned previously. The standards reflected in the

document are:
a. Exterior Finishes. All structures within the development shall use durable materials on
exterior finishes, including brick, stone, Hardie board, architectural metal, or engineered
wood on all four (4) of the building’s facades. Aluminum or vinyl siding shall not be
used as an exterior finish. Exterior finishes shall be substantially similar to Exhibit C.
b. Architectural Variation. The structures within the development shall provide variable
articulation in their design. Articulation shall be required on each side of the structures.
c. Garage Dimensions. Individual garages shall be constructed to reasonably
accommodate two standard vehicles, measured no less than 22 feet in width and length.
The developer shall be required to utilize 18-foot garage doors.
d. Driveways. In areas of the development that use single driveways to access one unit,
driveways shall be no less than 20 feet in length to the back of the sidewalk.
e. Roof Style. Roof design shall not include the use of flat roofs.

City Engineer Brandon Jones review of the development is as follows:
--- RESUBMITTAL REQUIRED ---

Our office has completed a review of the preliminary submittal received on January 18, 2023, for
the Deer Run Townhomes Development, located on the same property of the former Lofts at
Deer Run Development. We offer the following comments:

GENERAL
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E1. Will Serve Letters.

A. No additional “will serve” documentation is needed.

E2. Plan Review Approval Letters. Even though there is a current development plan approved
for the property, final plans for this new concept and layout must be sent to and an approval
letter received from the following entities: WBWCD, SWWID, and DWCCC.

E3. Updated Studies. Even though there is a current development plan approved for the property,
plans for this new concept and layout need to be sent to A-Trans and CMT. They do not need to
provide new reports, but they do need to provide an official addendum or update to their original
studies that address any changes relative to the change in layout and use.

E4. Private Utilities. The on-site water, sewer, and storm drain system facilities will be privately
owned. An Ownership and Maintenance Agreement will be required to clearly establish
ownership and address long-term maintenance. We will provide a draft for review.

PLAT

ES. Phasing. The proposed phasing seems counterintuitive as Phase 1 requires a lot of out- of-
phase utility installation through later phases. We just want to be sure that the developer is aware
that each phase will have to be self-sufficient.

E6. Road Dedication. There is a space piece of ground on the northwest corner of the Deer Run
Dr /2700 East intersection that is shown as being dedicated to the road. We need some
explanation as to why this is being proposed.

E7. Missing parcel. The open space parcel (Parcel A) appears to have an additional parcel
immediately adjacent to the south that is not being included. This should be included.

ES. Property/Ownership Table. The preliminary plat needs to be updated to show the proposed
ownership of the property correctly. For example, the private road is being shown as open space,
but should be shown as Limited Common. Please review all areas and update accordingly.

E9. Addresses. Addresses for the lots will be provided by our office with the next review.
IMPROVEMENT PLANS

E10. Usable Open Space. The usable open space figure shows a portion of the dog park on
property that is not shown as being owned by the developer. This is likely tied to the same issue
mentioned above in E7.

Henry DeVarona and Jeff Clouse approached the Planning Commission. Mr. Clouse pointed out
the garage dimensions are 22’ x 22’ and the Council wanted them to be widened, but 22° x 22’ is
just for the Type 1 units. Item #16 on the development agreement was discussed at the Council
and they recommended 25% and presently there are no restrictions on the development
agreement for the previous project. Based on the economy, they want to rent them until the
economy is better. The future homeowners may need to sale, and they don’t want restrictions for
them to be able to lease. Mr. DeVarona explained because of the price point of the units, there
will be a class of renters.

Commissioner Davis asked if there was any public comment.

Stacey Eddings, 2645 E. 7800 S., opposed the dog park next to her property. She asked the
Planning Commission to please reconsider and leave this area as a detention basin. She
discussed a dog park with the canal owners, and they told her they wouldn’t allow it because of
the easement. She queried as to who is maintaining this property because the snow hasn’t been
cleaned off of the sidewalks.
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Paul Sturm, of South Weber City, queried on the preliminary plan zone and the 35 townhomes
on 2.914 acres. He is concerned the R-5-SG zone being proposed only permits a maximum of 8
units per acre with an outstanding design concept. He opined there are unanswered questions in
the engineering review as pointed out by the engineering reviewer, the phases proposed appear to
be out of sequence for the needed infrastructure development. He is also concerned with the
Deer Hill Drive roadway between Phase 1 & 2 and the ability to egress up the road following a
snowstorm. He recommended a 25’ flat pad be installed prior to the sidewalk for both site
distance issues and the ability to stop prior to the sidewalk for safety measures.

Michael Grant, 2622 Deer Run Drive, gave a brief description of the history of the property.
He queried how the number of units has been calculated. He suggested the city code be
followed.

Doug Bitton, 2635 E. 7800 S., questioned the separate parcel being open space. He suggested a
Landscape Plan be put in place for aesthetics and to be maintained by the developer. He would
like to make sure the fencing is aesthetic and is as blinded as much as possible. He is surprised
about the renting proposal by the developer, and questioned which units are going to be rentals.
He doesn’t want to see Phase 4 and 5 as rentals. He is appalled at the design features of the
manholes and suggested something be done with them. He added 7800 South needs to be
improved and suggested a moratorium on any development on 7800 South until the road is
addressed and improved.

Commissioner McFadden moved to close the public hearing for Public Hearing and Action
on: Preliminary Plat (35 lot Townhouse Plat), Rezone (from C-O to R-7), & Development
Agreement for Deer Run Townhomes Parcel# 13-364-0001 2.914 acres located at 7897 S
2700 E by applicant: Joseph Cook of Deer Run Investments LLC. Commissioner Losee
seconded the motion. A roll call vote was taken. Commissioners Davis, Losee, McFadden,
and Skola voted aye. The motion carried.
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Mr. Clouse stated there is a typo and there will be no dog park on the detention property. He
added there is sufficient open space for this development. The Landscape Plan is currently under
development and will be maintained by a Homeowner’s Association for all open space areas.
Solid vinyl fencing will be installed. The silos need to be relocated and won’t look like silos
when back filled. The final look will be a manhole cover.

Commissioner Skola questioned who maintains the fence. Mr. Clouse replied it will be
maintained by the HOA. Commissioner Losee addressed the development agreement and
queried on item #2 concerning parties. Mr. Clouse replied Deer Run Investments will be party to
the development agreement. She asked about the geotechnical item #5 and making sure the
development standards are followed. She is concerned about the sloping of sensitive lands
because this is a high wind area, and the setbacks are only 10’. She queried why it isn’t 25°. Mr.
Cahoon replied the developer requested 10° and it was reviewed by the Development Agreement
Committee. Mr. Blakesley explained the development agreement is a zoning document and is
applied only to this parcel. The Commission may or may not agree with items in the
development agreement and can suggest amendments. He discussed State requirements that
allow for flexibility of requirements in a development agreement.
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Commissioner Davis explained the Development Agreement Committee discussed the 10’
setback and the general consensus for this request was sufficient to ensure security as well as the
look and feel of the development. Commissioner McFadden queried if the committee discussed
the park strip and sidewalk was considered as part of the concession. Mr. Jones reported if you
measure from front of curb to front door it is 18’ from 2700 East. Commissioner Losee is
concerned about those units along 2700 East. Mr. Clouse pointed out because of the grade;
individuals will walk into the second story of the units along 2700 East. Mr. Jones
acknowledged this is a preliminary plat and a grading plan will be submitted on the final plat.
Commissioner Losee identified unit #101 and unit #301 and suggested removal for the line of
sight. She opined five phases is too many. Mr. Clouse explained financing is key and vital in
today’s market. Mr. Cahoon suggested focusing on items in the development agreement because
it is a legislative document.

Commissioner Losee requested Commissioner Boatright’s email be included in the minutes since
he can’t attend this meeting. (SEE ATTACHED EMAIL)

Mr. DeVarona addressed the original project being 74 units and 27,000 sq. ft. of commercial and
the City didn’t want that much traffic. Then it went from 4,500 sq. ft. of commercial to zero.
Commissioner Losee doesn’t favor 50% of rentals. Mr. Clouse explained the difficulty of the
current economy and discussed the owner being able to rent a unit if circumstances change for
them. Mr. Blakesley announced it is typical in CC&Rs for cities to include rental restrictions for
military service, temporary reassigned jobs, missionary service, etc. Mr. Clouse acknowledged
their intent is to sale the units, but there may be circumstances with the economy that may
change that. Mr. Blakesley remarked the CC&R’s can allow for a phased rental percentage and
suggested the rentals should be around the 25% ratio; however, he does understand the
applicants concerns. Mr. DeVarona asked if language can be included that the percentage can
change based on the economy. Mr. Blakesley discussed various possibilities and language that
can be included in CC&R’s. Commissioner McFadden discussed making sure the developer is
successful and feels there is value and wisdom with the 25%. Mr. Blakesley suggested the
developer review the city’s internal accessory unit code to obtain language for the CC&R’s.

Commissioner Davis queried on garbage removal. Mr. Clouse replied there will be individual
cans for each unit in which all collection will take place on the private roads. Commissioner
Losee addressed her concerns with fencing blowing over with the high winds in the area as well
as safety for Davis/Weber Canal. Mr. Cahoon noted there is sufficient parking for this
development. Mr. Jones explained the Sewer Capital Facilities Plan, dated August 2017,
identifies the Property as requiring 4.0 Equivalent Residential Units (ERU's) based on an
assumed commercial-only land use. The City acknowledges that the development exceeds the
anticipated demand, and the needed capacity will be addressed through future Capital Facilities
Plans and future capital improvement projects. The development's proportional share of the
future capital improvement projects which will provide the desired capacity will be paid through
the impact fees assessed when the building permits are issued. Building permit approval and
occupancy will not be contingent upon sewer capacity. Mr. Cahoon explained the short-term
rental code isn’t allowed for this area as per city code.
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Commissioner Davis queried if the entrances can be flattened out. Mr. Jones suggested the
developer be aware of safety concerns for those entrances. He reassured everyone through the
design phase they will strive to make sure all safety concerns are reviewed and addressed.

Discussion took place regarding the hatched section identified as “road dedication” and the fact
that this has been deeded back to the City.

Commissioner Losee moved to continue the Preliminary Plat (35 lot Townhouse Plat),
Rezone (from C-O to R-7), & Development Agreement for Deer Run Townhomes Parcel#
13-364-0001 2.914 acres located at 7897 S 2700 E by applicant: Joseph Cook of Deer Run
Investments LLC. Commissioner Skola seconded the motion. A roll call vote was taken.
Commissioners Davis, Losee, McFadden, and Skola voted aye. The motion carried.

Commissioner McFadden moved to open the public hearing for Public Hearing and Action
on: Ordinance 2023-02: Amendments to Residential Multi-Family (R-7) to Residential
Multi-family (R-5), Adoption of Strategic Growth Overlay Zone (SG), and Rezone Parcels
13-018-0084 & 13-034-0068 from (R-7) to (R5-SG). Commissioner Losee seconded the
motion. A roll call vote was taken. Commissioners Davis, Losee, McFadden, and Skola
voted aye. The motion carried.
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8. Public Hearing and Action on: Ordinance 2023-02: Amendments to Residential Multi-
Family (R-7) to Residential Multi-family (R-5), Adoption of Strategic Growth Overlay
Zone (SG), and Rezone Parcels 13-018-0084 & 13-034-0068 from (R-7) to (R5-SG):

ORDINANCE REVIEW

Community Services Director Trevor Cahoon reported in the November Planning Commission
meeting the Planning Commission discussed the creation of an overlay zone to help encourage
quality construction. Throughout the conversation the Commission discussed what things they
would like to regulate and require allowing for increased density. Based upon that discussion
Staff has drafted an ordinance for a Strategic Growth Overlay zone and made amendments to all
areas of the code that reference to the R7 zone to now say RS5.

Planning Commission will now make a recommendation on the amendments to the R-7 Zone,
creation of the SG Overlay Zone and subsequent rezones of current properties that have the R-7
designation but do not have any construction within the property. This rezone does not affect any
applications that were received or approved prior to the amendment of this ordinance.

Upon review of other ordinances, it was noticed that the Planned Unit Development (PUD)
conditional use was removed inadvertently from the land use matrix. This was confirmed after
conversations with the Code Committee and City Manager David Larson. Because the land use
matrix is included in this ordinance, staff would recommend an amendment to include PUD as a
conditional use in all residential zones (A, R-L, R-LM, R-M, R-P, and R-5). This
recommendation comes at the discretion of the Planning Commission to make, up to the City
Council.
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BACKGROUND
The City Council when approving the Final Plat for the South Weber Gateway project, instructed
the Code Committee to consider zoning text amendments to facilitate the development in
amending the approved final plat to allow for a townhome development for individual
ownership. The items that were brought forward by City Staff as areas that prohibited this type
of development included the following:

e The exclusion of provisions surrounding zero lot line developments.

e The absence of a dwelling, townhome definition within the code.

e The inclusion of setback provisions that oriented buildings based on lot configuration and

not on orientation of the buildings toward a right-of-way.

As the Code Committee reviewed the R-7 zone, it became clear that the ordinance was written
with parameters in a similar fashion to a single-family zone thus making it difficult to plan a
multi-family development. The reason that these inconsistencies were not noticed in other
developments lies in the fact that other projects utilized the Planned Unit Development
conditional use section of our code. The South Weber Gateway was the first project to follow
development guidelines strictly under the R-7 zoning code.

As conversation progressed within the Code Committee other areas of concern toward multi-
family developments were discussed in relation to the R-7 code and future development. While it
is still a desire to limit the use of this zone, the Code Committee discussed various housing types
that would be more appealing to future development other than traditional townhome, high-rise,
or garden style apartments. Through the conversation the Committee identified the main issue
with multi-family housing is the visual appeal and congruence of form with surrounding single-
family units already established within the area. To answer these concerns two concepts were
discussed, type of housing unit and design standards.

In the case of design standards, the State of Utah has limited the City’s ability to impose design
standards upon single-family developments. It does not prohibit a city from imposing design
standards on multi-family units. Therefore, if the City wishes to pursue developing a design
standard for multi- family housing this is a possibility. Townhomes are the outlier within this
context because although there is more than one unit within the building, state code does identify
these units as single-family attached developments. Within the state code there is a provision to
allow a City to impose a design standard on single family developments if the code allows for a
density incentive utilizing an overlay zone. This would mean that if the City were to allow a
developer to have more density than a zone would typically allow then we would be able to
impose design standards for the development.

With this line of thinking if the City were to seek for particular multi-family or single-family
units by offering more density then we would be able to dictate the form of the units themselves.
The Code Committee then discussed the possibility of reducing the allowed density within the R-
7 zone to 5 units an acre and offering an incentive of 7 units and acre then the city may be able to
better control the type of development that is found within the city.

For example, including smaller single-family housing complexes like Cottage Courts. In these
types of development, we would offer a higher density for the creation of single-family homes
with smaller lots on a shared court. Some items to discuss would be how many units an acre we
would want to encourage and the style of development.
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Mansion style apartments or condos was another housing concept that was attractive to the Code.
Committee. Allowing a building to look like a large single-family home, but housing 4-7 units
within the home. So that appearance would be single family while providing more variety and
density of housing.

While the idea is new and needs more work to determine the viability of the incentive, the
prospect of this update with an eye toward the Moderate-Income Housing Updates becomes an
idea that can provide a better development and use of land within the future. Further discussion
on whether it is viable to reduce the R-7 zone’s density further and then offer the now current
density as incentive would provide the desired outcome would be important for the Planning
Commission to discuss.

At this stage it has become necessary to get the feedback from the Planning Commission on the
potential changes the R-7 zone and receive their recommendations on what to include in the draft
ordinance. The following table breaks down the changes proposed by the Code Committee for
the Planning Commission review.

After a discussion in Planning Commission on September 15, the Commission gave the
following directions to staff to update the code in the following ways:

e Update the definitions as recommended.
Allow townhouses as a permitted use.
Maintain density at 7 units an acre but explore in a future update overlay zone.
Establish a minimum lot area and minimum lot width.
Utilize sections for zero lot lines and setback orientation for share common space as
recommended.
Alter front setback lines to 25 feet to accommodate for large vehicles.
¢ Include diagrams to demonstrate setback requirements.

Staff has made updates based on the recommendations from the Planning Commission. The only
exception is including a minimum lot area. Staff would recommend that having a minimum lot
width would be sufficient to dictate design aesthetic and would allow for more flexibility of
design than restricting a minimum lot area. This is something that the Planning Commission
could recommend be included back in the ordinance.

The Planning Commission met on October 13 to discuss the draft ordinance and make their
recommendation to City Council. In a 3-0 discussion by the Planning Commissioners present a
recommendation was made to approve the drafted changes to the Residential Multi-family zone,
and recommend the Council begin the process in the creation of overlay zones to address design
standards in accordance with Utah State code.

In a discussion item with the City Council on October 25, the Council expressed a desire for the
Planning Commission to have a more in-depth discussion on the reduction of density within the
R-7 zone to 5 units per acre and the creation of draft ordinance for an overlay zone to grant
bonus density of up to 2 units and the implementation of design standards. The Council feels that
the exploration of creating an overlay zone now would be pertinent to protect the interests of the
city in facilitating development standards for projects in South Weber.
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Planning Commission reviewed the ordinance in the December Planning Commission and felt it
was ready to make the recommendation.

Commissioner Davis asked if there was any public comment.

Tim Grubb, of South Weber City, expressed he is one of the property owners affected by this
and he doesn’t have any opposition to it. He gave a brief history of the property. He queried if
care centers carried over to residential areas because the Petersen Farm Assisted Living Center is
legally non-conforming.

Commissioner Skola moved to close the public hearing for Public Hearing and Action on:
Ordinance 2023-02: Amendments to Residential Multi-Family (R-7) to Residential Multi-
family (R-5), Adoption of Strategic Growth Overlay Zone (SG), and Rezone Parcels
13-018-0084 & 13-034-0068 from (R-7) to (R5-SG). Commissioner McFadden seconded
the motion. A roll call vote was taken. Commissioners Davis, Losee, McFadden, and Skola
voted aye. The motion carried.
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Mr. Cahoon explained in the review with Code Committee in the land use matrix, when it was
adopted, they didn’t include Planned Unit Development into it. He recommended adding a PUD
as conditional use to residential zones.

Mr. Cahoon addressed Mr. Grubb’s question and stated care centers are permitted in commercial
and a conditional use in R-LM, R-M, R-P and R-5.

Commissioner Losee queried on landscaping bonus densities etc. Mr. Cahoon explained the
proposed city code 10-20A-3 subsection A on page 88 of the packet states:

A. Density Bonus: Residential density within a planned development may exceed that permitted by

the RS Zone up to a maximum of sixty percent (60%), at the discretion of the Planning Commission
and subject to concurrence of the City Council. The Planning Commission must find, however, that
any increase in density will be compensated by increased amenity and improved design which, in its
opinion, are proportional to the density increase which it authorizes.

Commissioner Skola queried which areas of the development are included in the density bonus.
Mr. Cahoon replied it is the entire area within the overlay zone. Discussion took place regarding
bonus density calculations and items the committee addressed with easements included.
Commissioner Davis commended City staff for their work on this ordinance.

Commissioner McFadden moved to recommend approval of Ordinance 2023-02:
Amendments to Residential Multi-Family (R-7) to Residential Multi-family (R-5), Adoption
of Strategic Growth Overlay Zone (SG), and Rezone Parcels 13-018-0084 & 13-034-0068
from (R-7) to (R5-SG) with a friendly amendment by Commissioner Davis to update the
land use matrix to include PUDs as a conditional use in all residential zones including
agriculture. Commissioner Losee seconded the motion. A roll call vote was taken.
Commissioners Davis, Losee, McFadden and Skola voted aye. The motion carried.

9. Commissioner Training provided by Jayme Blakesley
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City Attorney Jayme Blakesley presented the Utah Open and Public Meetings Act Training for
the Planning Commission. He explained all meetings are open to the public unless closed. This
includes “work meetings” and “executive session”. A quorum consists of three members present
in person or by electronic telecommunications.

A public meeting requires a 24-hour notice with an agenda, date, time, and place. A person may
be removed if there is disruption of meeting or if “orderly conduct is seriously compromised.”
Electronic meetings are allowed. Prior formal authorization of the City is required, public
notices is required, anchor location, and facilities so all can attend, monitor, and participate. He
suggested establishing ways public comments will be accepted ahead of time. If an email is
submitted following a meeting, it will not be included with the minutes.

Mr. Blakesley explained minutes and recordings are required of all meetings. Recordings are to
be “Complete Unedited Record” of all open portions from beginning to end, properly labeled:
date, time & place, available within 3 business days of meeting, and permanently retained.

Closed meeting consists of a quorum + 2/3 vote, must meet subject matter requirements §205,
and publicly announced and record: the reason for closed meeting; location; and each member’s
vote for or against the closed meeting. Closed meeting purposes include Discuss individual’s
character, professional competence, or physical or mental health, Strategy session — litigation,
Strategy session — real property (value, best possible terms); Sale = prior notice; terms disclosed
before final, Deployment security measures, Investigative proceedings — criminal misconduct,
Deliberations; procurement evaluation committee; protest; appeals, and Procurement: trade
secrets; misc.

Emergency Meeting can be held when there is an attempt to notify all members, best notice
practicable, and majority members approve of the meeting. When there is a change meeting
(social gathering) the act does not apply, and city business shouldn’t be conducted. Please note
any violation may result in a Class B misdemeanor, six months jail, and $1,000 fine. Electronic
Messaging is not restricted when meeting not convened.

Mr. Blakesley reviewed basic parliamentary rules which are as follows:

1) Any matter that requires a decision (must be on the agenda) shall be brought by motion.

2) The meeting is governed by the agenda and the agenda constitutes the agreed-upon
roadmap for the meeting. Any matter that requires a decision (must be on agenda) shall
be brought by motion.

3) One question at a time and one speaker at a time.

4) The chairperson may use General Consent (aka Unanimous Consent) with all motions
except those where the votes are used for purposes of the meeting minutes and require a
roll call of the council.

5) There are only three basic forms of motions allowed: initial motions, motions to amend,
and substitute motions.

6) There should be no more than three motions on the floor at the same time.

7) The debate/discussion can continue as long as members wish to discuss an item, subject
to the chairperson determining it is time to move on and take action by using General
Consent to limit debate or by a proper motion by a council member to limit the debate.

8) Three yes votes are required to pass any item, with certain items requiring more than
three votes (e.g., 2/3 for closed session).
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9) A motion to reconsider any item requires a majority vote to pass (NOTE: there are very
specific rules for a motion to reconsider).
10) The chairperson and members shall adhere to bylaws and code of conduct.

Types of motions include:

* Main motion — Introduce a new item.

* Subsidiary Motion (motions to amend or substitute motions) — Change or affect how to
handle a main motion (vote on this before main motion)

* Incidental Motion — Questions procedure of other motions (must consider before the
main motion)

* Motion to Table — Kills a motion.

*  Motion to Continue/Postpone — Delays a vote (can reopen debate on the main motion).

Every motion has (at least) six steps:

1) Motion — A member rises or raises a hand to signal the chairperson.

2) Second — Another member seconds the motion

3) Restate motion — the chairperson restates the motion.

4) Debate/Discussion — the members debate/discuss the motion.

5) Vote — the chairperson restates the motion, and then first asks for affirmative votes, and
then negative votes.

6) Announce the vote — The chairperson announces the result of the vote and any
instructions.

How the vote is taken:
* Roll call vote:
* Ordinances.
* Resolutions; or
* Any action which would create a liability against the City
e Simple “yes” or “no”:
* All other matters

Point of Things:
* Point of order — Draws attention to breach of rules, improper procedure, etc.
* Point of information — A member may need to bring up an additional point or additional
information so that the other members can make fully informed votes.
* Point of inquiry — A member may ask for clarification to make better voting decisions.
* Point of personal privilege — A member may address the physical comfort of the setting,
such as temperature or noise.

Public Hearings:

* Residents of the City have a right to be heard.

* Members of the public body are not required to respond to questions or comments.

* Public hearings are opened by motion and vote.

* On land use decisions, the applicant has a right to respond to public comment with
information and argument.

* Public comment may be limited to a reasonable amount of time (e.g., a few minutes per
person/topic)

* Public hearings are closed by motion and vote.
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* No member of the public shall be heard until recognized by the chairperson.

* Speakers must state their name and address for the record.

* Any resident requesting to speak shall limit their comments to matters of fact regarding
the issue of concern.

» Personal attacks made publicly toward any person, official, or employee are not allowed
and are grounds for removal.

Mr. Blakesley reviewed the Municipal Officers & Employees Ethics Act which established the
minimum standards, sets up a disclosure system for conflicts of interest, and describes crimes

you can now commit as a public officer or employee.

When is disclosure required?

Written Oral
- Regulated Business - Any of items on left.
- Doing Business w/ City - Open Meeting
- Personal Interest or Investment - BEFORE Discussion on Topic

- Assist/Advise on City Transaction*

*Disclosure must occur 10 days before agreement w/ City or 10 days before receipt of compensation (whichever is
earlier).

What crimes are available?
INFORMATION: Disclose or improperly use private, controlled, or protected
information
PRIVILEGES: Use or attempt to use office for economic gain or to secure special
privileges
GIFETS: Knowingly receive, accept, take, seek, or solicit a gift of substantial value or a
substantial economic benefit tantamount to a gift.
ACCESS/ADVICE: Be paid to help someone w/ City business (w/o disclosure)

Mr. Blakesley conducted the Land Use Training. He explained the objectives include: (1)
Understand the legal framework for making land use decisions in the City, (2) Identify the
powers and duties of the City Council, Planning Commission, and Staff for making land use
decisions, (3) Know how to avoid illegal, arbitrary, or capricious decisions by establishing a
thorough record for each and every land use decision, and (4) Consider the best framework for
making, applying, and enforcing land use decisions.

"Land use regulation':
(a) Means a legislative decision enacted by ordinance, law, code, map, resolution, specification,
fee, or rule that governs the use or development of land.
(b) Includes the adoption or amendment of a zoning map or the text of the zoning code; and
(¢) Does not include:
(1) a land use decision of the legislative body acting as the land use authority, even if the
decision is expressed in a resolution or ordinance; or
(11) a temporary revision to an engineering specification that does not materially:
(A) increase a land use applicant's cost of development compared to the existing
specification; or
(B) impact a land use applicant's use of land.
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"Land use decision" means an administrative decision of a land use authority or appeal
authority regarding:

(a) a land use permit.

(b) a land use application; or

(c) the enforcement of a land use regulation, land use permit, or development agreement.

Mr. Blakesley expressed the city is a political subdivision of the Stake of Utah. All lands use
decisions in the City must comply with the Land Use Development and Management Act
(LUDMA). The City may adopt its own land use standards so long as they are consistent with
federal and state law. Mandates include: (1) Creation of a Planning Commission, (2)
Establishment of a Land Use & Appeal Authorities, and (3) Adoption of a General Plan and a
process for considering land use applications.

Legislative Body (City Council):

* Only a Legislative Body may enact a land use regulation.

» Shall adopt a land use regulation to create or amend a zoning district and designate
general uses allowed in each zoning district.

* May establish or modify other restrictions or requirements, including the configuration or
modification of uses or density, through a land use decision that applies certain criteria or
policy elements.

» Shall consider (but may adopt, reject, or revise) each proposed land use regulation that
the planning commission recommends.

* May establish a land use ordinance that includes conditional uses and provisions for
conditional uses that require compliance with standards set forth in an applicable
ordinance.

Land Use Authority (City Council, Planning Commission, or Staff):
» Shall apply the plain language of land use regulations.
* In the absence of a “plain” restriction, shall interpret and apply the land use regulation to
favor the land use application.
» Shall approve a conditional use if reasonable conditions are proposed, or can be imposed,
to mitigate the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed use in
accordance with applicable standards.

Appeal Authority:
* Hears and decides requests for variances and appeals from decisions applying the land
use ordinances/fees.
* May not entertain an appeal of a matter in which the Appeal Authority, or any
participating member, had first acted as the Land Use Authority
* May be an individual or a multi-person board, body, or panel.
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MUNICIPAL LAND USE ACTIONS
" LEGISLATIVE | ADMINISTRATIVE | QUASHUDICIAL |

CHARACTERISTICS - Promulgation of laws - Applying the law to - Defers to established
of general applicability particular individuals law and
- Based on the weighing or groups based on Legislative/Land Use
of broad, competing individual facts and Authority
policy considerations circumstances - Review limited to
- Subject to voter - Decision is bound by error, illegality, or
referendum the law and cannot be abuse of authority
based on public
opinion
RESPONSIBLE BODY City Council or City Council, Planning Appeal Authority or
General Electorate Commission, or Staff Court
EXAMPLES - Zoning Ordinances - Conditional Uses - Variance
(including a site-specific - Site Plans - Appeal
zoning ordinance) - Development - Judicial Review
- General Plan Agreements
- Rezones - Subdivisions
I - Annexation I

Mr. Blakesley relayed only a legislative body may amend the number, shape, boundaries, area,
or general uses of any zoning district; any regulation of or within the zoning district; or any other
provision of a land use regulation. A legislative body may not make any amendments to a zoning
district unless it first submits the amendment to the planning commission for the planning
commission’s recommendation. He added land use actions include an appeal or variance. A
party may not appeal for judicial review unless it has exhausted all administrative remedies. A
petition for review may come from a land use applicant or an adversely affected party. A court
shall presume that a properly enacted land use regulation is valid. A challenge will hinge on
whether the regulation is expressly preempted by, or was enacted contrary to, state or federal
law. A court shall presume that a final decision of a Land Use Authority or an Appeal Authority
is valid. It will uphold the decision unless it is found to be (a) arbitrary and capricious, or (b)
illegal. A decision is arbitrary and capricious if it is not supported by substantial evidence in the
record of the proceeding.

Mr. Blakesley noted the best practices are as follows:
* Understand the nature of the decision (administrative/legislative/quasi-judicial)
* Know your role and responsibility (legislative body/land use authority/appeal authority)
* Follow procedural requirements exactly.
* Document your decision in writing.
» State the reasons for your choices.
* For legislative decisions, consider public hearings as opportunities to learn.
* For administrative decisions, know the law and apply it exactly.
* Delegate whenever reasonable
* Ifyou are delegating authority, give clear directions.

Commissioner Davis thanked Mr. Blakesley for his presentation.
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PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS:

Commissioner Losee: asked if HB 265 is on the City staff’s radar. Mr. Cahoon reported the
City has a compatible use plan with Hill Air Force Base.

Commissioner Davis: thanked the City staff for all their hard work tonight.

Trevor Cahoon: the Code Committee needs two representatives from the Commission. It was
decided Commissioner Davis and Commissioner Losee will represent.

ADJOURN: Commissioner Losee moved to adjourn the Planning Commission meeting at
10:09 p.m. Commissioner McFadden seconded the motion. A roll call vote was taken.
Commissioners Boatright, Davis, Losee, McFadden, and Skola voted aye. The motion
carried.

APPROVED: Date
Chairperson: Jeremy Davis

Transcriber: Michelle Clark

Attest: Development Coordinator: Kimberli Guill



From: Gary Boatright Jr.

To: Trevor Cahoon; Kim Guill; Jeremy Davis; Julie Losee; Marty Mcfadden; skolachad@gmail.com
Subject: Comments Regarding Feb. 9 PC Meeting
Date: Monday, February 6, 2023 7:47:04 PM

Fellow commissioners,

I apologize for not being able to attend the PC meeting scheduled for Thursday, February 9.
This is an important meeting and I am disappointed I cannot atttnd. I have a commitment for
work that I cannot miss. Otherwise, I would be with you. I understand that since I am not at
the meeting, I really have no voice (or vote) other than that as a citizen of the community. It is
in that spirit that I share these thoughts.

Consent Items - The minutes from the last meeting state that I "thanked commissioner
Boatright for his service." This needs to be corrected to state that I thanked commissioner
Walton for his service.

Agenda Item #5 - Good luck to whomever is selected chair and vice chair. I have thoughts
about this, but since I will not be attending, it would be inappropriate for me to share. I do
believe we need to change the bylaws to have the chair and co-chair serve on the code
committee. I think it would be valuable to have some new perspectives brought to the group.

Agenda Item #6 (Crosswind Subdivision) - I don't have any major concerns with this,
though one thing did raise a question. The summary states "the developer has chosen to move
forward in different steps." Is the developer driving the process or are they following the
process established by the city? If we have a process, we need to stick with it.

Agenda Item #7 (Lofts Rezone) - This parcel of land is the most contentious piece of
property in the city. Some of the worst and most argumentative meetings I have been in are
with this developer. (It may be a good thing I am not there. I may not have a lot of nice things
to say. ) A few questions:

1. What changed? The developer pushed hard to create high density housing development
with commercials. After several long meetings they received approval, then put the
property for sale with the approvals. Now a couple of years later, with little or no
movement on the approved project, they are coming back with new plans that are more
in line with what was wanted (but they are far from perfect). What changed? Why are
they changing their plans? (Again, I like these plans better, but something causes me to
pause on this.) Something does not add up.

2. Why build this in phases? This seems like a small enough project that it should or could
be done in one or two phases, not four. If [ were in the meeting I would ask for an
explanation.

3. Does the number of units align with the conditions in the R7 zone? (I'm not a math
person.) If not, I would not recommend approval.

4. Will these be 2 or 3 stories? Not a fan of 3 stories. In the draft development agreement it
states that none should be higher than 38 feet. I would love to know what the neighbors
feel about this.

5. If this is rezoned and the developer receives all the approvals, will the developer build
this or will they sell the project to another developer? Past experience shows they would
try to sell it. I recommend making the development agreement non-transferable, if that
is possible.

6. Ilike that no more than 25% of these units can become rentals. Would love to see that
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number lowered.

Agenda Item #8 (Ordinance 2023-02) - [ am leery of overlays. I would like to ensure that
there are no loopholes in the overlay that a developer could use to develop something other
than what is intended by the code. If that can be confirmed, I would likely vote to recommend
approving this.

Agenda Item #9 (Training) - [ will be surprised if you have time for this. I recommend this
be moved to the March meeting.

I am sorry I will not be with you and I hope the meeting will not go long.

Gary Boatright



From: Natalie Browning

To: Public Comment
Subject: 2700 E Lofts
Date: Thursday, February 9, 2023 4:06:14 PM

South Weber CC and PC,

| am writing you as | am concerned about the Lofts rezone request. This has been a problematic
development from the beginning. At this time the density does not match the requested zone, and our
current code doesn't support what is being requested. Another concern | have is the safety issues from
this proposal in regard to the two entrance/exits. This is a busy road already, and with the slope road it
has the potential to impact sight lines based on the proposed building placement and height. This
proposed development is on a very small piece of property. Is there enough space in this plan to allow
cars to stop behind sidewalks before exiting out onto 2700 E? With a development of this size and the
flow of traffic on 2700 this may be a big problem. The height of the building is also very worrisome. As |
look around at what is happening along the Wasatch Front we are being overrun with these monstrous
developments. My hope is that this development will not look out of character and become an eyesore in
this beautiful neighborhood. From my understanding with the last general plan which was completed
twice with input from many citizens, R7 was the highest density that is allowed in our city. The 11 units
per acre seems extreme and very out of character for South Weber. The last city plan was also greatly
against HDH which he is asking for in his his proposed development agreement to increase the density.

Your decisions in this proposed development will impact this area for our lifetimes Your thoughtful
appreciation about this critical development and the impact it has on our citizens is tremendous.

Thanks for all of your hard work and thoughtful consideration,

Natalie Browning
South Weber Resident
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Comments to South Weber City Planning Commission
for 09Feb23 Meeting
by Paul A. Sturm

Public Comments and Questions for Agenda Item #7 -Packet Pages 31-70 of91

-

7. Public Hearing and Action on: Preliminary Plan (35 lot Townhouse Plat), Rezone (from C-O to
R-7), & Development Agreement for Deer Run Townhomes Parcel# 13-364-0001 2.914 acres
located at 7897 S 2700 E by applicant: Joseph Cook of Deer Run Investments LLC.

A) Please See Packet Page 31-35 of 91 - Planning Memorandum

The current zoning for this project is Commercial-Overlay (C-0). The development agreement
illustrates the need for the Applicant to rezone the property to Residential Multi-Family Seven
(R-7). They have submitted an application for this rezone in conjunction with the project.

1) How can South Weber take an action on a Preliminary Plan when there is no current zone
that would permit 35 Townhomes on 2.914 acres? Please Explain.

2) The new R-5-SG zone being proposed is planned to replace R-7 that only permits a
maximum of 8 units per acre, (ORD 2023-02,) with an outstanding design concept. This is
based on an R-5 with a maximum of 60% bonus density. That would equate to a total of 24
units on this parcel. | do not see anything in the design proposed that rises to an
"outstanding" level. Please Explain 35.

B) Please See Packet Pages 36 to 37 of 91 - Engineering Review #1

There are many unanswered questions posed in this engineering review that should be
addressed before a preliminary approval is made. As pointed out by the engineering reviewer,
the phases proposed appear to be out of sequence for the needed infrastructure
development. The City does not want to be put in the position to preliminarily approve a
design that, in the future, may be untenable with the next phases, and thus potentially force
the City to further accept/permit amending the design, possibly to the City's detriment.

C) Please See Packet Pages 38 to 56 of 91 - Project Preliminary Design
A few of my many concerns with the Deer Hill Drive roadway between Phases 1 & 2 are:

1) The road appears to be quite steep with a rise of approximately 20-25 feet over a run of
133 feet. | have a concern about the ability to egress up the road after a snowstorm.

2) Atthe top of the road is a sidewalk that is traversed by many children and others on a daily
basis. | recommend that a 25 foot flat pad be installed prior to the sidewalk for both site
distance issues and the ability to stop prior to the sidewalk, especially in inclement weather.





