
 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
City of Holladay 
October 24, 2023 
City Council Chambers – 4580 S. 2300 E. Holladay 
 
 
 
This public meeting will be held in-person and also transmitted via live video stream on the City of Holladay webpage. 
Participation in a public hearing portion of this meeting can be accomplished in either of the following ways: 
 

•  During the meeting: address your comments to the Commission when the item is called 
• Email: comments must be received by 5:00 pm on 10/23/2023 to the Community and Economic Development 

Department; cmarsh@cityofholladay.com. Emailed comments will be read by the Commission Chair. 
 
 
MEETING AGENDA 

 
5:30 PM WORK SESSION – The Commission may discuss any or all agenda items. No decisions or voting to occur.  
 
6:00 PM   CONVENE REGULAR MEETING – Public Welcome & Chair Opening Statement 
 
   

PUBLIC HEARING 
 

1. Conditional Use Permit – Ottley Massage and Counseling Home Occupation – 2765 E Melony Dr (R-1-8)  
 Review and consideration of a request by Applicant, Allison Ottley, for a Conditional Use Permit for a Home 

Occupation, providing massage and counseling services. Item reviewed as an administrative application as per 
provisions stated in Holladay Ordinance §13.08.040  

   File #23-2-11 
 
2. Conditional Use Permit – Calder Guesthouse Footprint Size – 6532 S 2710 E (R-1-43)  
 Review and consideration of a request by Applicant, Allison and Curtis Calder, for a Conditional Permit allowing 

construction of a detached guesthouse with a footprint size larger than permitted. Item reviewed as an administrative 
application as per provisions stated in Holladay Ordinance §13.14.030 & 13.08.040 13.14.030 & 13.08.040   

   File #23-2-12 
 
3. “Holladay Heights (final name pending)” Residential Subdivision – Concept Plan – 4390 Westmoor (R-1-10)  
 Conceptual review and consideration of a residential site plan proposed by Applicant, Benjamin Wheat to subdivide 

2.88 acres of land to accommodate 10 units/lots within the R-1-10 Zone. Item reviewed as an Administrative action 
for permitted uses in accordance to zone and subdivision standards required by Holladay Ord §13.10 

    File #23-1-11 
 
ACTION ITEMS 

 
4. “Country Pine View” Subdivision and PUD – Preliminary & Final Plan/Plat and CUP - 2761 E 4510 S (R-1-8) 
 Preliminary and Final level review and consideration of development details by Applicant, Grant Harrison of a .89-

acre subdivision and Planned Unit Development is conducted according to 1) Conceptual approval granted 
according to zone compliance on 08/1/2023 , 2) residential subdivision development standards according to 
Holladay Ord. §13.10, and 3) Conditional Use: Planned Unit Development according to Holladay Ord. §13.78   
  File #23-1-03 

 
5. “The Fox Market” Holladay Village - Architectural Design – 4708 S Holladay Blvd (HV ZONE) 
 Review and consideration of an architectural update proposal by Applicant, The Fox Group. Item reviewed as an 

administrative action of a permitted land use in the HV zone. Review to include architectural design details and 
features as per procedures and development standards of the Holladay Village zone §13.71,§13.08.010D  
   File #23-9-02 

 
 

https://cityofholladay.com/government/elected-officials/meetings-and-agendas/
mailto:cmarsh@cityofholladay.com


6. Approval of Minutes – 09/05/2023, 09/19/2023 
 

ADJOURN 
 

 
 

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING 
 
I, Stephanie N. Carlson, the City Recorder of the City of Holladay, certify that the above agenda notice was posted on the City of 
Holladay bulletin board, the City website www.cityofholladay.com, the Utah Public Notice website www.utah.gov/pmn, and was 
emailed to the Salt Lake Tribune and Desert News and others who have indicated interest. 
 
DATE POSTED:  [DAY, MONTH DATE, 2022 @ TIME AM/PM] 

Stephanie N. Carlson MMC, City Recorder 
City of Holladay 

Reasonable accommodations for individuals with disabilities or those in need of language interpretation service can be provided upon 
request.  For assistance, please call the City Recorder’s office at 272-9450 at least three days in advance.  TTY/TDD number is 
(801)270-2425 or call Relay Utah at #7-1-1 

 
 

 
 
 

http://www.cityofholladay.com/
http://www.utah.gov/pmn


The Chair shall call the meeting to order at the appropriate time, greet the people, and read the 
following statement:  
 

• The City of Holladay Planning Commission is a volunteer citizen board whose 
function is to review land use plans and other special studies, make 
recommendations to the City Council on proposed zoning map  and ordinance 
changes, and approve conditional uses and subdivisions. 

 
• The Planning Commission does not initiate land use applications; rather acts on 

applications as they are submitted. Commissioners do not meet with applicants 
except at publicly noticed meetings. 

 
• Commissioners attempt to visit each property on the agenda, where the location, 

the nature of the neighborhood, existing structures and uses related to the 
proposed change are noted. 

 
• Decisions are based on observations, recommendations from the professional 

planning staff, the City’s General Plan, zoning ordinance and other reports, by all 
verbal and written comments, and by evidence submitted, all of which are part of 
the public record. 

 
• Meeting procedure can be found on the back of the agenda. 

 
 



 

Rules of the City of Holladay Planning Commission for Public Hearings 
 

 

 

The Planning Commission Chair or Vice Chair is the Presiding Officer and will conduct 

the hearing. 

 

1. Introduction.  The Presiding Officer informs those attending of the procedure 

and order of business for the hearing. 

2. Staff Presentation. City Staff briefly introduces the request that prompted the 

public hearing.  The presentation shall not last more than five minutes. 

3. Sponsor Presentation.  If desired, the applicant or his/her representative may 

also make a presentation.  The presentation shall not last more than fifteen 

minutes. 

4. Public Comment.  The Presiding Officer asks for public comment on the 

matter before the Commission.  Comments are limited to three minutes and 

speakers are allowed to speak only once. Speakers are requested to: 

(a)   Complete the Citizen Comment Form 

(b)   Wait until recognized before speaking 

(c)   Come to the microphone and state their name and address for the record 

(d)   Be brief and to the point 

(e)   Not restate points made by other speakers 

(f)   Address questions through the Presiding Officer 

(g)   Confine remarks to the topic 

(h)   Avoid personalities 

 

After each citizen has spoken, Commission members may ask questions of  

the participant before the Presiding Officer resumes or closes the hearing. 

 

5. Applicant Summation/Response.  Following citizen comment and questions 

by the Commission, the applicant shall be given an opportunity to give up to 

fifteen minutes summation and/or response prior to closing of the public 

hearing.        

6. Closing the Hearing. If there is no further public comment, questions by 

Commission members, or final response by the applicant, the Presiding 

Officer shall conclude the hearing at least ten minutes in advance of a 

subsequently scheduled public hearing.  The Commission may vote to extend 

the public hearing past the starting time of a subsequent public hearing. 

7. Consideration of Item.  At the close of the public hearing, the Commission 

shall consider the item, discuss its merits and vote on the matter or vote to 

continue it at a future meeting. 

 



23-2-11 OTTLEY HOME OCCUPATON CUP

2765 E Melony Administrative:

22-02-104-038
BEG N 87^20' E 371.91 FT & N 1684.32 FT FR SW COR OF NW
1/4 SEC 2, T 2S, R 1E, SLM; N 87^20' E 113.025 FT; S 96.5 FT; S
87^20' W 113.03 FT; N 96.5 FT TO BEG. ALSO BEG 50.06 FT N
FRNE COR LOT 6, BEVWOOD ACRES #2 SUB; N 1.38 FT; S
87^ 20' W 113.02 FT; S 1.39 FT; N 87^20' E 113.02 FT TO BEG.
0.253 AC M OR L. 6967-1563 8469-2440 9208-6136 9262-0724
9797-8406 09998-6123

Public hearing required. PC shall make a motion of either,
denial, approval or to continue. All motions require findings
which support the decision. As directed by ordinance,
applications shall be approved if the Land Use Authority
finds Substantial Evidence of compliance with applicable
requirements. Holladay Ord. 13.06.050.B2 and 13.08

Allison Ottley

Sarah Helen Thomas, Trustee of The Thomas Fa

R-1-8

Low Density Residential-Stable (LDR-S)

District #4

Mailed 10/13/2023

Conditional Use Permit

13.08.040 Conditional Use Permit Approval
Standards
13.76.730 Home Occupation

Zone map
Staff Report
Applicant Narrative
Applicant supporting documents

Carrie Marsh, City Planner



        CITY OF HOLLADAY 
Planning Commission 

October 24th, 2023 
Item #1 

 
Request:   CONDITIONAL USE – HOME OCCUPATION 
Project   Allison Ottley – Massage, Counseling, and Voice Lesson Services 
Address:  2765 E Melony Way 
Zone:  R-1-8 
Applicant: Allison Ottley   
File No:   23-2-11 
Notice:   Mailed to properties within 500’ on 10/13/2023.  
Planner:   Carrie Marsh   
 
  
GOVERNING POLICIES/ORDINANCES: 13.03.020 CONDITIONAL USE SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 

13.08.040 CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT REVIEW/APPROVAL STANDARDS 
13.76.730 HOME OCCUPATION (REGULATIONS) 

     13.100  LAND USE TABLE (ALLOWED AS CONDITIONAL) 
     05.54.010 HOME OCCUPATION (BUSINESS LICENSE) 
   
PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION TYPE: Administrative 
Public hearing required. PC shall make a motion of either, denial, approval or to continue. All motions require 
findings which support the decision. As directed by ordinance, Home Occupation applications shall be approved 
if the Land Use Authority can apply conditions (if any) which mitigate possible adverse effects of the proposed 
use. Holladay Ord. 13.08.040F 
 
EXCECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The City of Holladay conditionally allows the use of an individual’s dwelling for business purposes when the 
business use is incidental and secondary to the use of the dwelling for dwelling purposes.  
Ms. Ottley is seeking a Conditional Use Permit to conduct business which involves customers coming to the 
dwelling for massage, counseling, and vocal lesson services, all by appointment.  
 
APPLICANT / PROPERTY SUMMARY 
Applicant Allison Ottley co-owns property at 2765 E Melony Way, in a single-family residential zone (R-1-8). 
Ms. Ottley is requesting approval to license their home-based business consisting of massage, counseling, and 
voice lesson services. She intends to see clients with the following schedule: 

• Monday within the hours of 9 am and 4 pm, 
• Tuesday within the hours of 9 am and 2 pm,  
• Wednesday within the hours of 1:30 pm and 7 pm,  
• Thursday within the hours of 11:30 and 7 pm,  
• and Sunday within the hours 1:30 pm and 7 pm.  

 
These are general days and hours in which clients could make appointments. Services will be provided in the 
basement accessory dwelling unit of the home with only one client being seen at a time. Clients will park on the 
west side of the driveway closest to the separate entrance on the west side of the home.  
 
TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE ASSESMENT  
The TRC has reviewed the application in accordance with regulating section 13.08.040 (Conditional Use Permit 
Review/Approval Standards) and 13.76.730 (Home Occupation) of the ordinance and found that the application 
has met the required provisions.  
 
TRC RECOMMENDATIONS  
The TRC recommends the commission consider the applicant’s oral presentation as well as any public comments 
(written or oral) as part of the required public hearing while considering this conditional use permit request.  



Staff recommends approval of this item with the following suggested findings and conditions. Additional 
considerations or conditions, if any, should be applied carefully and reasonably as per 13.08.040.F 
 
Findings: 

1. Land use and home occupation requirements as proposed are in compliance with existing city 
ordinances 

2. The conditional use as proposed meets approval standards as outlined in Chapter 13.08.040 
 
Conditions:  

1. Off street parking areas shall be maintained as available during business hours – no street parking 
allowed. 

2. Obtain a Holladay business license   
3. Hours of operation limited to those detailed by the applicant  
4. Conditions or complaints found to be in violation of set standards will require re-review by the 

planning commission or possible revocation of this permit as determined by the Community 
Development Director 

. 
 
SUGGESTED MOTION FORMAT:  
 
“I motion the Holladay Planning Commission move to ___________ (APPROVE, DENY, CONTINUE) the 
application for a Home Occupation for “Allison Ottley Massage and Counseling Services“, located at 2765 E. 
Melony Way based upon the findings that the application _________(see above for staff suggested findings). 
This motion is subject to the following conditions_____________ (see above for staff suggested conditions).”  
 
 



 

 

 

 

 

NOTICE OF A PUBLIC HEARING 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT – Home Occupation 

 
Date:  Tuesday, October 24th, 2023 
Time:  As close to 6:00 pm as possible 
Location:  City Hall – City Council Chambers   
Hearing Body:  Planning Commission 

 
Notice is hereby given that the City of Holladay Planning Commission will 
review and consider a proposal by Allison Ottley for a Conditional Use 
Permit allowing a home occupation at her property located at 2765 E 
Melony Dr. in the R-1-8 zone. Proposal is in accordance with provisions in 
Holladay City Code Section 13.76.730.  
 
**No zone or ordinance change is proposed in conjunction with the/this application. ** 
 

Please submit comments via email by 5:00 pm 10/23/2023 to Carrie Marsh, 
cmarsh@cityofholladay.com; City Planner. Emailed comments received by the 
designated times will be forwarded to the Commission prior to the meeting. 

Additional information regarding this item & instructions how to view this 
meeting remotely can be found on the City’s website and on the posted 
agenda, prior to the meeting.  Interested parties are encouraged to watch the 
video stream of the meeting on the City of Holladay webpage. 

 

ATTENTION:     This notice was mailed on 04/21/2023 by order of the Community and Economic Development Director, 
Jonathan Teerlink, to all residents within 500 feet from the subject property. If you are not the owner of your residence, 
please notify the owner regarding this matter.  Thank you. 

NOTICE OF A PUBLIC HEARING 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT – Home Occupation 

 
Date:  Tuesday, October 24th, 2023 
Time:  As close to 6:00 pm as possible 
Location:  City Hall – City Council Chambers   
Hearing Body:  Planning Commission 
 

Notice is hereby given that the City of Holladay Planning Commission will 
review and consider a proposal by Allison Ottley for a Conditional Use 
Permit allowing a home occupation at her property located at 2765 E 
Melony Dr. in the R-1-8 zone. Proposal is in accordance with provisions in 
Holladay City Code Section 13.76.730.  
 
**No zone or ordinance change is proposed in conjunction with the/this 
application. ** 
 
Please submit comments via email by 5:00 pm 10/23/2023 to Carrie Marsh, 
cmarsh@cityofholladay.com; City Planner. Emailed comments received by 
the designated times will be forwarded to the Commission prior to the 
meeting. 

Additional information regarding this item & instructions how to view this 
meeting remotely can be found on the City’s website and on the posted 
agenda, prior to the meeting.  Interested parties are encouraged to watch 
the video stream of the meeting on the City of Holladay webpage. 

 ATTENTION:     This notice was mailed on 04/21/2023 by order of the Community and Economic Development Director, 
Jonathan Teerlink, to all residents within 500 feet from the subject property. If you are not the owner of your residence, 
please notify the owner regarding this matter.  Thank you. 
 

mailto:cmarsh@cityofholladay.com
mailto:cmarsh@cityofholladay.com












Planning Commission 
Community Development 
Department City of Holladay
801.527.3890

1 

FILE#
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APPLICANT/REPRESENTATIVE: 

PROPERTY OWNER: 
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REQUEST: 

APPLICABLE REGULATIONS: 
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STAFF: 

Notes: 

SITE VICINITY MAP

DECISION TYPE: 

GENERAL PLAN DISTRICT: 

PUBLIC NOTICE DETAILS: 

CITY COUNCIL DISTRICT: 



        CITY OF HOLLADAY 
Planning Commission 

October 24, 2023 
Item #2 

 
Request:   Conditional Use, Size Permit; Guesthouse Footprint Size  
Applicant: Allison and Curtis Calder 
Address: 6235 S 2710 E, Holladay Utah 
Zone:  R-1-43 zone 
File No:    23-2-12 
Planner:   Carrie Marsh 
  
GOVERNING POLICIES/ORDINANCES:  13.08.040 Conditional Uses 

13.14.030 Accessory Use(s) Regulations, Guesthouse 
13.77.080 Tree Canopy Sustainability 

         
REQUIRED PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION: Administrative 
Planning Commission Action Required (Approve, Approve with Conditions, Table/Postpone, or Deny)  
 
 
SUMMARY 
Applicants Allison and Curtis Calder are requesting Planning Commission approval to be allowed to construct a 
guesthouse that exceeds the maximum allowed footprint size of 2,000 square feet on properties larger than 1 acre. The 
property is 1.62 acres and the proposed guesthouse footprint size is 4,450 square feet.  The applicant is proposing to 
build the guesthouse on the north side of the property in accordance with the buildable area identified on the amended 
Planned Unit Development plat that was approved by the Planning Commission on October 10, 2023. The proposed height 
of the structure is to comply with height regulations of 20’ for accessory buildings and will be subject to graduated height 
requirements upon submission of a building permit. Accessory structures can be higher than 20’ if they are within the 
setbacks required for a main building. The conditional use permit is just for the overall footprint of the building. Building 
height would be regulated upon submission of a building permit.  
 
Chapter 13.14.03 F.2 of the City of Holladay zoning code states that total footprint allowable for a permitted guesthouse on 
lots greater than 43,560 square feet is 2,000 square feet. 13.14.03 G.2 allows for a conditional use permit for a guesthouse 
with a footprint greater than 2,000 square feet.  
 
In Utah, Conditional Use applications are presently viewed through a favorable lens such that they are essentially 
considered as an allowed use to which varying Conditions of Approval intended to mitigate aspects of their nature or 
operation can be applied, as deemed necessary and reasonable.   
Section 13.08.040.F. affirms that, “A conditional use shall be approved if reasonable conditions are proposed by the 
applicant, or can be imposed by the land use authority, to mitigate the potential determinantal effects of the proposed 
use…”.   
 §13.08.040.F.1 states that “a conditional use shall: 

a.   Be consistent with policies set forth in the city's general plan applicable to the site where the conditional use will be 
located. 
b.   Be allowed by the zone regulations where the conditional use will be located. 
c.   Be compatible with the character of the site, adjacent properties and uses, and existing development within the vicinity of 
the site where the use will be located. 
d.   Provide vehicular access to the site without materially degrading the existing level of service of the abutting streets. 
e.   Locate all driveways oriented to direct traffic to streets, major or local, without impacting the safety, purpose, and 
character of these streets. 
f.   Locate on-site parking areas and structures, particularly those locations likely to encourage street side parking for the 
proposed use, in areas of the site that will not adversely impact the reasonable use of adjacent properties. 
g.   Accommodate peak traffic to the site without impairing the use and enjoyment of adjacent properties. 
h.   Provide an internal circulation system designed to mitigate adverse impacts on adjacent property from motorized, 
nonmotorized, and pedestrian traffic. 
i.   Restrict hours of operation of the proposed conditional use in relation to the hours of activity or operation of other 
nearby uses to mitigate noise, light, odor, or other nuisances that unreasonably impair the use and enjoyment of adjacent 
properties. 



j.   Demonstrate existing or proposed utility and public services will be adequate to support the proposed use at normal 
service levels and is designed in a manner to avoid adverse impacts on adjacent land uses, public services, and utility 
resources. 
k.   Install appropriate buffering, such as landscaping, setbacks, and building location, to protect adjacent land uses from 
light, noise, and visual impacts resulting from the proposed use. (Ord. 2015-02, 2-5-2015; amd. Ord. 2016-04, 4-14-2016)” 
 

Additionally, §13.08.04.F.2 states that a conditional use shall not: 
 

         a.   Contribute to a detrimental concentration of existing nonconforming or conditional uses substantially similar to 
the use proposed within one-fourth (1/4) mile of the exterior boundary of the subject property; 
         b.   Result in loss of privacy, objectionable views of large parking or storage areas; or views or sounds of loading and 
unloading areas; and 
         c.   Encroach on or cause erosion of the bank of a river or stream, or direct runoff into a river or stream without 
approval by the appropriate stormwater authority. 

 
As over-sized accessory structures (whether singularly or collectively) proposed on properties in Holladay are reviewed in 
context of Conditional Use Standards (see H.C.C. § 13.08.040.F), any denial requires specific reasons to withstand court 
scrutiny.  
 
While an HOA exists within this development with specific regulations in the CC&Rs, building rights within the R-1-43 
zone allow for accessory structures to be built on the property, including guesthouses for which a conditional use permit is 
required due to building footprint. It is the property owners’ responsibility to abide by CC&Rs that may have various 
restrictions, but CC&Rs cannot limit a property owner’s building rights allowed by the City. 
 
 
TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE ABBREVIATED ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
The Technical Review Committee (TRC) finds that the application for a Conditional Use Permit allowing a footprint size 
increase to be substantially complete, with the applicant making some required corrections as noted.  
 
The applicant received TRC comments on October 17th and is in the process of making the required corrections. A 
Landscaping and Tree Sustainability plan showing tree removal and replacement will be amended to the record upon 
submission on Monday October 23rd, 2023. Stormwater plans and utility availability letters can be addressed through the 
building permit process. 
 
The Planning Commission may engage with the applicant as to the current status of addressing comments by the TRC and 
may impose conditions that include specific requirements should they make a motion to approve the conditional use 
permit.   
 
The TRC recommends the PC to hold the required public hearing (as required 13.08.040).  A neighborhood meeting is not 
required for this type of application. Public comments offered during the hearing should be considered within the context 
of the approval standards mentioned above and may be used to form possible discussion points for generation of additional 
findings and/or conditions.  Additional considerations or conditions, if any, should be applied carefully and reasonably as 
per 13.08.040.F.  The Holladay TRC has provided their suggesting findings and conditions to consider….    
 
Findings: 

1. The desired structure meets the conditions included in 13.08.040 
2. The proposed guesthouse location is within the buildable area identified by the amended PUD plat.  
3. The proposed building will meet standards and regulations for use as an external dwelling unit. 

 
Suggested Conditions of Approval: 

1. The property owner is to provide a tree removal and replacement plan as required 
2. The Owner/Applicant shall obtain a building permit* for the proposed guesthouse 
3. The Owner/Applicant will comply with all engineering, landscaping, and utility availability letters submission 

requirements before the issuance of a building permit. 
4. <Any other conditions as may be imposed by the Commission to promote the general health, safety and welfare 

of the neighborhood surrounding the Property> 



 
* If the Commission approves the conditional use for the accessory building, Staff will review the same during the building 
permit and plan review process to ensure that plans for the structure comply with all regulations within City of Holladay 
Code (e.g., setbacks, height standards, graduated height, landscaping, lot coverage, etc.) that appertain to the project. 
 
EXAMPLE MOTION:  
 
“I __ move that the Holladay Planning Commission (approve / deny) the application for a detached guesthouse sized at 4,450 sq. ft 
located at 6235 South 2710 East, based upon findings……..  <and any other Commission stated findings>, contingent on Applicant’s 
compliance with the following condition(s)… (see above for Staff suggested conditions) …  
 













Curtis & Allison Calder

6235 S 2710 E

Holladay, UT 84121


October 11, 2023


To the Planning Commission of the City of Holladay:


Regarding the application for a conditional use permit for the property at 6235 S 2710 E 
within The Woods P.U.D.


We are seeking approval for an ADU with a footprint larger than the 2000 sq. ft. currently 
allowed in our R-43 zone. The living quarters will be approximately 1,764 sq. ft. and the 
total footprint 4,450 sq. ft. 


Location: Our property is bisected by the old Tanner Ditch and there is a large easement 
prohibiting construction. The proposed ADU would be in the approved building 
envelope for an accessory building on the north side of the easement. 


Size: We have several recreational vehicles, including a large motorhome, off-road 
vehicles, trailers, etc. for our family of 8. We would like to preserve the appearance of 
our neighborhood while also protecting our items by storing them in a garage.


Set back: the required setback for accessory buildings is 13ft. The proposed structure 
has a setback of >50 ft to the north, 13 ft to the east, and greater than 13 feet to any 
point of the road, which curves.


Parking & Traffic: Sufficient parking is provided for the ADU. The driveway will not 
impact the safety or access to abutting street.


Trees: The proposed ADU would necessitate the removal of some trees for the driveway 
and building. These trees will be replaced with varieties that will grow to contribute to 
the conservation of the canopy. Our building plan includes planting more trees than will 
be removed. Trees to remove: 2 evergreen (we hope to relocate if possible), 1 long-
needle pine, 2 box elder, 1 cottonwood (it is shedding large branches in windstorms and 
has become a safety hazard), 3 unknown native trees (we call them “cherry-plum trees”) 
and 1 oak tree. The additional and existing trees will also provide camouflage for the 
ADU from road view.


Sincerely,


Curtis Calder
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Public Comments



 

20 October 2023 

 

Planning Commission 
Community and Economic Development Department 
City of Holladay 
4580  South  2300 East 
Holladay, UT  84117 

Aten�on:  Holladay City Planning Commission 

Dear Mr. Chairman and the City of Holladay Planning Commission Board Members: 

I am wri�ng to you as President of The Woods HOA and represen�ng the members/residents. Please 
note that all residents of THE WOODS HOA, except the pe��oner, oppose the proposal as presented This 
leter is in response to the applica�on made by Cur�s Calder to allow for the construc�on of an 
accessory building that exceeds the permited footprint size on Lot #1 of the Woods PUD, located at 
6325 South  2710 East in the R-1-43 zone. 

To summarize first, The Woods Homeowners Associa�on is against the proposal made by the Calders 
to adjust and modify the accessory building footprint size of Lot #1 in The Woods HOA. The proposal 
may be “in accordance with provisions in Holladay City Code Sec�on 13.14.030”, but the approval of this 
proposal is seen as disrup�ve variance to the general ambience of The Woods. We look to the Planning 
Commission to reject this proposal.  

We are overwhelmingly against this change to the building pad area as it will be detrimental to 
ambience and aesthe�cs of our small neighborhood. The loca�on and the scale of the construc�on 
(>4200 sq �.) that the Calders propose to build at the entry gate to the HOA is such that it cannot be 
blended or camouflaged to be compa�ble with its overall surroundings.  

In addi�on, the Board of Directors and other residents of The Woods cannot support the construc�on of 
any edifice in our neighborhood for which we have not had the opportunity to review the building plans. 
All that we have seen are ar�st’s renderings of poten�al buildings and their placement on Lot #1. We 
con�nue to request copies of their building plans and have not received them to date. 

At a minimum we ask that the Planning Commission delay any decision to address the Calder proposal 
un�l such �me as The Woods HOA Board has been given the opportunity to review their construc�on 
plans.  



As a poten�al compromise, we also request in your decision-making, if this proposal is approved, that 
the placement and footprint of any accessory building that may be constructed in this enlarged 
construc�on footprint on Lot #1 must have a green space area that provides at least 25 linear feet 
between the street (2710 East) and its closest point to the accessory building, not including any driveway 
areas, so that sufficiently mature trees and bushes may be placed at the �me of construc�on  to 
modestly conceal this huge building (> 4,200 sq. �) from the street as best as possible.  

It may be argued that a large accessory building was allowed for Lot #4 of The Woods HOA, so why not 
Lot #1? However, the comparison is invalid. Lot #4 is not located at the gated entry to the HOA but is in 
the most remote area of the neighborhood.  On Lot #4, the accessory building is embedded or dug back 
into the hillside to diminish its apparent dimensions and is essen�ally not visible outside the property. 
Lot #1 is a flat, open lot of 1.75 acres with sufficient area for construc�on for placing a building despite 
the easements on the property. Lot #4 is a 1.0 acre property in which 50% of the land is challenged for 
construc�on by a steep hill on the back half of the lot, hence the need to excavate space for the 
accessory building and also aiding in concealing it full dimension. 

I will reiterate here that the Calders were admonished more than 15 months ago that the HOA would not 
favor their construc�on plans because they did not fit the design criteria and character of the HOA. We 
asked the Calders to modify the plan to fit the character of the neighborhood. It is apparent that they 
choose not to consider the input of the other members of the HOA. Similarly, the general contractor, 
Kodiak Construc�on and Steve Luczak, have been told on a number of occasions that the HOA is 
adamantly against construc�on plan as we knew it and asked that he might help to temper the Calder’s 
plan so as to be more collabora�ve with the neighborhood. 

In the future, we also request that the Holladay City Planning Commission reject any architectural plan 
for construc�on in The Woods HOA that is not consistent with a true “cotage style” of home 
construc�on on this property. 

 

Thank you very much for hearing our objec�on. 

 

Respec�ully submited, 

 

Robert Schafer, President 
The Woods Homeowners Associa�on 

 

 



23-1-11 "HOLLADAY HEIGHTS" - SUBDIVSION

4930 South Westmoor Road Administrative:

22-09-182-011
BEG AT NW COR OF LOT 22, COTTONWOOD MEADOWS
PLAT A; N 0^30' E 277.26 FT; N 25 FT; S 89^47' E 414.58 FT; S
300.68 FT; W 417 FT TO BEG 2.88 AC

Public hearing required. PC shall make a motion of either,
denial, approval or to continue. All motions require findings
which support the decision. As directed by ordinance,
applications shall be approved if the Land Use Authority
finds Substantial Evidence of compliance with applicable
requirements. Holladay Ord. 13.06.050.B2 and 13.08

Silicon Slopes Commercial Construction LLC

Richard and Vicki Greenwood

R-1-10

Low Density Residential-Stable (LDR-S)

District #3

Mailed 10/13

Subdivsion

13.08
13.10

Zone map
Staff Report
Applicant Narrative
Applicant supporting doc.

Carrie Marsh, City Planner
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        CITY OF HOLLADAY 
Planning Commission 

October 24th 2023 
Item #3 

Request:  RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION – CONCEPT PLAN REVIEW 
Project:  “Holladay Heights” Subdivision (name to be changed) 
Address:  4930 S Westmoor, Holladay Utah  
Applicant:  Benjamin Wheat 
File No:  23-1-11 
Notice:  Mailed – October 13, 2023 
Planner:   Carrie Marsh  
  
GOVERNING ORDINANCES:  13.08.10C  CONCEPTUAL PLAN APPROVAL STANDARDS 
     13.10.050A CONCEPTUAL SUBMISSION REQUIRMENTS  
     13.10.080  SUBDIVISION APPROVAL STANDARDS 
      
REQUIRED PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION: Administrative 
Public hearing required. PC shall make a motion of either, denial, approval or to continue. All motions require findings which 
support the decision. As directed by ordinance, applications shall be approved if the Land Use Authority finds Substantial 
Evidence of compliance with applicable requirements. Holladay Ord. 13.06.050.B2 and 13.08 
 
Creation of a subdivision plat requires review and approval by the Land Use Authority (Planning Commission) in a three-step 
process; Concept, Preliminary and Final plat. Decisions must be made during public meeting. The notice for the required 
public hearing of this first step has been mailed to all properties within 500’ of the subject parcels. 
 
SUMMARY 
Applicant, Benjamin Wheat has been working with the TRC on a plan to split an existing 2.88 acre (125,453  sq. ft) lot according 
to R-1-10 zone lot creation standards regulations. The subdivision will facilitate the creation of ten single family lots, extending 
the public street, Delaware Dr. into the subdivision. All lots would meet the minimum required 10,000 square feet in the R-1-
10 zone, with some lots exceeding the required minimum within the zone.    
 
Proposal is for land use entitlements only, no development or construction permitting is requested. Each lot shall submit for 
individual development permits as per Holladay Ord § 13.08.100 
 
 
TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTE ANALYSIS  
CONCEPT LEVEL ANALYSIS: 
In accordance with Holladay Ord 13.08.010, upon receipt of a complete concept subdivision application, Staff has distributed 
the application to and has subsequently received recommendation(s) from the Technical Review Committee. Review of 
submitted elements are compared against the administrative checklist of required submittals 13.10.050A. The following is 
provided to the Planning Commission as a summary of joint recommendation of conceptual subdivision approval from the 
TRC:  
 
Zoning, City Planner: 

• Min 10,000 square feet 
• Min 80-foot lot width, measured at the property line 
• Utility connection letters; water, gas, sewer and power are in progress and can be deferred to preliminary approval 
• Public street extension requires acceptance by City Council 

 
United Fire Authority (UFA), Area Fire Marshal: 

• Public street extension is properly sized for Fire and emergency access 
 
Engineering, City Engineer: 

• Street, sidewalk, stormwater management design, and other engineering details to be addressed at preliminary level 
 

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/holladayut/latest/holladay_ut/0-0-0-7894
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/holladayut/latest/holladay_ut/0-0-0-8113
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/holladayut/latest/holladay_ut/0-0-0-9068
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/holladayut/latest/holladay_ut/0-0-0-8328
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/holladayut/latest/holladay_ut/0-0-0-8587
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Building Code, City Building Official  
• Details of individual structures to be submitted with individual building permits.  

 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
The TRC recommends that the commission hold the required public hearing and consider comments presented. Staff has found 
that all required concept elements of a residential subdivision proposal have been reviewed and accepted by the TRC and have 
been determined to be complete as per the City’s submission requirements. As no development is proposed at this time (only 
entitlements), preliminary construction submittals have been waived as unnecessary – these details will be submitted upon 
application for a single-family home on each individual lot created. The TRC can therefore recommend the commission approve 
the CONCEPTUAL SUBDIVISION PLAN.  
 
STAFF FINDINGS: 

1. The requirements for conceptual subdivision have been substantially completed. 
2. Each of the lots comply with the minimum width and area for single-family home development in the R-1-10 zone. 
3. The development complies with the General Plan 
4. Fire access meets standards required by UFA 

 
STAFF REQUIREMENTS 

• Submit the required area and use table per the Concept Plan checklist. 
• Obtain and submit all utility connection letters prior to Final plat submittal to the TRC 
• Propose a new name for the subdivision as Holladay Heights is already in use 

 
SUGGESTED MOTIONS 
 
“I ____ Motion to (approve / continue for further discussion) the CONCEPTUAL PLAN application by Benjamin Wheat for  
a 10-unit residential subdivision, located at 4930 S. Westmoor in the R-1-10 zone, based upon the findings…     and subject 
to the following requirements … “.  



 

 

 

NOTICE OF A PUBLIC HEARING 
Residential Subdivision – “Holladay Heights”  

(subdivision name to change) 
 

Date:  Tuesday, October 24th, 2023   
Time:  As close to 6:00 pm as possible 
Location:  City Hall – City Council Chambers   
Hearing Body:  Planning Commission 
 
Notice is hereby given that the City of Holladay Planning Commission will 
conduct a public hearing during review and consideration of a new 
subdivision plat proposed by the applicant, Benjamin Wheat, to subdivide 
2.88 acres of land, located at 4930 S Westmoor Rd, within the R-1-10 zone, 
into up to 10 parcels. This application will be reviewed by the Planning 
Commission for compliance with Holladay Ordinance 13.10  
 

**No zone or ordinance change is proposed in conjunction with this application. ** 
 

Please submit comments via email by 5:00 pm Oct. 23, 2023 to Carrie Marsh, 
cmarsh@cityofholladay.com Emailed comments received by the designated 
times will be forwarded to the Commission prior to the meeting. 

Additional information regarding this item & instructions how to join this 
meeting remotely can be found on the City’s website and on the posted 
agenda, prior to the meeting.  Interested parties are encouraged to watch 
the video stream of the meeting on the City of Holladay Website. 

 ATTENTION:     This notice was mailed by order of the Community and Economic Development Director, Jonathan 
Teerlink, to all residents within 500 feet from the subject property. If you are not the owner of your residence, please 
notify the owner regarding this matter.  Thank you. 
 

NOTICE OF A PUBLIC HEARING 
Residential Subdivision – “Holladay Heights”  

(subdivision name to change) 
 

Date:  Tuesday, October 24th, 2023   
Time:  As close to 6:00 pm as possible 
Location:  City Hall – City Council Chambers   
Hearing Body:  Planning Commission 
 
Notice is hereby given that the City of Holladay Planning Commission will 
conduct a public hearing during review and consideration of a new 
subdivision plat proposed by the applicant, Benjamin Wheat, to subdivide 
2.88 acres of land, located at 4930 S Westmoor Rd, within the R-1-10 zone, 
into up to 10 parcels. This application will be reviewed by the Planning 
Commission for compliance with Holladay Ordinance 13.10  
 

**No zone or ordinance change is proposed in conjunction with this application. ** 
 
Please submit comments via email by 5:00 pm Oct. 23, 2023 to Carrie Marsh, 
cmarsh@cityofholladay.com Emailed comments received by the designated 
times will be forwarded to the Commission prior to the meeting. 

Additional information regarding this item & instructions how to join this 
meeting remotely can be found on the City’s website and on the posted 
agenda, prior to the meeting.  Interested parties are encouraged to watch 
the video stream of the meeting on the City of Holladay Website. 

 ATTENTION:     This notice was mailed by order of the Community and Economic Development Director, Jonathan 
Teerlink, to all residents within 500 feet from the subject property. If you are not the owner of your residence, please 
notify the owner regarding this matter.  Thank you. 
 

mailto:cmarsh@cityofholladay.com
mailto:cmarsh@cityofholladay.com








23-1-03 COUNTRY PINE VIEW SUB AND PUD

2761 E. 4510 S. Administrative:

22-02-301-007
BEG S 0^11'50" W 535.49 FT & N 64^56'10" E 402.06 FT FR NW
COR OF SW 1/4 SEC 2, T 2S, R 1E, S L M; N 64^56'10" E 86.32
FT; N 0^07'03" W 325.23 FT M OR L; W 149.73 FT; S 10^38 E
367.81 FT TO BEG LESS STREET. 0.89 AC M OR L. 4269-253

Public hearing required. PC shall make a motion of either,
denial, approval or to continue. All motions require findings
which support the decision. As directed by ordinance,
applications shall be approved if the Land Use Authority
finds Substantial Evidence of compliance with applicable
requirements. Holladay Ord. 13.06.050.B2 and 13.08

Grant Harrison

Carol Sweeten Estate

R-1-8

Low Density Residential-Stable (LDR-S)

District #4

NA for Preliminary/Final

Subdivsion - P.U.D.

13.14 Single Family Residential Zone
13.08.10 Preliminary Plan Approval Stndrds
13.78 Planned Unit Development

Zone map
Staff Report
Applicant Narrative
Applicant supporting doc.

Carrie Marsh, City Planner
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        CITY OF HOLLADAY 
Planning Commission 

October 24th,  2023 
Item # 

Request:  CONCURRENT RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION and PUD – PRELIMINARY PLAN / FINAL 
PLAT REVIEW 

Project:  “Country Pine View” Subdivision and PUD 
Address:  2761 E 4510 S Holladay, Utah 
Applicant:  Grant Harrison   
File No:  23-1-03 
Notice:  N/A for preliminary and final 
Planner:   Carrie Marsh 
  
GOVERNING ORDINANCES: 13.06  DEVELOPMENT REVIEW & APPROVAL PROCEDURES - ADMINISTRATIVE 
    13.08  ADMINISTRATIVE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW STANDARDS  
    13.08.010  SITE PLAN – THREE STEP REVIEW STANDARDS – PRELIMINARY / FINAL 

13.10  SUBDIVSIONS 
13.10.050B PRELIMINARY SUBMISSION REQUIRMENTS 

    13.10.080  SUBDIVISION APPROVAL STANDARDS 
    13.78  PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 
    13.00.000  CONDITIONAL USES 
      
REQUIRED PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION: Administrative 

1. Preliminary and Final Subdivision Review: PC shall make a motion of either, denial, approval or to continue. All 
motions require findings which support the decision. As directed by ordinance, applications shall be approved if the 
Land Use Authority finds Substantial Evidence of compliance with applicable requirements. Holladay Ord. 
13.06.050.B2 and 13.08. Creation of a subdivision plat requires review and approval by the Land Use Authority 
(Planning Commission) in a three-step process; Concept, Preliminary and Final plat. Decisions must be made 
during public meeting. A public hearing was held and approval of the Conceptual plat was given on June 6, 2023.  

 
2. Preliminary and Final PUD Review: The Planning Commission may approve, approve with conditions, or deny a 

planned unit development based upon written findings of fact according to the standard within Holladay Ord. 
13.78.040.H. It is the responsibility of the applicant to provide written and graphic evidence demonstrating compliance 
with the requirements for a PUD. As directed by ordinance, CUP applications shall be approved if the Land Use 
Authority can apply conditions which mitigate possible adverse effects of the proposed use. Holladay Ord. 13.08.020. 
Planned Unit Developments (PUDs) are a conditional use in the R-1-8 zone and require review and approval by the 
Land Use Authority (Planning Commission) in a three-step process; Concept, Preliminary, and Final review. 
Decisions and approval must be made during a public meeting. The required public hearing for the Conceptual review 
was held on August 1, 2023. Approval of the Conceptual PUD plan was given by the Planning Commission on August 
1, 2023 
 

 
 
SUMMARY 
Applicant Grant Harrison has been working with the TRC on a plan to split an existing .89 acre (38,768 sq ft) lot according to 
R-1-8 zone lot creation standards  and create a Planned Unit Development in accordance with the goals of PUDs identified 
within 13.78. Conceptual approval for both the subdivision and PUD has been granted and the applicant is now seeking 
Preliminary and Final approval for both the subdivision and the PUD. The subdivision and PUD will facilitate the creation of 
4 new single-family homes accessed from 4510 South, a public street, via a 20-foot-wide private driveway. The minimum lot 
size of 8,000 square feet within the R-1-8 zone, less the land required for the private road, was used to establish a maximum of 
four dwelling units allowed on the property.  
 
The purpose of a PUD is to “permit flexibility in land use, allow diversification in the interrelationships of various uses and 
structures with their sites and thus offer an alternative to conventional development. It is intended to encourage unique 
neighborhoods, high quality housing, exceptional design, additional open space, and facilities compatible with the present 
living environment in the city”.   
 

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/holladayut/latest/holladay_ut/0-0-0-7817
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/holladayut/latest/holladay_ut/0-0-0-8094
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/holladayut/latest/holladay_ut/0-0-0-8113
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/holladayut/latest/holladay_ut/0-0-0-8559
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/holladayut/latest/holladay_ut/0-0-0-7894
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/holladayut/latest/holladay_ut/0-0-0-8113
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/holladayut/latest/holladay_ut/0-0-0-11736
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/holladayut/latest/holladay_ut/0-0-0-9068
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To allow flexibility and initiative in site and building design, the Planning Commission may waive or vary one or more of the 
land use regulations as required by the zone in which the planned unit development is proposed, other than 1) Use 
regulations, 2) Overall building height regulations, including graduated height restrictions, and 3) Density. (13.78.040.E) 
 
Proposal is for land use entitlements only, no development or construction permitting is requested. Each lot shall submit for 
individual development permits as per Holladay Ord § 13.08.100 
 
 
TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTE ANALYSIS  
 
PRELIMINARY PLAT DEVELOPMENT 
The TRC has reviewed the supplied preliminary development drawings for compliance with minimum standards for a 4 unit  
development in the R-1-8 zone.  

• CONCEPTUAL PLAN COMPLIANCE: (minimum zone standards; land use, parking etc)  
 Verification of utility connection serve letters (required element conceptual approval)  

 
• PRELIMINARY SITE DEVELOPMENT: all elements as required by Holladay Ord 13.10.050B  

 Utility design and connection locations 
 Addressed comments from “Preliminary Plan” checklist dated 09/26/2023 
 Storm water/erosion control plans  
 Inclusion of Storm Water Protection Plans SWPP 
 Dust mitigation plan during construction and demolition  
 Address engineering comments made on the full-size set, dated 10/11/2023 
 UFA approval 

 
• PRELIMINARY PLAT/OWNERSHIP  

 Preparation of Residential Plat – title of plat reflects this land use 
 Clarified: “Owned” and “Common”   
 Address all comments from “Preliminary Plat” check list and notes from TRC 10/10/2023  

 
PUD ELEMENT  
The TRC has verified that the applicant has submitted needed drawings and a descriptive narrative outlining a PUD request. 
Requested flexibility in setback and lot sizes are primarily due to the wedged shape of the parcel and the desire to create more 
common open space, provide more separation from neighboring properties, and preserve more trees than would be feasible 
with a standard subdivision and creation of four 8,000 square foot lots. 
 
Lot size: The total land area excluding the private road and public dedication is 32,448 square feet. The number of units allowed 
using the Maximum Density Calculation (13.04.040) is 4. 
 
Building Setbacks: The spacing of buildings and structures away from property lines, rights-of-way, physical hazards and 
natural features such as streams and other buildings, are essential elements of land use planning and of urban design. In 
particular, setbacks may provide for privacy, light, shadow, air movement, passive and active space, vegetation and also 
contribute directly to physical and psychological wellbeing. 
In a standard subdivision situation setback should be uniform assuming there is a specific desired outcome for the setback, such 
as privacy, public safety, economic development, etc. In a PUD situation, flexibility in setbacks can vary proportionally 
depending upon the size and shape of the properties. Variability and flexibility of setback may produce equally important 
outcomes such as the protection of natural features, aesthetically pleasing streetscapes, creativity in architectural design, and 
other important goals. Due to the evolution of housing styles over the last few decades, the relative high value of land within 
the community, the desire for architectural creativity, and especially the dramatic increase in average house construction costs, 
setbacks shall be applied within a flexible envelope.  
 

 REQUIRED (R-1-8) PROPOSED 

Front setback: 
The minimum setback on a private road of 20’  20 ft from the centerline 25 ft from centerline 

Rear setback: 

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/holladayut/latest/holladay_ut/0-0-0-8328
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/holladayut/latest/holladay_ut/0-0-0-8587
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The minimum setback in feet from the rear property line 20 ft avg., no point closer than 17’ Varies. Refer to proposed site plan 

Side setback: 
The minimum side setback in feet 25% of the lot width; minimum 10% Varies – refer to proposed site plan 

The minimum corner side setback in feet for any structure 20 Min 20 ft, average is larger 

  
All structures are limited to 35’ in height, would be required to meet graduated height requirements, and lot 
coverage/building footprint size is limited to a total coverage of 35% (11,200 sq. ft) distributed between the four units. The 
PUD site plan shows the allowed building envelope where a structure could be placed within. The buildings constructed may 
not follow the building envelopes exactly, but structural elements would not fall outside of the designated building envelope.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
As motion to approve the Preliminary Subdivision plat for “Country Pine View” is directly related and contingent upon a PUD 
approval. The PC should first moderate a discussion with the applicant based upon PUD criteria mentioned above. Some 
elements to discuss could include details relating to revegetation of the site, reduction of setbacks as deemed necessary, 
separation of buildings from abutting uses, etc. A motion to approve the PUD is recommended IF, as a result of this discussion, 
the proposed layout is determined to be acceptable OR in-meeting modifications to the layout can be articulated by the PC and 
determined as acceptable by the applicant. 
 
 
The TRC recommends the commission approve the COUNTRY PINE VIEW PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT, 
SUBDIVISION PLAN and PRELIMINARY PLAT. If the commission is amenable, in accordance with 13.08.010.D5, to 
provide a  motion to delegate the FINAL PLAT approval to staff. 
 
Should the PC arrive at a consensus regarding acceptable PUD elements, the following motion, findings and conditions are 
suggested; 
 
“I _______ motion for approval of a Planned Unit Development for “Country Pine View”, a residential four-unit 
development within the R-1-8 zone located at 2761 E 4510 S, finding that the proposal; 

1. Complies with the allowed land uses of R-1-8 zone as a single-family residential subdivision. 
2. Density and layout comply with the approved Concept plan of August 1, 2023  
3. Is granted flexibility to zone standards via the Planning Commission  
4. Provides for the preservation and enhancement of desirable site characteristics 
5. …other findings as deemed appropriate to support the motion” 

 
With the following suggested conditions (based upon the current layout as proposed): 

1. All lot sizes are modified to maintain the minimum sizes shown on the approved plan 
2. Setbacks are modified as shown on the approved plan 
3. ….other conditions as determined appropriate.  

 
Contingent upon a motion to approve the PUD as proposed; the TRC has verified that all required Preliminary level elements 
of a residential subdivision proposal have been reviewed determined to be substantially complete as per the City’s submission 
requirements. However, if elements of the PUD plan have been modified during this meeting – a revision to the Preliminary 
Plat may be necessary to accurately reflect the PC approval details. In which case a motion to continue is recommended.  
 
Should the PC approve the PUD, the TRC recommends approval of the PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION and deferral of 
FINAL PLAT approval to staff with the following suggested findings and conditions;  
 
“I _______ motion for (approval/continuation/denial) of the Preliminary Plat for “Country Pine View” a 4-unit residential 
Subdivision in the R-1-8 zone located at 2761 E 4510 S, finding that the proposal; 

1) complies with the conceptual subdivision plan approved June 6, 2023 
2) PUD elements are found to be incorporated on the approved drawings.  
3) Construction elements and details are found to be acceptable by various divisions the Technical Review Committee  
4) The development complies with the underlying zone and General Plan 

 
“Also, within in one year and in accordance with 13.08.010.D5, to defer administrative review and approval of the FINAL 
PLAT by the Community & Economic Development Director -  following a positive, written recommendation from TRC.”    
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And subject to the following conditions:  
1) Submission of CC&Rs for management of common areas 
2) Any other conditions as determined appropriate 

  









S[eeten Court Neighborhood Narrative

I aQ [ViXiRg XS WYbQiX Q] aTTVSZaP VeUYeWX fSV Xhe TPaRRed YRiX deZePSTQeRX (PUD) TVSNecX PScaXed iR Xhe
beaYXifYP ciX] Sf HSPPada], UXah. AW a TaWWiSRaXe deZePSTeV, I haZe QeXicYPSYWP] deWigRed XhiW TVSNecX XS
eRhaRce Xhe cSQQYRiX] b] iRcSVTSVaXiRg gVeeR WTace aRd TVSQSXiRg a WYWXaiRabPe PifeWX]Pe aRd
cSQQYRiX].

Project Overvie[: The PUD [iPP cSRWiWX Sf a 4-PSX WYbdiZiWiSR, each [iXh a WiRgPe-faQiP] YRiX. The aiQ Sf
XhiW deZePSTQeRX iW XS cVeaXe a haVQSRiSYW bPeRd Sf QSdeVR hSYWiRg aRd a XhViZiRg RaXYVaP eRZiVSRQeRX.
B] XhSYghXfYPP] iRXegVaXiRg gVeeR WTace aRd gVeeReV], [e WeeO XS TVSZide Xhe VeWideRXW [iXh a WeVeRe aRd
WYWXaiRabPe PiZiRg e\TeVieRce.

Enhanced Green Space: The TVSNecX [iPP aPPScaXe a TSVXiSR Sf PaRd XS gVeeR WTace, cVeaXiRg a [ePcSQiRg
aXQSWTheVe fSV VeWideRXW aRd TVSQSXiRg a heaPXhieV, QSVe ZibVaRX cSQQYRiX]. WiXh Xhe aPPS[aRce Sf a
QSVe Ƽe\ibPe WeXbacO VeUYiVeQeRX Zia Xhe PUD, [e caR adNYWX Xhe WTaciRg Sf Xhe hSQeW XS highPighX Xhe
PaRdWcaTiRg aRd gVeeRWTace effSVXW. We [iPP aPWS aXXeQTX XS VSXaXe Xhe fSSXTViRX Sf ceVXaiR hSQeW XS aZSid
VeQSZaP Sf ceVXaiR XVeeW aRd WhVYbbeV]. APP e\iWXiRg XVeeW RSX iR Xhe cYVVeRX fSSXTViRX Sf Xhe hSQeW [iPP
VeQaiR iRXacX.

Improved Qualit] of Life: The iRcPYWiSR Sf gVeeReV] [iXhiR Xhe deZePSTQeRX [iPP cSRXVibYXe XS iQTVSZed aiV
UYaPiX], VedYced RSiWe TSPPYXiSR, aRd a WeRWe Sf XVaRUYiPiX], fSWXeViRg a higheV UYaPiX] Sf Pife fSV Xhe
VeWideRXW.

Sustainable Design: The TVSNecX [iPP iQTPeQeRX ecS-fVieRdP] TVacXiceW WYch aW eReVg]-eƽcieRX
cSRWXVYcXiSR, WXSVQ[aXeV QaRageQeRX W]WXeQW, aRd RaXiZe PaRdWcaTiRg. TheWe iRiXiaXiZeW aiQ XS
QiRiQi^e Xhe eRZiVSRQeRXaP iQTacX Sf Xhe deZePSTQeRX aRd iRWTiVe VeWideRXW XS adSTX WYWXaiRabPe
TVacXiceW. The PUD TVSZideW YW [iXh Xhe aZaiPabiPiX] XS VSXaXe Xhe fSSXTViRX Sf ceVXaiR hSQeW WS Xhe VS[
WX]Pe WXaRdaVd WYbdiZiWiSR PSSO dSeW RSX e\iWX [iXhiR XhiW cSQQYRiX]. ThiW [iPP be XhSYghXfYPP] deWigRed
aZSidiRg Xhe ƈXVacO hSQeƉ PSSO aRd feeP XS TVSZide a cSQfSVXabPe ReighbSVhSSd e\TeVieRce. The TViZaXe
VSad [iPP WeVZice aPP 4 TVSTeVXieW eRcSYVagiRg XVaƽc XS WXa] Sff 4510 SSYXh. The PUD DeWigR [iPP aPPS[ YW
XS TVSZide a WeTaVaXe WePf cSRXaiRed ReighbSVhSSd PeWWeRiRg Xhe iQTacX Sf 4 hSQeW SR a Tiece Sf
TVSTeVX] SVigiRaPP] cSRXaiRiRg SRe. The TaVO-PiOe ReighbSVhSSd [iPP be QaiRXaiRed b] aR HOA [iXh
PaRdWcaTiRg aRd WRS[TPS[iRg TVSfeWWiSRaPP] QaiRXaiRed.

IR aPigRQeRX [iXh Xhe ciX]'W ZiWiSR fSV WYWXaiRabPe gVS[Xh aRd cSQQYRiX] deZePSTQeRX, I ƻVQP] bePieZe XhaX
XhiW PUD TVSNecX [iPP be a ZaPYabPe addiXiSR XS Xhe HSPPada] aVea. I aQ cSQQiXXed XS [SVOiRg cPSWeP] [iXh
Xhe ciX] aRd cSQQYRiX] XS eRWYVe XhaX Xhe TVSNecX adheVeW XS aPP ^SRiRg VegYPaXiSRW, eRZiVSRQeRXaP
WXaRdaVdW, aRd bYiPdiRg cSdeW.

I OiRdP] VeUYeWX ]SYV VeZie[ aRd aTTVSZaP Sf XhiW PUD TVSNecX. YSYV WYTTSVX [iPP eRabPe YW XS cVeaXe a
XhViZiRg cSQQYRiX] XhaX cSQbiReW QSdeVR hSYWiRg [iXh a PYWh, gVeeR eRZiVSRQeRX. I aQ aZaiPabPe XS
TVSZide aR] addiXiSRaP iRfSVQaXiSR SV addVeWW aR] UYeWXiSRW SV cSRceVRW ]SY Qa] haZe VegaVdiRg Xhe
TVSNecX.
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The installation contractor is
responsible to discover and

abide by any setbacks,
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01 TAKE-OFF
CODE DESCRIPTION QTY

01-32 EDGING / CURBING 647 lf

01 TAKE-OFF
SYMBOL DESCRIPTION QTY

GRASS 13,020 sf

MULCHED PLANTER BEDS 4,598 sf

REFERENCE NOTES SCHEDULE .

BUILDING FOOTPRINT

CONCRETE DRIVEWAY

GRASS

ACCESS ROAD

5' PLANTER BED STRIP BUFFER

6' PRIVACY FENCE ON
PROPERTY LINE

HOUSE FOOTPRINT

PROPOSED SHADE TREE -
SEE PLANTING PLAN

PROPOSED TREE - SEE
PLANTING PLAN

6' PRIVACY FENCE

EXISTING TREES TO REMAIN

MULCHED PLANTER BEDS -
SEE PLANTING PLAN

STEEL EDGING OR
CONCRETE CURB

layout plan
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FF

AP

PB

MS6

ZS2

MS6

TREES CODE BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME QTY

AP Acer platanoides / Norway Maple 5

FF Fagus sylvatica `Fastigiata` / European Beech 18

MS6 Malus x `Spring Snow` / Spring Snow Crab Apple 6

PB Platanus x acerifolia `Bloodgood` / London Plane Tree 3

ZS2 Zelkova serrata `Village Green` / Village Green Zelkova 5

SHRUBS CODE BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME QTY

CK Calamagrostis x acutiflora `Karl Foerster` / Karl Foerster Grass 41

CA Cornus alba `Ivory Halo` TM / Ivory Halo Dogwood 8

EA Euonymus alatus `Compactus` / Compact Burning Bush 15

HS2 Helictotrichon sempervirens / Blue Oat Grass 9

PS8 Physocarpus opulifolius 'Seward' TM / Summer Wine Ninebark 14

RG Rhus aromatica `Gro-Low` / Gro-Low Sumac 37

RX5 Rosa x `Radrazz` / Red Knock Out Rose 6

SM2 Salvia x sylvestris `May Night` / May Night Sage 30

ST Spiraea betulifolia `Tor` / Tor Spirea 27

PLANT SCHEDULE .

TREE REPLACEMENT NOTES:
· 31 TREES REMOVED
·· 37 TREES TO BE PLANTED

· 8,713 SF OF TREE CANOPY REMOVED
·· 10,219 TO BE REPLACED UPON

MATURITY

ALL TREES TO BE
MINIMUM  2" CALIPER

ALL TREES TO BE
MINIMUM 2" CALIPER

tree plan
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HS2 TREES CODE BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME QTY

AP Acer platanoides / Norway Maple 5

FF Fagus sylvatica `Fastigiata` / European Beech 18

MS6 Malus x `Spring Snow` / Spring Snow Crab Apple 6

PB Platanus x acerifolia `Bloodgood` / London Plane Tree 3

ZS2 Zelkova serrata `Village Green` / Village Green Zelkova 5

SHRUBS CODE BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME QTY

CK Calamagrostis x acutiflora `Karl Foerster` / Karl Foerster Grass 41

CA Cornus alba `Ivory Halo` TM / Ivory Halo Dogwood 8

EA Euonymus alatus `Compactus` / Compact Burning Bush 15

HS2 Helictotrichon sempervirens / Blue Oat Grass 9

PS8 Physocarpus opulifolius 'Seward' TM / Summer Wine Ninebark 14

RG Rhus aromatica `Gro-Low` / Gro-Low Sumac 37

RX5 Rosa x `Radrazz` / Red Knock Out Rose 6

SM2 Salvia x sylvestris `May Night` / May Night Sage 30

ST Spiraea betulifolia `Tor` / Tor Spirea 27

PLANT SCHEDULE .

TREE REPLACEMENT NOTES:
· 31 TREES REMOVED
·· 37 TREES TO BE PLANTED

· 8,713 SF OF TREE CANOPY REMOVED
·· 10,219 TO BE REPLACED UPON

MATURITY

ALL WOODY SHRUBS
TO BE 5 GAL

ALL PERENNIALS
TO BE 1 GAL

ALL WOODY SHRUBS
TO BE 5 GAL

ALL PERENNIALS TO
BE 1 GAL

PS8

shrub plan
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23-9-03 HOLLADAY VILLAGE, BUILDING DESIGN

4708 South Holladay Blvd Administrative/Procedural:

22-10-201-002
BEG S 118.8 FT & E 10.56 FT FR N 1/4 COR SEC 10, T 2S, R
1E,SLM; N 56^ E 246.29 FT; S 38^00'30" E 146.36 FT; S 56^ W
200.02 FT; N 55^ W 156.42 FT TO BEG. 0.75 AC

Commission shall approve, approve with changes or continue
to a later date the agenda item

THE FOX GROUP

ROBERT C MEIER REV TR MEIER,

HV

Mixed Use-Holladay Village (MU-HV)

District #1

N/A

Administrative - Design Approval

13.71.070

Zone map
Staff Report
Applicant Narrative
Applicant supporting drawings

Jonathan Teerlink, CED Director



4708 Holladay – building design update 

        CITY OF HOLLADAY 
Planning Commission 

October 24th 2023 
Item #  

Request:  BUILDING DESIGN UPDATE – HOLLADAY VILLAGE ZONE 
Address:  4708 South Holladay Blvd 
Zone:  Holladay Village (HV) 
Applicant:  Cara Fox 
File No:    23-9-03 
Planner:  Jonathan Teerlink  
 
GOVERNING ORDINANCES:   13.06.050B ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION PROCEDURES  
      13.08.010D ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVAL PROCEDURES  
       13.71  HOLLADAY VILLAGE ZONE DEVELOPMENTS 
 
REQUIRED PLANNING COMMISSION ACTIONS: Administrative  
Public hearing is required. PC shall make a motion of either, approve or to continue discussion on this permitted, by-right 
application. All motions require findings which support the decision. As directed by ordinance, applications shall be approved 
if the Land Use Authority finds Substantial Evidence of compliance with applicable requirements. Holladay Ord. §13.71.065 
 
BACKGROUND 
Built in early 1960’s this building is located on Holladay Blvd 
was home for the well-known, “Meier’s Chicken”. New tenants 
are poised to remodel and take over this retail space.  
 
The city requires all remodeling of existing structures within the 
HV Zone to update or likewise  “remodel” the façade. Such 
projects are required to approved by the Planning Commission 
prior to construction. Cara Fox, applicant and The Fox Group, 
Desingers and have been working with the Holladay Technical 
Review Committee (TRC) in proposing a faced update the which 
complies the Holladay Village zone design standards.    
 
PROJECT SUMMARY 
The applicant proposes a new retail business. A boutique of home goods featuring ice cream and backed goods for local 
vendors.  
 No proposal for an expansion of the building footprint or overall height  
 New interior remodel intends to support a convert to a retail space use.  
 HV Zone requires a façade update when any interior remodel and/or change of use is proposed (Ord. §13.71.020)   
 Onsite parking layout is static and directly affects the number of available patron tables.   

 
TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE ANALYSIS  
Retail/commercial uses are a permitted use in the Holladay Village zone. However, as the applicant propose to change the 
use of the property, the applicant must update the building design prior to building permit approval. It is the opinion of the 
TRC that the proposed façade update, as currently presented to the Planning Commission, is in step with the aesthetic goals 
of the HV zone.  
 
DESIGN: Critical and fundamental design focus is clearly stated by ordinance: Holladay Village Building Design 
(13.71.080.E). The applicant’s proposed design came as a result of a review process by the TRC under direction of the 
Community and Economic Development Director as well as a direct experience of the applicant’s designer, serving on 
Holladay’s Design Review Board (DRB) for 3+years. 
 
Currently, the membership of the Holladay DRB is under filled. City administration is reviewing applications to replace 
outgoing members. According to §13.71.070B3, in lieu of a DRB recommendation, the TRC can recommend that the PC 
can review an overall building design which is in harmony with stated design elements. The proposed result is a façade 
update of an existing building fits that with the motif of the Holladay Village and intends to be welcome addition to the 
mix of designs and styles of buildings in the Village. 

http://sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/index.php?book_id=559&chapter_id=80135#s991038


4708 Holladay – building design update 

 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS  
The PC should allow the applicant to present the project in detail.  
For procedural clarity, the required motion is to either approve or 
to continue the applicant’s chosen building design and related site 
features as they relate to 13.71. It is the staff’s recommendation 
to the PC that the application be approved by confirming the 
project follows design guidelines established by the zone 
ordinance for an existing building. They include; 
 

• Compatibility with objectives of the HV zone 
• Building Design 

o Building Mass, no continuous mass of uniform 
height for more than 100’ 

o Breaks in the roofline with distinct roof 
character which relates to façade articulations.  

o Structural Articulation 
o Façade Embellishments 
o Recessed primary entrances 
o Consistency of chosen architectural style featuring  

 Window and door treatment which embellishes the facade. 
 Decorative light fixtures. 
 Unique facade treatment, such as decorative materials and design elements. 
 Decorative paving. 
 Trellises, railings, gates, grillwork, or unique landscaping 

o High quality exterior finishes 
• Public amenities, art, plaza, patios, etc.  
• Landscaping as provided in 13.77 
• Lighting, if any, shall be Dark Sky Complaint and be of LED in the warm kelvin spectrum   

 
As the TRC held discussions with the applicant over the above points, a recommendation by the CED Director is provided 
based upon the following findings; 
 

1. In accordance with 13.71.070.B3 this department has waived the DRB review step as described in 13.71.070.C 
based upon the following findings  

 
a) Current reorganization of the Holladay DRB membership will cause undue delay to this remodel project, and   
b) The existing building is not proposed to be rebuilt, expanded or added to, and 
c) The TRC has found the proposed façade update to be compliant with the Design Standards of the Village 

zone, and 
d) The designer is a 6-year member of the Holladay Design Review Board, and 
e) Planning Commission review remains the as a final approving body.  

 
2. The redesign is found to be in harmony with design standards set forth in 13.71.080 as architecture which will 

“…improve the quality and compatibility of development in the HV Zone”, by representing the vision of the 
Holladay Village master plan providing a range of retail uses by enhancing existing, small scale buildings by 
updating the building styles. 

 
SAMPLE MOTION: “I move to _____ (approve, continue) the amended building design for 4708 South Holladay Blve., in 
the HV zone. Finding that this design   ….”  



City of Holladay 

City of Holladay, 4580 South 2300 East, Holladay, Utah 84117 

Community and Economic Development 

October 18th 2023 

Cara Fox 
The Fox Group 
2290 East Murray Holladay Rd 
Holladay Utah 84117 

RE: Remodel of 4708 South Holladay Blvd – Holladay Village Zone Design Compliance  

Dear Mrs. Fox, 

As the Holladay City administration is currently in the process of interviewing new DRB 
members and backups this process is causing undue delays, here is what I propose. I will be 
evoking the following Holladay code: 

§13.71.70. When the Community and Economic Development Director determines, after review of the 
conceptual design [design] plan, that one or more of the application requirements and procedural steps 
is not applicable to the application under consideration, such requirements may be waived in writing.

Based upon 13.71.070.B3 this department has waived the DRB review step as described in 
13.71.070.C based upon the following findings 

1) The existing building is not proposed to be rebuilt,
2) The TRC has found the proposed façade update to be compliant with the Design 

Standards of the Village zone,
3) Current reorganization of the Holladay DRB membership will cause undue delay to this 

remodel project,
4) The designer for this project is a 6-year member and former of the Holladay Design 

Review Board, and
5) Planning Commission review remains as the final approving body. 

As such, this department has scheduled your application for the upcoming Planning Commission 
meeting on October 24th at 7:00pm. 

Sincerely, 

Jonathan Teerlink 
CED, Director  
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Exterior Materials
The Fox Market

Matte White steel windows

Sign to be same at the fox shop but says
 “The Fox Market” in Boothbay Gray

Awning is same frame as Meier’s 
Chicken had but in this new outdoor fabric

Outdoor planters 22x19

Inspiration color palette 



DATE: Sept 5, 2023 COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES

n/a Administrative/Procedural:

n/a Commission shall approve, approve with changes or continue
to a later date the agenda item

City of Holladay Planning Commission

n/a

n/a

n/a

N/A

n/a

Adoption of Meeting Minutes

Corrections made according to commission direction 

UCA§52-4-203, 206
2.01.080
13.06.030

Carrie Marsh, City Planner
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1 
 

DRAFT 1 
 2 

MINUTES OF THE CITY OF HOLLADAY 3 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 4 

  5 
Tuesday, September 5, 2023 6 

5:30 p.m. 7 
City Council Chambers 8 
4580 South 2300 East 9 

Holladay, Utah 10 
 11 
ATTENDANCE: 12 
  13 
Planning Commission Members:   City Staff: 14 
  15 
Martin Banks, Vice-Chair   City Planner, Carrie Marsh  16 
Ginger Vilchinsky    Brad Christopherson, City Attorney 17 
Paul Cunningham 18 
Dennis Roach 19 
Karianne Prince 20 
Angela Gong  21 
 22 
WORK SESSION 23 
Vice-Chair, Martin Banks, called the Work Session to order at approximately 5:30 p.m.   24 
 25 
The agenda items were reviewed and discussed.   26 
 27 
CONVENE REGULAR MEETING – Public Welcome and Opening Statement by 28 
Commission Chair. 29 
Vice-Chair Banks called the Regular Meeting to order at approximately 6:03 p.m.  He read the 30 
Commission Statement for the benefit of those present and discussed the Public Hearing process.  31 
 32 
PLANNING COMMISSION ELECTION 33 
It was noted that the Planning Commission election would take place at the end of the agenda.  34 
Following the Public Hearing and Action Item on the Regular Meeting agenda, Vice-Chair Banks 35 
asked to discuss the Planning Commission election.  He reported that there have been several 36 
recent vacancies on the Commission.  Additionally, his three-year term would conclude at the end 37 
of the month.  He was willing to stay on in his current role until new members are in place.  Vice-38 
Chair Banks asked for a motion to appoint a New Planning Commission Chair and Vice-Chair. 39 
 40 
Commissioner Prince moved that Commissioner Roach be appointed to serve as Chair of the 41 
Planning Commission, which would be effective after the close of the current Planning 42 
Commission Meeting.  Vice Chair Banks seconded the motion.  The motion passed with the 43 
unanimous consent of the Commission.   44 
 45 
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Commissioner Roach moved that Commissioner Prince be appointed to serve as Vice-Chair of 1 
the Planning Commission, which would be effective after the close of the current Planning 2 
Commission Meeting.  Vice-Chair Banks seconded the motion.  The motion passed with the 3 
unanimous consent of the Commission.   4 
 5 
PUBLIC HEARING 6 
1. Text Amendment – 13.01.100; PERFORMANCE BONDS (A STATE REQUIRED 7 

AMENDMENT) Review and Recommendation to City Council on Proposed Updates, 8 
Consolidations and/or Clarifying Amendments to Title 13, of the Holladay City Code, 9 
Land Use and Development Regulations as they Relate to Statute Obligations, Set 10 
Forth by 2023 State of Utah Legislation within HB406, Modifying Provisions Related 11 
to Improvement Completion Assurance Requirements (Bonding).  Item to be 12 
Reviewed as a Legislative Action, According to Procedures Set Forth in Holladay 13 
Ordinance §13.07.  File #23-4-04 14 

City Planner, Carrie Marsh, presented the Staff Report and stated that the text amendment is a 15 
Legislative action.  The Planning Commission will make a recommendation to the City Council.  16 
The request was to amend Title 13 of the Land Development Code.  The amendments had been 17 
reviewed by an interdepartmental team that consisted of the Public Works, Legal, Community 18 
Development, and Public Utilities Departments.  The purpose of the Code Amendment was to 19 
implement new State Legislation, House Bill (“H.B.”) 406, which was enacted last year.  It was 20 
related to improving completion assurances (bonding) and will comply with the provisions of the 21 
Utah Municipal Land Use, Development, and Management Act (“LUDMA”). 22 
 23 
Ms. Marsh explained that the proposed amendments would effectively remove requirements to 24 
bond for on-site landscaping and amenities unless it is for public improvements, public 25 
landscaping, or anything essential for public health and safety.  The proposed Code changes also 26 
set forth administrative procedures and requirements for improvement agreements and financial 27 
assurance for construction improvements prior to recording a plat or obtaining a Building Permit.  28 
The amendments would bring the City Code into compliance with the new requirements.  All of 29 
the proposed amendments were outlined in the Meeting Materials Packet.  Large sections had been 30 
removed and rewrites were done to outline where bonding is required.  The amendments would 31 
also remove areas where bonding could no longer be required.   32 
 33 
Chair Banks opened the public hearing.   34 
 35 
Ron Hilton gave his address as 2394 Murray Holladay Road.  He had a question about what was 36 
proposed.  One of the changes would increase the bonding requirement from 25% of the cost to 37 
100% of the cost.  He wondered if that was a requirement under State Law.  If it was not, he felt it 38 
should be reconsidered because it would place a significant burden on the developer.   39 
 40 
City Attorney, Brad Christopherson, clarified that bonding was not required.  A developer could 41 
install the improvements before something is recorded but if there was a desire to record 42 
immediately, there needed to be a bond for 100% of the cost of the improvements.  The developer 43 
had some flexibility, but if bonding was chosen, then it needed to be for 100% of the cost of the 44 
improvements.  There was no reason that the rest of the residents of the City should pay for 45 
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improvements related to development.  He explained that the reason this was being done was 1 
because, in 2008, a lot of security bonding companies went out of business as did a lot of 2 
developers.  Cities and taxpayers were then left trying to fix the associated issues.  Cities have 3 
since adopted much stricter requirements to make sure something like that does not happen again. 4 
 5 
Commissioner Prince asked if the 100% requirement was in the State Law that had passed.  6 
Mr. Christopherson confirmed this.  He noted that a few cities were used as examples for the 7 
amendment.  The intention was to protect residents and cities.  The requirements were being 8 
tightened, which means cities will require that all engineer estimates be current and compatible 9 
with the City Engineer’s estimates.  Chair Banks asked about the premium percentage for these 10 
types of bonds.  Mr. Christopherson explained that it is usually a percentage of the engineer’s 11 
estimate.  His recommendation as a City Attorney was not to use security bonds.  If there is an 12 
issue, it is difficult to receive the money and could be costly in terms of litigation.  Security bonding 13 
companies make it difficult to obtain the money, so many cities have now determined that those 14 
would no longer be accepted as collateral.  Either a Letter of Credit or a cash bond for the full 15 
amount of the improvements would be more likely to be accepted.   16 
 17 
There were no further comments.  The public hearing was closed. 18 
 19 
Commissioner Cunningham asked if the motion required findings to be listed.  Ms. Marsh 20 
explained that findings did not need to be listed as the Planning Commission is making a 21 
recommendation to the City Council.  This was a two-step process.  Mr. Christopherson reported 22 
that the Planning Commission needs to review the amendments and hold a public hearing before 23 
the process moves to the City Council.  The Council will then decide how to proceed.  Vice-Chair 24 
Banks wondered if there was a reason the example motion referenced findings.  It was noted that 25 
the motion could state that the text amendment was necessary to comply with H.B. 406.   26 
 27 
Commissioner Prince moved that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation to the 28 
City Council to APPROVE the proposals by Holladay City Staff to amend various sections of 29 
Title 13 of the City of Holladay Land Use Code as they relate to required improvement 30 
completion assurances and warranties, based on the need to comply with H.B. 406.  31 
Commissioner Roach seconded the motion.  Vote on Motion:  Commissioner Vilchinsky-Aye; 32 
Commissioner Cunningham-Aye; Commissioner Roach-Aye; Commissioner Banks-Aye; 33 
Commissioner Prince-Aye; Commissioner Gong-Aye.  The motion passed unanimously.   34 
 35 
ACTION ITEMS 36 
2. Approval of Minutes – June 6, 2023, July 11, 2023, July 25, 2023, and August 1, 2023. 37 
It was noted that the Commission could approve the Meeting Minutes at one time or individually.  38 
Since there were no suggested corrections, it was determined that there would be one motion.   39 
 40 
Commissioner Vilchinsky moved to APPROVE the City of Holladay Planning Commission 41 
Meeting Minutes from June 6, July 11, July 25, and August 1, 2023.  Commissioner Prince 42 
seconded the motion.  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Commission.  43 
 44 
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ADJOURN  1 
Vice-Chair Banks moved to ADJOURN.  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the 2 
Commission.   3 
 4 
The Planning Commission Meeting adjourned at approximately 6:25 p.m.5 
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I hereby certify that the foregoing represents a true, accurate, and complete record of the City 1 
of Holladay Planning Commission Meeting held Tuesday, September 5, 2023. 2 
 3 
 4 
 5 

Teri Forbes 6 

Teri Forbes  7 
T Forbes Group  8 
Minutes Secretary  9 
 10 
Minutes Approved: ________________ 11 



DATE: Sept 19, 2023 COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES

n/a Administrative/Procedural:

n/a Commission shall approve, approve with changes or continue
to a later date the agenda item

City of Holladay Planning Commission

n/a

n/a

n/a

N/A

n/a

Adoption of Meeting Minutes

Corrections made according to commission direction 

UCA§52-4-203, 206
2.01.080
13.06.030

Carrie Marsh, City Planner
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DRAFT 1 
 2 

MINUTES OF THE CITY OF HOLLADAY 3 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 4 

  5 
Tuesday, September 19, 2023 6 

5:30 p.m. 7 
City Council Chambers 8 
4580 South 2300 East 9 

Holladay, Utah 10 
 11 
ATTENDANCE: 12 
  13 
Planning Commission Members:   City Staff: 14 
  15 
Dennis Roach, Chair    City Planner, Carrie Marsh  16 
Ginger Vilchinsky     Jonathan Teerlink, Community Development Director 17 
Paul Cunningham     Brad Christopherson, City Attorney   18 
Karianne Prince 19 
Martin Banks  20 
Angela Gong  21 
 22 
WORK SESSION 23 
Chair Dennis Roach called the Work Session to order at approximately 5:37 p.m.   24 
 25 
The agenda items were reviewed and discussed.  City Planner, Carrie Marsh, reported that there 26 
were four Public Hearing items on the Regular Meeting Agenda.  The first item was the “Highland 27 
4141 Office Condominiums” Subdivision.  It is an existing office building under one ownership, 28 
but the proposal was to divide each office suite into separate ownership.  That required a 29 
conversion to a Condominium Plat.  There would be a Concept, Preliminary, and Final Plat review.  30 
Final approval could be deferred to City Staff.  Chair Roach asked whether renovations would 31 
occur.  Ms. Marsh clarified that there would be tenant improvements for individual units, which 32 
would be handled under the Building Permit process.  The separation into individual parcels was 33 
before the Commission for consideration.  All appropriate paperwork had been completed. 34 
 35 
Commissioner Banks referenced Page 2 of the Staff Report, which included the Technical Review 36 
Committee (“TRC”) analysis.  It stated that “All improvements to meet current Building Code.”  37 
He wondered if that was a suggested condition.  Ms. Marsh explained that it would be handled as 38 
part of the Building Permit process.  The Building Official reviewed the application and 39 
determined that any improvements made would need to meet the current Building Code.  40 
Commissioner Banks referenced the Public Works/City Engineer section, which mentioned the 41 
replacement of the curb, gutter, and sidewalks.  Ms. Marsh stated that this would not need to be 42 
done as part of the Condominium Plat.  The City Engineer concluded that those were acceptable.   43 
 44 
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Chair Roach asked if the Staff Findings or TRC Analysis needed to be listed during the motion.  1 
Ms. Marsh clarified that the Staff Findings would be read aloud during the motion.  City Attorney. 2 
Brad Christopherson, noted that there was a Concept, Preliminary, and Final Plat before the 3 
Commission.  The Commission could approve all of them at one time, however, if the Commission 4 
found that not everything was complete, it was possible to separate out the steps.   5 
 6 
The second item on the Regular Meeting agenda was a Zone Map Amendment.  Ms. Marsh 7 
reported that it was a rezone on Westmoor Road from the Public (P) Zone to the R-1-10 8 
(Residential Single-Family) Zone.  She explained that this is property that the church is selling.  9 
As a result, the property requires a rezone.  There was discussion about the cover letter in the 10 
Meeting Materials Packet.  It was administrative in nature and did not impact the overall 11 
application.   12 
 13 
Chair Roach asked if the R-1-10 Zone was found in the surrounding area.  Ms. Marsh confirmed 14 
this and explained that the rezone would default to the surrounding zones.  Commissioner Prince 15 
asked about Delaware Lane and Westmoor Road.  She wondered if those had ever connected.  16 
Ms. Marsh was not certain how long the church had existed on the site, but there may have been 17 
some connection prior to the existence of the church.   18 
 19 
The third item on the Regular Meeting agenda was another Zone Map Amendment.  This was a 20 
request for a rezone from the R-1-43 Zone to the R-1-10 Zone.  The two neighboring parcels were 21 
located at 4980 and 4900 South Holladay Boulevard.  The two parcels do not conform to the R-1-22 
43 size and are currently 0.55 and 0.70 acres in size.  With the smaller minimum lot size under the 23 
R-1-10 Zone, the intention was to shift some of the property from each of those parcels onto the 24 
property in the back that fronts Cottonwood Drive.  To do that, there needs to be a rezone.  25 
Ms. Marsh shared a map with the Commission for reference.  The south property, which was not 26 
part of the application, is 0.40 acres in size.  The proposed rezone and lot line adjustment would 27 
make the parcels approximately the same size.  The map was further reviewed.  The property on 28 
the north has access through the Holladay Pines PUD, which is zoned R-1-10. 29 
 30 
Commissioner Banks referenced the second page of the Staff Report, which stated, “Considering 31 
the size of the two subject properties, 4980 South’s driveway being within the neighboring PUD 32 
that is zoned as R-1-10, and the adjacent property on the south being 0.40 acres, Staff believes that 33 
the parcels in question could reasonably be considered to fall within the Residential Single-Family 34 
– Stable area.”  Ms. Marsh identified the circled area in Figure 2.  The protected area curved down 35 
and there were no property boundaries there to make a firm determination.  The decision to be 36 
within the Stable Zone was based on the fact that the size of the properties did not conform to the 37 
R-1-43 Zone.  If there was a desire to go by what the zone was, it would be more likely to fall 38 
within the Protected Zone.  However, there would be non-compliance with the size of the homes 39 
currently in that zone and that existed.  Commissioner Prince referenced the aerial map.  When 40 
looking at that map, she understood why it could reasonably fall within the Stable Zone.   41 
 42 
Chair Roach discussed the Bywater Basketball Barn and explained that this was adjacent to it.  He 43 
believed this would ensure that there was more of a buffer around the structure.  Community 44 
Development Director, Jonathan Teerlink, explained that accessory buildings have a maximum 45 
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building height of 20 feet regardless of the size of the lot.  Commissioner Prince recalled the 1 
discussion about the Bywater Basketball Barn but did not recall the specific outcomes.  2 
Mr. Teerlink reported that there was a Conditional Use Permit.  There was now a desire to change 3 
some property lines to conform with the zones that were there.  Ms. Marsh stated that there was 4 
an approved Building Permit for the Bywater Basketball Barn based off of the current lot size. 5 
 6 
Commissioner Gong reported that she is related to the Bywater family.  As a result, she believed 7 
she should recuse herself from the vote.  She asked if there was a formal process to do that.  8 
Mr. Christopherson clarified that when there is a financial interest, the conflict of interest needs to 9 
be submitted in writing.  If there is not a financial relationship, it was possible to make note of the 10 
conflict during the meeting.  He recommended that she recuse herself from the vote for that 11 
particular item but he did not believe she was technically required to do so.   12 
 13 
The fourth item on the Regular Meeting agenda was a Zone Map Amendment.  Ms. Marsh reported 14 
that there was a rezone request for three different properties located at 4437 Butternut Road, 2475 15 
East 4500 South, and 2485 East 4500 South.  She clarified that there were three separate property 16 
owners with a joint application.  The request was to rezone the property on Butternut Road from 17 
R-1-8 to R-2-8 and the other two properties from R-1-10 to R-2-8.  The R-2-8 Zone allows for a 18 
single-family home on 5,000 square feet or an attached unit on 8,000 square feet.   19 
 20 
Commissioner Prince noted that the summary stated the properties were historically zoned R-1-8, 21 
but that had changed over the years.  She wondered if that happened when the City of Holladay 22 
was incorporated.  Ms. Marsh confirmed this.  It was likely that most of the surrounding properties 23 
met the R-1-10 lot size.  On the County historical maps, there was a lot of variation in the zones 24 
shown.  During incorporation, she believed the intention was to create more consistent zones 25 
across larger areas of land.  Mr. Teerlink explained that the majority of the City was rezoned during 26 
incorporation.  There was a desire to more closely describe what the actual land uses were.  In this 27 
case, because the lots are slightly larger, R-1-10 was selected as the zone for the area.   28 
 29 
Ms. Marsh shared information about Accessory Dwelling Units (“ADU”).  She explained that an 30 
Internal Accessory Dwelling Unit (“I-ADU”) is rentable if the property owner lives on site.  For 31 
an External Accessory Dwelling Unit (“E-ADU”) to be rentable under the current Code, it needs 32 
to be located on a lot that is twice the size as the minimum lot size in the zone.  If there was a 33 
10,000-square-foot property in an R-1-10 Zone and someone wanted to build a Detached ADU, it 34 
would not be possible to rent it because it is not on a parcel that is twice the size required for the 35 
zone.  It is much more difficult for a property owner to rent an E-ADU than an I-ADU.  That was 36 
where an R-2 Zone would be more favorable in this instance because it would be possible to rent 37 
an E-ADU if the lot size requirements were met.  Ms. Marsh informed the Commission that the 38 
requirement would be 10,000 square feet in the R-2-8 Zone.   39 
 40 
Commissioner Paul Cunningham noted that the Meeting Materials Packet included a Future Land 41 
Use Map.  Ms. Marsh reported that it was from the General Plan.  Mr. Teerlink explained that there 42 
had been several iterations of that General Plan map but that area had not changed in long-range 43 
land use since 2009.  Commissioner Cunningham did not believe the map was done with precision.  44 
Mr. Teerlink clarified that General Plan maps are not usually overly precise.   45 
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 1 
Mr. Christopherson reminded the Commissioners that for rezone applications, the Planning 2 
Commission would make a recommendation to the City Council.  The fourth item on the Regular 3 
Meeting Agenda involved different parcels and different property owners but it was one 4 
application.  As a result, the Commission would decide between all three of the properties.   5 
 6 
CONVENE REGULAR MEETING – Public Welcome and Opening Statement by 7 
Commission Chair. 8 
Chair Roach called the Regular Meeting to order at approximately 6:09 p.m.  Commissioner 9 
Vilchinsky read the Commission Statement aloud for the benefit of those present. 10 
 11 
PUBLIC HEARING 12 
1. “Highland 4141 Office Condominiums” Subdivision - Concept/Preliminary/Final 13 

Plat - 4141 South Highland Drive (“PO Zone”) Preliminary Level Review and 14 
Consideration of Development Details by Applicant, Stout Building Contractors. 15 
Review of this 1.9-acre Development is Conducted According to Concurrent Concept 16 
and Preliminary Review Procedures According to PO Zone Compliance and 17 
Conversion to Condominium Development Requirements of Holladay Ordinance 18 
§13.85. File #23-1-09. 19 

Ms. Marsh presented the Staff Report and explained that the application was for the "Highland 20 
4141 Office Condominiums" Subdivision.  Before the Planning Commission was a Concept, 21 
Preliminary, and Final Plat for property located at 4141 South Highland Drive in the PO Zone.  22 
The subdivision would convert the existing office use from single ownership to multiple.  This 23 
required a vertical plat to be recorded with Salt Lake County to create 12 individual units that 24 
could be individually owned.  The application was reviewed by the TRC and the comments from 25 
each department were noted in the Staff Report.  The TRC recommendation was that the Planning 26 
Commission hold a public hearing and consider comments.  Staff found that all of the required 27 
elements had been submitted and the application was complete.  As a result, the TRC 28 
recommended that the Planning Commission approve the Concept and Preliminary Subdivision 29 
Plat that had been presented and defer the Final Plat to Staff approval.   30 
 31 
The applicant, Mike MacFarlane, introduced himself and explained that he is with Stout Building 32 
Contractors and is the Project Manager.  Mr. MacFarlane explained that the property is an existing 33 
single-owner office space that would be converted into condominium spaces with some common 34 
areas that include restrooms and the entrance.  Each plat will be sold and a Building Permit be 35 
required for the new buyers to remodel the space to suit their needs.  The common space upgrades 36 
would include hallways, entrances, and emergency stair exits.  There would also be upgrades to 37 
the railings and floors in the common areas as well as new windows and a new façade to the 38 
building to modernize the overall look. 39 
 40 
Chair Roach opened the public hearing.  There were no comments.  The public hearing was closed. 41 
 42 
Commissioner Banks moved to APPROVE the Concept, Preliminary Plan, and Final Plat 43 
application by Stout Building Construction for Highland 4141 Office Condominiums, a 12-unit 44 
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vertical subdivision, located at 4141 South Highland Drive in the Professional Office (PO) Zone 1 
subject to the following: 2 
 3 
Findings: 4 
 5 

1. The development details required for a Preliminary and Final Site Plan have 6 
been submitted and reviewed by the TRC. 7 
 8 

2. The development complies with regulations within the Professional Office Zone. 9 
 10 
3. The development complies with the General Plan. 11 
 12 
4. The required submittals for Conceptual and Preliminary Subdivision 13 

development have been provided where applicable and are complete and 14 
acceptable. 15 

 16 
5. Fire access has been approved by the Unified Fire Authority. 17 
 18 
6. Separate utility meters and shutoffs for each unit are not required. 19 
 20 

Also, within one year, and in accordance with 13.08.010D5, administrative review and approval 21 
of the Final Plat should be deferred to the Community and Economic Development Director 22 
following a positive, written recommendation from the TRC.  Commissioner Vilchinsky 23 
seconded the motion.  Vote on Motion:  Commissioner Gong-Aye; Commissioner Cunningham-24 
Aye; Commissioner Vilchinsky-Aye; Commissioner Prince-Aye; Commissioner Banks-Aye; 25 
Commissioner Roach-Aye.  The motion passed unanimously.   26 
 27 
2. Zone Map Amendment - Rezone from P to R-1-10 - 4930 South Westmoor Road 28 

Review and Recommendation to City Council on a Proposal by Applicant Benjamin 29 
Wheat to Amend the Holladay Zone Map at this Location from the Current P Zone 30 
(“Public”) to the R-1-10 Zone (Residential Single-Family) for approximately 2.88 31 
Acres of Property.  Item Reviewed as a Legislative Action, According to Procedures 32 
Set Forth in Holladay Ordinance §13.07.  File #23-4-03.  33 

Ms. Marsh presented the Staff Report and stated that the application is for property located at 4930 34 
South Westmoor Road.  It is currently zoned Public due to its use as a church.  The applicant is 35 
requesting a rezone to R-1-10, which matches the surrounding neighborhood since the use of the 36 
church would be discontinued.  The rezone was necessary to facilitate development.  The property 37 
is 2.88 acres in size and the R-1-10 Zone requires a minimum lot size of 10,000 square feet.  The 38 
TRC reviewed the rezone proposal and found that it meets the goals of the General Plan.  As a 39 
result, Staff was in favor of the application and recommended approval.   40 
 41 
The applicant, Benjamin Wheat, introduced himself to the Commission and reiterated that the 42 
request is for the property to be rezoned from the current Public Zone to the R-1-10 Zone.   43 
 44 
Chair Roach opened the public hearing.   45 
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 1 
Harold Bateman gave his address as 1694 Bunkerhill Road and stated that he was told that there 2 
would be nine separate lots.  He wanted to confirm that was still the case.  Ms. Marsh reported that 3 
the density of the property will be determined by the property size.  The analysis, based on the size 4 
of the property, indicated that it could accommodate up to 12 units.  Mr. Bateman had spoken to 5 
Mr. Wheat previously and indicated that there would only be nine units on the property.   6 
 7 
There were no further comments.  The public hearing was closed.   8 
 9 
Commissioner Gong believed the question about the number of lots was important to consider in 10 
the future; however, since the property was to be rezoned to R-1-10, the same zone as the 11 
surrounding neighborhood, there would likely be the same character and feel of the surrounding 12 
neighborhood.   13 
 14 
Commissioner Prince moved that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation to the 15 
City Council to APPROVE an application by Benjamin Wheat to amend the Holladay Zoning 16 
Map for 2.88 acres of land, located at 4930 South Westmoor Road, from P to R-1-10, based on 17 
the following findings: 18 
 19 

1. The proposed amendment is consistent with the goals, objectives, and policies of 20 
the General Plan. 21 
 22 

2. The proposed amendment is harmonious with the overall character of existing 23 
development in the vicinity. 24 

 25 
3. The proposed amendment is not foreseen to adversely affect abutting properties. 26 
 27 
4. Adequate facilities and services exist and will be part of any future subdivision 28 

proposed after the amendment.  29 
 30 
Commissioner Banks seconded the motion.  Vote on Motion:  Commissioner Gong-Aye; 31 
Commissioner Cunningham-Aye; Commissioner Vilchinsky-Aye; Commissioner Prince-Aye; 32 
Commissioner Banks-Aye; Commissioner Roach-Aye.  The motion passed unanimously.   33 
 34 
3. Zone Map Amendment - Rezone from R-1-43 to R-1-10 - 4980 South and 4990 South 35 

Holladay Boulevard Review and Recommendation to City Council on a Proposal by 36 
Applicants, Stephanie and David Bywater, to Amend the Holladay Zone Map at this 37 
location from the Current, R-1-43 Zone (Residential Single-Family, 43,560 square 38 
foot minimum lot size) to the R-1-10 zone (Residential Single-Family, 10,000 square 39 
foot minimum lot size) for 2 Parcels Sized at 0.55 acres (23,958 square feet) and 0.70 40 
Acres (30,492 square feet), which do not Conform to the Current Zone’s Lot 41 
Minimums.  Item Reviewed as a Legislative Action, According to Procedures Set 42 
Forth in Holladay Ordinance §13.07. File #23-4-06. 43 

Ms. Marsh presented the Staff Report and explained that the application is for a rezone from R-1-44 
43 to R-1-10.  The adjacent parcels are located at 4980 South and 4990 South Holladay Boulevard.  45 
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4980 South Holladay Boulevard has a property size of 0.70 acres and 4990 South Holladay 1 
Boulevard is 0.55-acre in size.  The applicants were seeking to rezone the two properties from R-2 
1-43, which has a minimum lot size of one acre, to R-1-10, which has a minimum lot size of 10,000 3 
square feet.  Currently, both properties are non-conforming in the existing zone.  The intention 4 
was to rezone to adjust a property line boundary on a neighboring property on Cottonwood Lane.  5 
The General Plan referred to the area as Residential Single-Family – Stable, which is on the 6 
boundary of a protected area.  The properties directly to the north of the 4980 parcel were zoned 7 
R-1-10 so the properties abut the zone. 8 
 9 
The Low-Density Residential–-Stable Zone supports rezoning for unclaimed density.  It was not 10 
foreseen that any additional density would be added with the zone change.  The TRC recommended 11 
that the rezone request be forwarded positively to the City Council based on the findings set forth 12 
in the Staff Report. 13 
 14 
The applicant, Brian Hebdon, introduced himself and stated that he is the Project Architect. His 15 
office is located in Millcreek.  The rezone was requested so it would be possible to add a detached 16 
structure to the back of another property in the future.  The two lots are non-conforming in the R-17 
1-43 Zone as the properties were grandfathered in.  The rezone would ensure that the lots conform 18 
to the requirements of the R-1-10 Zone.    19 
 20 
Commissioner Prince asked if the intention was to take land from the two applicant parcels in the 21 
future to add to the property on Cottonwood Lane.  This was confirmed.  Mr. Hebdon explained 22 
that studies were underway to determine how that would be done.  Even with the lot line 23 
adjustment, the two lots would conform to the R-1-10 requirements.  Commissioner Cunningham 24 
asked if the potential future detached structure would impact the protected area shown.  25 
Mr. Hebdon did not believe it would impact that area at all.   26 
 27 
Chair Roach reported that the property owner came before the Planning Commission 28 
approximately one year earlier to discuss the Bywater Basketball Barn.  He wondered if the 29 
additional structure mentioned would be in addition to that.  Mr. Hebdon clarified that it would 30 
involve a relocation.  The intention was to move the basketball barn off of that particular property 31 
by taking land from the two subject properties and adding the building to that location.  32 
Commissioner Prince asked if a new proposal would be presented to the Planning Commission.  33 
Mr. Hebdon did not believe it would need to come back before the Planning Commission because 34 
portions of the other properties would be added to the property where the use was permitted.  It 35 
would still be possible to maintain the required setbacks and height restrictions on the property.   36 
 37 
Chair Roach believed that during the previous discussions about the Bywater Basketball Barn, 38 
there were concerns expressed about trees.  There is also a fairly wooded area at the back of the 39 
two properties being discussed.  He wondered if the lot line adjustment would impact what was 40 
previously approved as far as the Tree Ordinance.  Mr. Hebdon stated that the majority of the trees 41 
there are of small caliper.  As part of the landscaping efforts, more foliage would be added to the 42 
backyard, and foliage shown in the originally proposed locations would be preserved.   43 
 44 
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Commissioner Cunningham reported that he was not on the Planning Commission when the 1 
Bywater Basketball Barn was previously reviewed.  He asked for additional information about that 2 
project.  Mr. Hebdon clarified that it would not be for commercial use.  The basketball barn is a 3 
place where families can play basketball, pickleball, and other kinds of sports.  Additionally, it 4 
would be possible to hold a wedding reception for family members in the barn area.  It was only 5 
for personal use.  There would be no commercial use on the site.  Commissioner Cunningham 6 
asked about the relocation of the building with the lot line adjustment.  He wanted to know if there 7 
would be an additional impact on the neighbors in terms of the noise.  Mr. Hebdon reported that 8 
the basketball barn would be further away from the neighbors in that scenario.  By adding more 9 
land to the current parcel, there would be more privacy and flexibility.  There will not be a lot of 10 
noise associated with the basketball barn because there will be an interior sports court.  11 
Commissioner Prince noted that the Planning Commission was being asked to consider the zone 12 
amendment for the two properties.  Any lot line considerations will be discussed at a later date.   13 
 14 
Chair Roach opened the public hearing.   15 
 16 
John Crandall gave his address as 4956 Holladay Pines Court and stated that he lives in the PUD 17 
adjacent to 4980 South Holladay Boulevard.  He noted that 4980 South Holladay Boulevard shares 18 
a road with the Holladay Pines PUD.  Mr. Crandall expressed concerns about the rezone.  If it 19 
occurs and there is not a property line readjustment, there could be additional homes built on the 20 
parcels.  Ms. Marsh reported that with a 10,000-square-foot minimum lot size, rezoning means the 21 
0.77-acre parcel on the south side could potentially be subdivided into three.  The parcel on the 22 
north could be subdivided into two.  Mr. Crandall reiterated his concerns about that.  He also 23 
pointed out that sewer is an issue in the area already.  If there are two parcels on the 4980 South 24 
property, there could be additional sewer issues created for the existing PUD.   25 
 26 
Chair Roach noted that a subdivision application would need to be submitted to the City if the 27 
desire is to subdivide.  What is currently being considered by the Commission is a rezone.  28 
Ms. Marsh confirmed this and explained that a subdivision would require a separate process.  29 
Mr. Hebdon reported that there is a legal non-conforming situation currently taking place.  For 30 
there to be a lot line adjustment, the applicants need to bring the lots into conformity.   31 
 32 
There were no further comments.  The public hearing was closed. 33 
 34 
Commissioner Gong disclosed a familial connection to the property and reported that Stephanie 35 
Bywater is her cousin.  As a result, she would recuse herself from the discussion and vote.   36 
 37 
Commissioner Cunningham pointed out that none of the representations about the lot lines are 38 
legally binding.  It would be possible for something different to be proposed in the future.  39 
Mr. Christopherson explained that this was the first step of the rezone process.  The Planning 40 
Commission was being asked to make a recommendation to the City Council.  Ultimately, there 41 
would need to be Council approval before there was a zone change approved.  Commissioner 42 
Cunningham noted that even if lot line adjustments do not occur, the rezone would still bring non-43 
conforming lots into compliance.  That was enough of a reason to move the application forward. 44 
 45 
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Commissioner Vilchinsky moved that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation to 1 
the City Council to APPROVE an application by Stephanie and David Bywater to amend the 2 
Holladay Zoning Map for 0.55 and 0.70 acres of land, located at 4980 and 4990 South Holladay 3 
Boulevard from R-1-43 to R-1-10, based on the following findings: 4 
 5 

1. The proposed zone amendment is consistent with the goals, objectives, and 6 
policies of the General Plan. 7 
 8 

2. The proposed zone amendment is harmonious with the overall character of 9 
existing development in the vicinity. 10 

 11 
3. The proposed zone amendment does not substantially affect abutting properties. 12 
 13 
4. The proposed facilities and services are adequate for the zone amendment.   14 

 15 
Commissioner Prince seconded the motion.  Vote on Motion:  Commissioner Gong-Abstain; 16 
Commissioner Cunningham-Aye; Commissioner Vilchinsky-Aye; Commissioner Prince-Aye; 17 
Commissioner Banks-Aye; Commissioner Roach-Aye.  The motion passed unanimously.   18 
 19 
4. Zone Map Amendment - Rezone from R-1-8 to R-2-8 - 4437 Butternut, 2475 East 20 

4500 South, and 2485 East 4500 South Review and Recommendation to City Council 21 
on a Proposal by Applicants, Daniel Kemp, Choompone Watchalotone, and Kevin 22 
Holman to Amend the Holladay Zone Map at this Location from the Current, R-1-8 23 
and R-1-10 Zones (Residential Single-Family, 8,000 square feet and 10,000 square 24 
foot minimum lot size) to the R-2-8 Zone (Residential Two-family) for Three Separate 25 
Parcels Sized at 7,840 square feet (0.18 acres), 17,859 square feet (0.41 acres), and 26 
11,325 square feet (0.26 acres).  Item Reviewed as a Legislative Action, According to 27 
Procedures set forth in Holladay Ordinance §13.07. File #23-4-07. 28 

Ms. Marsh presented the Staff Report and explained that the application was for a Zone Map 29 
Amendment.  The application involves properties at 4437 South Butternut Road, 2475 East 4500 30 
South, and 2485 East 4500 South.  The application was brought forward by three individual 31 
property owners in one application.  The proposal was to change the zone from R-1-8, which was 32 
the zone for the property on 4437 South Butternut Road, and R-1-10, which was the zone for the 33 
two properties on 4500 South.  The request was to change the zone for all three of those properties 34 
to the R-2-8 Zone.  The property owners wanted to either utilize existing structures or be able to 35 
create additional dwelling units on the individual properties.  Ms. Marsh reported that the 36 
maximum number of additional dwelling units that could be gained by the rezone was five.  37 
However, restrictions would apply for each property based on attached units or detached units.   38 
 39 
Commissioner Prince reported that there are currently three properties with three structures, one 40 
of which has a unit in the basement of the garage.  She wondered if this meant there could be a 41 
maximum of two additional properties added.  Ms. Marsh reported that it is based on the size of 42 
each property.  For example, the property on Butternut Road could not add an additional unit based 43 
on the lot size unless the property size is increased or the dwelling unit beneath the garage is 44 
attached in some way.  Adjustments would need to be made for the unit underneath the garage to 45 
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be legally rentable.  As for the middle property, there were more options there based on lot size.  1 
There could be a maximum of four units.  The final property, located at 2485 East 4500 South 2 
would be eligible for one more single-family unit.   3 
 4 
Ms. Marsh reported that the General Plan referred to the area as Medium Density Residential – 5 
Transitional/Two-Family (MDR-T).  She noted that rezoning would meet the goals stated in 6 
Chapter 5 of the General Plan related to Moderate-Income Housing.  A bus stop is located on the 7 
corner of 4500 South and Butternut Road, so the properties were located along a transit corridor.  8 
Enabling a rezone on a transit corridor would meet a moderate-income housing strategy.   9 
 10 
The TRC reviewed the application and had concerns with the narrow, 20-foot-wide substandard 11 
road between the park and the subject properties.  It was noted that additional units would not 12 
cause a significant increase in traffic.  If additional units were added, the increase in traffic would 13 
be negligible and the roadway could still be used by the neighbors.  If any additional units were 14 
added to the subject properties, parking would be managed on-site.  There is no parking on the 15 
park side of the road.  Most parking for the park should occur on 4500 South where there is a large 16 
area on the shoulder.  The TRC and City Staff suggested that a positive recommendation be 17 
forwarded to the City Council.  Chair Roach noted that there are three applicants.  Ms. Marsh 18 
clarified that one applicant would speak as a representative.  Public comments were submitted to 19 
the City before the meeting and included in the Meeting Materials Packet for review.  Those 20 
comments did not need to be read aloud but would be included as part of the public record.   21 
 22 
The representative, Daniel Kemp, introduced himself and stated that he lives at 4437 Butternut 23 
Road.  The reason this situation came about was that he purchased the property recently and it was 24 
already configured with a Detached ADU beneath the garage.  There was initial excitement about 25 
the possibility of renting that out but it was later determined that it was not possible to rent due to 26 
City Code.  There was a desire to find out how to make the space rentable in a legal manner.  It 27 
was brought to his attention that the neighbors to the east were also interested in the same rezone.  28 
Ultimately, the decision was made to apply together.   29 
 30 
Mr. Kemp reported that his lot was 8,000 square feet in size initially, but a small portion of the 31 
property was given back to the City at some point, which made it approximately 160 square feet 32 
short of that.  He was informed that the Detached ADU requirements did not make renting possible 33 
on the site, because it is less than 10,000 square feet in size and it did not appear that lot line 34 
changes would occur.  However, there was still a desire to move forward with the rezone because 35 
the other applicants were interested in their lots being rezoned.  At the current time, he was unable 36 
to utilize the ADU and rent the unit but noted that there were ADU discussions scheduled to take 37 
place in the City.  Mr. Kemp reported that the owner of the property at 2475 East 4500 South wants 38 
to add one more single-family home on the property and the owner of 2485 East 4500 South 39 
intends to build a detached garage with an ADU.  Neighbors were concerned about traffic and he 40 
wanted to be mindful of that.   41 
 42 
Commissioner Banks reported that Mr. Kemp indicated that he was interested in seeing the traffic 43 
decrease on the street.  He asked for suggestions to decrease the traffic levels.  Mr. Kemp explained 44 
that access to buses would be useful for potential ADU rentals.  Commissioner Banks believed 45 
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that might mitigate the expansion of traffic but he indicated that there was a desire to reduce the 1 
current traffic levels.  Mr. Kemp explained that there had been discussions about possible 2 
scenarios.  He acknowledged that people like to utilize it as a thru street but there could be speed 3 
issues.   4 
 5 
Chair Roach wondered what it would take to turn the detached ADU into an attached ADU on the 6 
Butternut Road property.  Ms. Marsh explained that it would require a significant amount of work 7 
to make it attached.  That kind of work could also be costly.  Mr. Kemp stated that adding 8 
something like an awning would not make it attached.  It needs to be enclosed.  There was 9 
discussion about parking and the garage on the subject property.  Commissioner Banks asked what 10 
was desired on the other properties.  Mr. Kemp stated that the owner of the middle property wants 11 
to build an additional structure so a family member can live nearby while the other property owner 12 
wants to build something similar to what is on his property, which is an ADU.  13 
 14 
Chair Roach opened the public hearing. 15 
 16 
Jeff Beck gave his address as 4416 South Butternut Road.  He was not opposed to density increases 17 
when they make sense but he was opposed to this particular rezone application.  The home 18 
Mr. Kemp bought has an ADU that was not legal to rent out.  He was not sure that a rezone was 19 
an appropriate way to try to address that problem.  Mr. Beck shared information about 4470 South, 20 
which is the narrow substandard street referenced earlier.  Density increases made sense on 4500 21 
South because there is a large road and a lot of traffic could be accommodated.  He commented 22 
that 4470 South does not make sense because of the current road conditions.  He felt it was 23 
important to remember that this is not 4500 South being discussed but 4470 South.  The intent of 24 
the General Plan would not be met by increasing the density in the area.   25 
 26 
Commissioner Banks asked what portion of the General Plan he felt the proposal was inconsistent 27 
with.  Mr. Beck stated that the General Plan identifies 4500 South as a corridor that should have 28 
increased density but the subject properties would impact 4470 South.  Where there is a large 29 
arterial, it makes sense to have increased density but not elsewhere.   30 
 31 
Alicia Derr gave her address as 2413 East Butternut Circle and pointed out that there are No 32 
Parking signs along the park side, however, it is possible to see where two feet of the grass have 33 
been destroyed because vehicles park there anyway.  She was concerned that the City of Holladay 34 
does not have the resources to continue to enforce the No Parking regulation on that side.  Ms. Derr 35 
expressed concerns about increased parking in the area and the existing issues.  She noted that the 36 
majority of homes on the north side of 4500 South are zoned R-1-10 or R-1-8.  There is nothing 37 
on the north side of 4500 South that is zoned R-2.  On the south side, the homes that are within the 38 
R-2-10 Zone have small private streets that allow for parking in the rear.  She was concerned that 39 
it would not be possible to accommodate additional parking if there was a rezone.  As for the 40 
General Plan goal related to affordable housing, she did not believe that additional units on the 41 
subject properties would result in affordable housing, so that goal would not be met.  42 
 43 
Andrew Webb gave his address as 4348 South Butternut Road and stated that there are many 44 
families in the area with children.  That was the reason that traffic was such a significant concern 45 
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to neighbors.  He was sensitive to Mr. Kemp’s situation and understood his frustrations about the 1 
ADU.  He did not, however, believe that the rezone would be appropriate in this instance.   2 
 3 
Cheryl Farr gave her address as 4400 Butternut Road and agreed with some of the comments 4 
made.  As for 4470 South, there is no sidewalk on either side of the street.  There is a lot of foot 5 
traffic coming from the school down through 4470 South and the park.  The sidewalk on the north 6 
side of the park is the only pedestrian access in the area.  When children walk from Howard R. 7 
Driggs Elementary School, there are safety concerns due to the lack of sidewalks.  She has also 8 
witnessed pedestrian accidents in the area.  Ms. Farr shared information about the configuration of 9 
the streets.  She was concerned about an increase in traffic because she believed it would make the 10 
existing issues worse.   11 
 12 
Ms. Farr had concerns about a potential increase in density.  As for the moderate housing goal, she 13 
did not believe the properties would provide anything affordable as it was a more expensive area.  14 
She was also concerned about the character of the neighborhood.  If new homes are built on the 15 
subject properties, it would not fit with the existing character since most homes in the area are 16 
single-level homes with basements.   17 
 18 
Elaine Erekson gave her address as 4388 South Wander Lane and stated that she lives to the north 19 
of the subject properties.  She was concerned about the potential increase in density if the rezone 20 
was approved.  Ms. Erekson agreed with the other comments shared.   21 
 22 
Caitlin Beck gave her address as 4416 South Butternut Road and stated that there is a lot of 23 
connectivity in the area.  If one vehicle is parked on the narrow street it is difficult to move through.  24 
That road is already a problem and concerning to potentially add more density and traffic.  She 25 
reiterated concerns about traffic and accidents.  26 
 27 
Robert Bradley gave his address as 4375 South 2490 East.  He clarified that one of the properties 28 
was zoned R-1-10 a few years ago and then converted to R-1-8.  Historically, it had been R-1-10.  29 
Chair Roach asked for confirmation from a member of City Staff.  Mr. Teerlink reported that the 30 
1999 County Zoning Maps showed the property as R-1-8.  During incorporation, it was changed 31 
to R-1-10.  The resident was correct in the fact that a few years ago, it was rezoned to R-1-8.   32 
 33 
Kevin Holman identified himself as one of the property owners associated with the application and 34 
the owner of the property at 2485 East 4500 South.  The closing documents when he purchased 35 
the property referenced 4500 South.  He had never seen 4470 South referenced in relation to his 36 
property.  For the last three years he has worked from home and his living room window looks out 37 
at the street all day.  He can see the speeds people drive and did not feel it was appropriate for 38 
children to walk there unsupervised.  He had witnessed a lot of near misses.  Mr. Holman believed 39 
the concerns related to traffic were valid but could be addressed by adding a sidewalk on the park 40 
side of the road.  He reiterated that it is unsafe to allow children to walk in the area unsupervised 41 
or to cross 4500 South to Wander Lane unsupervised.   42 
 43 
There was discussion about what Mr. Holman wants to do on his property in the future.  He 44 
explained that there was a desire to build an ADU on the site.  Mr. Holman wanted to build one 45 
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unit for one of his older children to live in.  It would allow them to live on-site but have privacy.  1 
The idea was to have the ADU attached to the garage.  All parking would be captured on-site.   2 
 3 
Commissioner Banks asked about the parking taking place on the street.  Mr. Holman explained 4 
that people frequently park on the street, which creates congestion.  People often park in front of 5 
his home.  There is plenty of parking along 4500 South but vehicles often park partially on his 6 
property.  There is a No Parking sign there because people hit his fence.   7 
 8 
Ms. Erekson shared another comment about the difference between 4500 South and 4470 South.   9 
 10 
There were no further comments.  The public hearing was closed.   11 
 12 
Mr. Kemp addressed some of the comments shared during the public hearing.  He reiterated that 13 
Mr. Holman wants to have an ADU similar to what was seen on his property.  There would not be 14 
four units in that location but the addition of one ADU.  As for the middle property, he believed 15 
the intention was to add one additional home.  He reminded those present that anything desired for 16 
the sites would need to come before the City for consideration and approval in the future.  As for 17 
his unit, the rezone to the R-2-8 Zone would not change much, unless the lot line is shifted.  18 
Pedestrian access was a concern for everyone and he liked the idea of a sidewalk on the side of the 19 
park.  He noted that a sidewalk goes through a portion of the park.   20 
 21 
Chair Roach reminded the Commissioners that when reviewing a Zone Map Amendment, certain 22 
factors need to be considered.  Those factors included the following: 23 
 24 

• Whether the proposed amendment was consistent with the goals, objectives, and policies 25 
of the General Plan; 26 

• Whether the proposed amendment was harmonious with the overall character of existing 27 
development in the vicinity of the subject property; 28 

• The extent to which the proposed amendment may adversely affect abutting properties; 29 
and 30 

• The adequacy of facilities and services intended to serve the subject property, such as 31 
roadways, parks and recreation facilities, police and fire, schools, stormwater drainage 32 
systems, environmental hazard mitigation, water supply, and wastewater/refuse collection. 33 

 34 
Commissioner Banks reported that the third criterion referenced impacts on the abutting properties.  35 
He believed the application might adversely and materially impact the surrounding neighborhood 36 
in terms of pedestrian use and safety.  He would be open to Conditions of Approval that would 37 
mitigate the issues but he had not heard a lot of suggestions so far.  It was important to encourage 38 
ADUs given the housing shortages in the community, but he did not want to disregard the factors 39 
that needed to be considered for a Zone Map Amendment to be made.  Chair Roach understood 40 
the concerns raised about impacts on the abutting properties and the overall neighborhood.   41 
 42 
Commissioner Gong commented that a lot of residents appear to have concerns but it seemed that 43 
the intersections are already dangerous outside of the context of a rezone.  She asked City Staff if 44 
there had been traffic studies conducted in the area or if there had been broader discussions about 45 
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mitigation.  Whether ADUs are added to the properties or not, there are clearly issues already.  1 
Ms. Marsh believed that Mr. Teerlink could share additional insight about the creation of the 2 
narrow road when the alignment of 4500 South is adjusted.  As for traffic, after speaking to the 3 
City Engineer, it was determined that the impact of adding the additional dwelling units would 4 
have a negligible impact on the roadway.  In terms of the safety concerns related to pedestrians 5 
and other vehicles utilizing the road, the majority of the use sounded like it came from the 6 
neighborhood.  It would be possible to look into how the traffic issues could be addressed but that 7 
would need to be done in consultation with the City Engineer.  Mr. Teerlink added that 4500 South 8 
is a Utah Department of Transportation (“UDOT”) road.  UDOT conducts street analyses each 9 
year and those details were shared with the City.  It was a collector road with high speeds. 10 
 11 
Commissioner Cunningham shared some of the concerns expressed by Commissioner Banks.  It 12 
was previously noted that enabling a rezone on a transit corridor would meet a moderate-income 13 
housing strategy but this seemed to be an exception to the rule.  From 2300 to I-15, he did not 14 
believe there would be concerns but this particular area has a lot of issues due to the park and 15 
narrow road.  He did not believe this was the appropriate location to add ADUs.  He had not been 16 
persuaded that it was the best decision to make based on the limitations in the area.   17 
 18 
Commissioner Prince was sympathetic to the concerns about the traffic but was not convinced that 19 
traffic from a few new units would materially alter the situation.  The utilization of the road and 20 
the traffic on the road were unlikely to change in a notable way due to the addition of a few more 21 
units.  She believed there was value in considering options that would allow a property owner to 22 
utilize their property in the way they desire.  It did not make sense to dismiss all possible options 23 
simply because neighbors want a sidewalk to be added to the area.  There needs to be a balance 24 
between the desires of the individual property owners and those of the surrounding neighborhood.  25 
It was not necessarily clear at this point what would be best for all involved.  26 
 27 
Commissioner Vilchinsky agreed with the comments shared by Commissioner Prince but also 28 
agreed with some of the other comments shared by the Commission.  Something she was 29 
concerned about was the fact that a rezone occurred a few years back.  It was already determined 30 
that the R-1-8 Zone was adequate for the area and it seemed too soon to consider another rezone.  31 
She understood the arguments made about property owners being able to utilize their properties 32 
but believed there were still options available to the property owners within the current zone.   33 
 34 
Chair Roach referenced Future Land Use Map Figure 2.3.  It showed the Medium-Density 35 
Residential – Transitional/Two-Family (MDR-T) that runs along 4500 South.  Something that 36 
stood out to him on that map was that there was a line drawn along the road.  There was a spot 37 
there for open space but that was not represented within the line that had been drawn along 4500 38 
South.  He recognized that the park in the area is very small and there is not a lot of park space in 39 
the City of Holladay.  There is a park there, which changed the dynamic when looking at the 40 
Medium-Density Residential – Transitional/Two-Family (MDR-T) as it was drawn out in the 41 
General Plan.  He did not think that the park there had been taken into account.  Chair Roach was 42 
sympathetic to the desires of the applicants but there were complications.   43 
 44 
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Commissioner Gong thought it was interesting that the three property owners had chosen to apply 1 
together.  She had a different opinion about something that was already there, such as the ADU 2 
that exists on one of the properties versus the addition of something new.  She wondered if the 3 
Commissioners would feel differently about the properties if the applications were separate.   4 
 5 
Commissioner Prince wondered how a Building Permit had been obtained to build the ADU that 6 
already exists.  Ms. Marsh explained that a builder can build a space that is not attached to a home 7 
and in the accessory building but the use is determined by what is permitted in the City Code.  It 8 
was described by the builder as a bonus space that is separated from the house.  However, it was 9 
not possible to rent out that space in this instance.  There was discussion about the difference 10 
between mother-in-law apartments, ADUs, and short-term rentals.   11 
 12 
Commissioner Gong pointed out that if the rezone is approved, it does not necessarily mean that 13 
the application to build an ADU would be approved as well.  Ms. Marsh confirmed this.  She 14 
explained that each property would need to meet regulations to have an ADU.  Looking at the 15 
corner property on Butternut Road, with the R-2, it still would not be possible to rent that unit 16 
unless it was somehow attached to the house.  There would be an option for the property owner to 17 
convert space within the house and rent out an I-ADU in the basement or upstairs unit.  18 
Commissioner Cunningham noted that the Commission would make a recommendation to the 19 
Council.  There was discussion about redevelopment funds for moderate-income housing.   20 
 21 
Commissioner Banks moved that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation to the 22 
City Council to DENY an application by Daniel Kemp, Choompone Watchalotone, and Kevin 23 
Holman, to amend the Holladay Zoning Map for three individual parcels of land, located at 24 
4437 South Butternut Road, 2475 East 4500 South, and 2485 East 4500 South, from R-1-8 and 25 
R-1-10 to R-2-8, based on the fact that the rezone will impact the abutting properties and 26 
surrounding neighborhood in a material and adverse manner.  Commissioner Cunningham 27 
seconded the motion.  Vote on Motion:  Commissioner Gong-Aye; Commissioner Cunningham-28 
Aye; Commissioner Vilchinsky-Aye; Commissioner Prince-Aye; Commissioner Banks-Aye; 29 
Commissioner Roach-Aye.  The motion passed unanimously.   30 
 31 
Mr. Christopherson explained that the Zone Map Amendment would move forward to the City 32 
Council.  The City Council would ultimately decide whether to approve or deny the rezone.   33 
 34 
ACTION ITEMS 35 
5. Approval of Minutes –August 15, 2023. 36 
Commissioner Roach moved to APPROVE the Meeting Minutes from August 15, 2023.  The 37 
motion was not seconded.  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Commission.   38 
 39 
ADJOURN  40 
Commissioner Prince moved to ADJOURN.  The motion was not seconded.  The motion passed 41 
with the unanimous consent of the Commission.   42 
 43 
The Planning Commission Meeting adjourned at approximately 7:52 p.m.44 
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I hereby certify that the foregoing represents a true, accurate, and complete record of the City 1 
of Holladay Planning Commission Meeting held Tuesday, September 19, 2023. 2 
 3 
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 5 

Teri Forbes 6 

Teri Forbes  7 
T Forbes Group  8 
Minutes Secretary  9 
 10 
Minutes Approved: ________________ 11 
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