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MINUTES OF THE CITY OF WEST JORDAN

CITY COUNCIL MEETING

Wednesday, May 28, 2014
6:00 p.m.
Council Chambers
8000 South Redwood Road
West Jordan, Utah 84088

COUNCIL: Mayor Kim V. Rolfe and Council Members

STAFF:

ic Works Director; Kyle
ikolash, City Planner; Ray
: Senier Planner; Nannette

L

1L

im V. Rolfe and Council Members Jeff Haaga, Judy Hansen,
nnehey, Chad Nichols, Ben Southworth, and Justin D.

ﬁ cuss the sale, lease, or purchase of real property, and personnel
issues. The motion was seconded by Councilmember McConnehey.

A roll call vote was taken

Councilmember Haaga Yes
Councilmember Hansen Yes
Councilmember McConnehey Yes
Councilmember Nichols Yes
Councilmember Southworth Yes
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Councilmember Stoker Yes
Mayor Rolfe Yes

The motion passed 7-0.

The Council convened into a Closed Session to discuss the sale, le
property, and personnel issues at 5:31 p.m. and recessed at 6:05 pa

The meeting reconvened at 6:13p.m.

III. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Sophie Ri

IV.  PRESENTATION
UPDATE FROM GRANITE SCHO
REPRESENTATIVES ORSLEY, AND

Martin Bates, Superintendent,

elementary schools located

Jordan attend a Junior High and Hi

be invited to attend any of the Scho

F COMMENTS/REPORTS
Tom Burdett-

e Provided an additional update on the ICSC event held during the previous week

Ryan Bradshaw -
e Requested that Consent Item 7k be completely pulled from the agenda
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e Stated the contract with George K Baum, the Financial Advisor for the City,
expires in October. This contract had an option to renew it for two one-year
extensions. The Council was in favor of an extension.

e He updated the Council on the status of the ERP process

Marc McElreath -
¢ Informed the Council on the newest Fire Fighters that we

Wendell Rigby -
e Informed the Council of several in-house orks
Department, which would require opening pa ' s 1
and III '

¢ Todd Johnson recently passed his exam official Civil Engineer.

Kyle Shepherd -
e Updated the Council on some reorganization

Investigations Division, which
would result in an approximate $8,000 savings. ’

CITY COUNCIL COM
Councilmember McConnehey - (_
* ith’ icg/Department

preciation to the Police Department for their efforts with the press
tng the $30,000 worth of stolen property which was located using the

e e an Ad Hoc Committee with three Councilmember’s to review
1 Rules of Procedures. Councilmember’s Hansen, Nichols, and
h agreed to serve on the Committee.

inded those in attendance of the ribbon cuttings this weekend, for the Jordan
River Tunnel 9000 South, as well as the ribbon cutting for the Ron Wood Phase II
park

VI. CITIZEN COMMENTS
Alexandra Eframo, West Jordan resident, asked that the City Council consider creating a
City ordinance which would allow a fine to be imposed against an individual posting
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illegal campaign signs. She also questioned the dollar amount associated with Consent
Item 7k which was pulled earlier from the agenda.

- Mike Evans, West Jordan resident, spoke against the Stone Creek Assessmient Area. He
and many of his neighbors were against the proposed improvements o _grasses.’
He also disagreed with the boundaries established for the area. t the maintenance
should be shouldered by the City.

Landlord program. Finally, Ms. Thomas
Department’s Problem Oriented Policing Unit,

June Christiansen, West Jordan resident, lives in a
putting in a new subdivision. There was a basalt she
caused them to put in their own casing a full 350 feet
line only 20 feet down and therefore ran into the rock
putting road base underneath >-

s property. She requested
ddetermined that the Engineering

expressedidismay with the decision of Councilmembers Hansen, Stoker, and Southworth
to support the assessment and listed a variety of reasons why they should reconsider.

Stephanie Green, West Jordan resident, spoke against the Stone Creek Assessment. She
felt that Stone Creek residents were being discriminated against, and that the assessment
fee was an afterthought from a business deal gone awry.
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Michele VanHeusen, West Jordan resident, indicated that her property was adjacent to the
assessment area. She spoke against the Stone Creek Assessment as the area was used by a
large number of people who were not in the assessment area. She also indicated
frustration that some City leaders claimed at a recent meeting that thergfwas a funding
shortage, while others suggested that there was a surplus. She wondered*wt
were being built despite the fact that there apparently were not fu
them.

changed and the area continued as it was. She spoke agai

Ray Stewart, West Jordan reside
park is only a “field” and tha
Stoker suggested he do) andgt
against the assessment.

Nichole
and improved

tated that although she would welcome changes
against the Stone Creek assessment as it would

ase, phase one received all the larger lots and amenities; and then
succ ases included smaller lots.

Ron Colg, owner of Boulder Canyon Apartments, stated there were 400 voters in his
complex yet they only received one vote as far as weighing in the on the assessment area
was concerned. He believed the park was public and that the expense of maintaining it
should be shared by all members of the public. Further, he suggested that the Council use
the existing tax base, and live within their collective means.

Barrett Peterson, Peterson Development, stated that as a developer he brought beautiful
parks to the City and that the City needed to figure out how to pay for them. While he
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believed the special assessment was the best option, he asked that the Council finally
make a decision regarding the assessment one way or another.

Greg Fabiano, West Jordan resident, spoke against the Stone Creek essment Area,
primarily because he believes it is grossly unfair to single out onl
residents. He indicated he was not opposed to an assessment as 1
all West Jordan residents and not just a select group.

Scott Rice, West Jordan resident, stated that when he purcha
was in a special assessment area. He was originally i i
was under the 1mpresswn that it was the only way to i

e no problem helping with
ntifying a fair solution.

willing to pay a tax for this “
put in a park, but spread the

Jenny Carter, West Jordan resident,
ofﬁc1a1 protest agamst the assessment

at did not mean she did not strongly object to
because of this had been unable to speak out
ince her neighbors could be fined for not
Clty of West Jordan should be held to the

(23

esident, asked that Council vote “no” on assessing a fee
esidents, but to move forward on improving the area and
West Jordan residents.

b4

There wasno one else who wished to speak.

VII. CONSENT ITEMS
7.2 Approve the minutes of May 7, 2014, and May 15, 2014 as presented

7b  Approve Resolution 14-92, authorizing the Mayor to execute
Amendment No. 2 to the Agreement with Landmark Design for
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additional services for the revised playground design for Ron Wood
Park Phase II in an amount not-to-exceed $3,000.00

7. Approve Resolution 14-93, authorizing the Mayote to execute
Amendment No. 1 to the Professional Services Agreem Wi
Architects for additional design services assocla
Jocation for the Parks Maintenance Yard Facili
an amount not to exceed $12,100.00

7.d  Approve Resolution 14-94, authorizing,

Mayor to execute the
Agency PrOJect between

7. Approve Resolution 14-95 tl
Federal Aid Agreement Supplem
the UDOT and West Jordan City

7.f

7.8

Resolution 14-98, authorizing the Mayor to execute a
oreement with Peterson Development for the Englefield

more than $17,500,000 aggregate principal amount of sewer revenue
funding bonds, series 2014 (the “series 2014 bonds™) to be issued by
e south valley water reclamation facility (“issuer”); taking of all
other actions necessary to the conmsummation of the tramsactions
contemplated by the resolution; and related matters

7.} Approve Resolution 14-100, authorizing the City Manager to sign the
Revolving Line of Credit for the City of West Jordan with Wells Fargo
Bank, to be used for emergency preparedness only
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7k  Approve Resolution 14-101 , authorizing the Mayor to execute a lease
with TCF Equipment Finance for seven mowers in an amount not to
exceed $2,882.28 per month for 36 months

7.1 Approve route changes for the 2014 West Jordan Independence Day
Parade

The Council pulled Consent Items 7f, and h for further discu, 7k completely

from the agenda.

MOTION: Councilmember Stoker moved to pu
further discussion, and 7k compl
Consent Items. The motion
Southworth.

A roll call vote was taken

Councilmember Haaga
Councilmember Hansen
Councilmember McConneh
Councilmember Nichols
Councilmember Southwort
Councilmember Stoker
Mayor Rolfe

The motion p

AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING APPROVAL OF
14-15, DESIGNATING AND ESTABLISHING THE
ASSESSMENT AREA
¢ item was on the agenda previously, was continued to this
had nothing further to add. He reminded the council that if they wish
lic hearing they would have to make a motion to do so but that
nicil was free to conduct their discussion and make a decision.

and thengalso assessing a City-wide tax or fee for parks, trails and open space was double
taxation which she felt would be wrong. She stated the issue should not be voted on
tonight unless they vote to deny.

Councilmember Haaga felt this item should not have been brought back, and was a closed
issue. He then expressed the belief that the City already had the funds (from property
taxes) to maintain the City’s parks. He stated that he was totally opposed to the Stone
Creek assessment fee.
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Councilmember Nichols apologized for missing the previous meeting. He also stated for
the record that he lived just barely outside the assessment area. He stated that because of
the location of his home he has seen the problems in this area first hand. He would like to
move away from the proposed assessment fee, and instead find a City-wide solution this

year. %%g%

f research since

Councilmember Stoker stated that he had done a considerable
the May 7 meeting, that very few other areas had a wash or a trgl
asked to maintain it. He indicated that he now agreed that the'City should?
wash area, and that it would be premature to pass the asséssn fee. He felt
should find a solution that was city-wide.

Councilmember McConnehey stated he w. ased with the process, an
residents had expressed their feelings on thisd
open communication would continue on all i 1ssues, fot j one Creek. He felt that the
assessment fee was not an appropriate solution any lo

o delay this matter until
: The public and Council
have the same concerns about the ¢ ; rks, and that getting them where

MOTION:
, designating and establishing The Stone Creek Assessment Area
evying the 2014 Assessment Levy, all as set out in the form of
inance and the published Notice. The motion was seconded by

Councilmember Haaga Yes
Councilmember Hansen Yes
Councilmember McConnehey Yes
Councilmember Nichols Yes
Councilmember Southworth Yes

Councilmember Stoker
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Mayor Rolfe Yes

The motion passed 7-0

VIII. PUBLIC HEARING
RECEIVE PUBLIC INPUT AND CONSIDER
RESOLUTION 14-102, A WAIVER OF FEES
JUSTICE CENTER CAR SHOW SPONSORSHIP

Bryce Haderlie said the third annual Day of Hope Car

waive the amount equal to park fees, encroachm

services required.

APPROVAL

The Council was provided with the West Jorda 'cip de regarding this issue.

3-4-1: WAIVER OF FEES AND FINES, GENERA
For purposes of this chapter, "waiving" an amount
and/or compromising such an Any fees or other moni gally required by this
code to be paid to the city may x

ng Errors: In an amount not to exceed five hundred dollars ($500.00) in
instance, to rectify an alleged error by city personnel or to rectify any

oubtful/Uncollectible Amounts: Once the city has made reasonable efforts to
collect an unpaid fee, fine, interest, penalty or other money legally owed to the
city, or has otherwise determined in good faith that the amount is practically
uncollectible; provided that any amount totaling more than one thousand
dollars ($1,000.00) per account may not be waived without city council
approval.

11
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Pursuant to City Code Sectio ity Council may
the City, and may otherwisg

2 of the Utah Code. Section 10-8-
contribution, such as fee waivers an

The City Manager may delegate some or all of this authority to department
heads and other managers in city government by administrative directive.

C. Support Of Charitable Entities: After following the procedures re
code section 10-8-2(2) or any successor provision, the city cou@
otherwise due to the city, and may otherwise provide fina
support to a charitable entity providing services to the citizé

D. Settling Litigation And Pre-litigation Claims By Or
made by or against the city may be compromised

council approval, up to an amount payable by.gor
thousand dollars ($15,000.00), if the ci
compromise is in the best interests of th
to settling any claim by or against the gif
over five thousand dollars ($5,000.00), and
call a special/emergency council meeting. (2
14-2009)

al support to a nonprofit
City complies with section 10-8-
contribution to a nonmonetary

Cost/Value
$1500
N/A
N/A
£855

‘ent information on City Website N/A

ent information on lobby kiosk N/A

Jisplay poster in city locations N/A

Share event information electronically / social media ($10/boost)  $20

Park fees '

o Deposit $500
o Setup/ Cleaning $150
o Pavilion rental: $300
o Staff support (8a — 6p=10hrs) 10hrs x $25 $250

12
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e Encroachment permit $260
e Permission to park cars on the park grass N/A

TOTAL:
Mayor Rolfe opened the public hearing.
Jaylynn Thomas, West Jordan resident, spoke in favor of appr:

those unfamiliar with the Children’s Justice Center she exple
place for children who were victims of abuse.

g resolution. For
it“provided a safe

Mayor Rolfe stated that in recent days he had had
advocates and representatives from the Children’
do everything possible to help this group. '

There was no one else who desired to speak. Mayor<® losed the public hearing.

MOTION: Councilmember Stoker moved to ap
waiver and re
Children’s Ju
The motion

A roll call vote was taken

Councilmembe

[ITLE 13, CHAPTERS 5 AND 6, REGARDING TSOD AND CITY
R DESIGN; CITY-WIDE, PSOMAS, APPLICANT

rdett and Nannette Larsen said the applicant, Psomas, was proposing to amend the
City’s zoning ordinance to allow for more flexible design and site standards for structures
along arterial right-of-ways in the City Center zoning district. More specifically,
representing the intents of CVS Pharmacies, Psomas had requested minor text
amendments to accommodate more traditional auto-oriented types of designs and
configurations in areas adjacent to arterial and collector streets. The proposed text
amendments would amend both the Transit Station Overlay District (TSOD) and the City
Center (CC) Zoning District portions of the Code in Chapter 13.
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City Center Zoning District (CC)
The City Council approved the City Center zone in 2006 with three separate zoning sub-
districts within that designation. Those sub-districts were: City Center C CC-0), City
Center Frame (CC-F), and City Center Residential (CC-R). During the’: %approval
in 2006, the City Council also approved the intent of the zoning district, that being, “to
develop a traditional downtown area, by redevelopment and 1. edestrian scale
buildings in the traditional downtown core (city center) of thes ally, during
this time the design standards of the district were also approved

Transit Station Overlay District (TSOD) \

The City Council adopted the Transit Station Oygrlay District (TSOD) as p
Zoning Ordinance in September, 2005. In July 2 ( i
Transit Station area boundaries of the Future
Zoning Map boundaries. ‘

GENERAL INFORMATION & ANALYSIS
ack in the CC-F sub-
ub-district, fenestration
jon ared” location of parking stalls,
ses, and the requirements for a

district, required building
requirements of the City Cgnte
maximum number of parking stal

thie D.area and the CC Zoning District have similar
amendments
or the applicant to come to the desired outcome, many of the proposed

: ame intended purpose. The following included the present

ct: Buildings shall be set back no more than twenty feet (20') from the
Ik. (Psomas is proposing to remove this requirement from the ordinance
nciple building to be setback greater than 20> when the subject property is
arterial streets.) Ostensibly this would allow for vehicular parking in front

13.51.8.3.a

a. To reinforce pedestrian activity and enhance liveliness of the street, all buildings in the
CC-C and CC-F sub-districts shall be oriented toward the adjacent interior streets and in
no case oriented to a parking lot. (The prevention of orienting the entrance of a building
to a parking lot in the Core and Frame sub-districts may be removed.)

14
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13.51.8.A.5.a

a. Seventy five percent (75%) of the front facade on the ground floor for buildings in the
CC-C sub-district, and fifty percent (50%) of the front facade on the ground floor for
buildings in the CC-F sub-district shall be transparent. Fenestration sh nsist of true
window and door openings allowing views into and out of the interidt FTh
beginning at a point not more than three feet (3') above the level
less than eight feet (8') above the sidewalk. False windows are it
center zone. (The applicant is seeking to change this standard tg al 60% of the front
fagade on the ground floor to include some type of fenestra
fenestration transparency and height may also be noyed. Additi
allowances may also be included as part of the amende( rd%ance )

13.51.8.A.5.b
b. For each floor the length of fagade ~level, I be broken up by no more
than a ten foot (10') length of a building wall. (This‘rgquestwor 1d remove the fenestration

requirement above the first floor.)
13.519.A.1

parking garages shall not begh
section is being petitioned to be remoyed.)

13.51.9.D.3
3. Retail, serviceg i j cated within the TSOD shall provide a maximum

of three (3) p r one thou. 000) square feet of gross floor area. (This
proposed expand the maximum number of parking stalls within a
TSOD o ing spaces per 1,000 square feet within the Core

. ; dependent real estate market analysis of the proposed
development s red, which takes into consideration the potential demand for
the proposed lﬂe?’izgential “and nonresidential uses within the proposed development area.
is section —uer the proposed amendment—would remain, but would be limited to a

13.51.13€ &

C. Architectural Review: All proposed development within the city center zone shall be
reviewed by the design review committee. This commitiee shall have the right to evaluate
the physical layout, architectural characteristics and amenities and may require changes
or modifications in design to create compatibility and conformity in the variety of uses
and structures within the development to ensure, protect and promote the health, safety
and general welfare of the citizens of the city. A design review committee shall be
comprised of one member from planning staff, one member from the planning commission,
at least two (2) members from the downtown revitalization commiftee and one citizen from

15
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the city who is familiar with the fields of architecture and general land use planning.
(2001 Code § 89-3-1014; amd. 2009 Code; Ord. 10-09, 2-24-2010; Ord. 13-17, 4-24-
2013) (The amendment to this section is a City initiated petition. The amendment would
remove the membership criteria of the Design Review Committee.) Per Sgetion 2-10-2C
— The Design Review Committee shall review and make recgmmengations on
development proposals and development plans in both the City ter zones and the
Transit Station Overlay Districts.

13.6G.9

In order to encourage the use of public transit sk
developments the minimum number of parking s "
reduced. The use of shared parking areas and
Surface parking
ing structures except when

minimized and located behind and/or to the sid
such surface parking as described in the developn:
streetscape (on street parking). The parking require nd restrictions set forth in this
article shall supersede the requirements and regulatio '

13.6G.9.A.2
2. A maximum of three (3) parking -
d. (This a : ilar to 13.51.9.D.3. — expanding the

a TSOD of retail uses to 3.75 and 4.5 parking

the Frame Sub-districts respectively.)

djacent to or opposite a street intersection. No
t may front an arterial street without specific city council approval.
ar to 13.51.9.A.1 — to remove the parking lot or garage placement

All parking lots shall be located behind or on the side of buildings. Parking and
vering areas shall not be located between the primary entrance to a building and
wtting stieet, unless its purpose is to provide a direct life safety function. If parking
is loca it the side, screening and buffering shall be provided in accordance with this
title. (This amendment is similar to 13.51.9.A.1 - allowing an exception of properties
located along two arterial streets or abutting an arterial street and a Pedestrian or
Neighborhood Street.)

13.6G.11.B.6

6. The front facade of all principal buildings shall face onto the street and not be oriented
toward a parking lot or parking structure. (This amendment is similar to 13.51.8.3.a - the

16
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prevention to orient the entrance of a building to a parking lot in the Core and Frame sub-
districts may be removed.)

TSOD, CC Districts Design, CC Report - 052814
13.6G.11.B.12.a
a All nonresidential, street fronting and sidewalk level deve

fenestration at a minimum of seventy five percent (75%) of the leng “ofithe frontage of the
building on street fronting sides, beginning at a point not morgt gofeet (3') above
the sidewalk, for a height no less than eight feet (8)) above the side:

is similar to 13.51.8.A.5.a -pertaining to fenestration jirements in the C

Zones.)

13.6G.11.B.12.b A
b. Fenestration for nonresidential uses sh [ §. into the interior. Display
windows shall not have permanently painted, % 1 or reflective glass. (This
amendment would remove the window and door transparency requirement. The standard

for display windows will remain.)

13.6G.12

Except for single-family and;
private right of way and shall be
setback as possible unless differen
setback of a buildin e increased;

ces, all buildings shall face a public or
dewalk edge with as minimal a

a

ed pups
maximu of twenty feet (20') from a public or
. promenade, social event area or outdoor dining
sign. Parking lots, garages and drive lanes
ine of a public or private road (exclusive of
lude parking structures that are architecturally
opment.) (This amendment is similar to 13.51.8.2.b
reater than 20° from a right-of-way in the City Center zones.)

compatible with
arding setbac

2. An indepe snt real estate market analysis of the proposed development, which takes
into consideration, the potential demand for the proposed nonresidential uses within the
OD. (This amendment is similar to 13.51.13.A.3 - limiting the analysis to sites larger

SOF FACT
Section 4%—?-D-7B, requires that prior to making a positive recommendation to the City
Council for a Zoning Code text amendment, the Planning Commission shall make the

following findings:

Criteria 1:  The proposed amendment conforms to the general plan and is consistent
with the adopted goals, objectives and policies described therein;

17
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Discussion: Relevant goals and policies in the General Plan applicable to
the proposed amendment are as follows:

Goals_and Policies for the City Center and Neighborhood TSOD
Center Land Use

Policy 2: Add language to the Zoning
marketable and viable uses within the i

. -oriented retail, services,
also create an area where “uses
arger retail, service,
le” parking at arterial
ased on their location.
ildings at arterial-to-arterial
¢ accommodating (convenient)

of Redwood Rd. and 7800 South, pit
office, and restaurant uses. The intent 1

IENT CITY CENTER AND
AREAS.
implement standards and policies to promote

y center and Neighborhood Center areas.

mtation Measure:

ty Center and Neighborhood Center development shall
nform to the urban form and design standards included in
this plan and within the West Jordan Planning Division’s
Design Guidelines Manual.

_Nothing requested as part of this amendment should negate or go against
his goal, policy, and implementation measure.

Transit Oriented Development Goals and Policies

Goal 1.
Policy 3: Incorporate urban design features in Transit Oriented
Developments that create a strong sense of place.

Implementation Measures:

18
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1. All Transit Oriented Development must conform to the urban
form and design standards included in this plan and within
West Jordan Planning Division’s Design Guideline Manual.

Although the proposed text amendment to the City
Station Overlay District alters site design standards o

Ordinance’s capacity to ensure
relevant guidelines are as folloy

and scale section of the Design
' buzldzngs should be

srsection is one of the most vehicular trafficked in the City.
al streets within the City have a width of approximately 126’.
ecause of the excessive widths of the arterial streets, specifically at an
ntersection, an increased setback will still fulfill the intent of the
Massing and Scale section of the Design Guidelines Manual. An
increase in such a setback will allow for the accommodation of
vehicular parking between existing right-of-ways and new buildings
abutting an arterial.

Building Placement (pg. 9

“How a building is placed on a site has a powerful impact on how a
development is perceived by its neighbors and on how well it “works”
or functions for its residents.”

19
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Similar to the Massing and Scale section of the Development
Guidelines Manual, building placement is also discussed as pivotal to a
pedestrian scale development. As previously discussed the amendment
would only include areas which abut an arterial intersecti

long 78
yays separate the

intersection, it has been found that an ad
intersection may be more advantageous

Fenestration (pg. 33
“4 buildings fenestration should all

9

creating requirements potential
meet. easing the fenestration requirement
e ground floor from 75% in both the CC-C and
the CC-C sub-district, 50% in the CC-F

not anticipated these changes will adversely affect the pedestrian
f the TSOD and CC districts, thereby, meeting the intent

mercial Land Use Goals and Policies

12. PROVIDE ADEQUATE AND ACCESSIBLE COMMERCIAL
D BUSINESS SERVICES TO ALL RESIDENTS.

Policy 1. Continue to implement the policy of limiting commercial centers
to “nodes” located at the intersections of major arterial streets or, in the
case of neighborhood commercial centers, at designated locations within
large planned residential communities.

Staff agrees with the applicant in the wording of their own findings where
they state: Accessibility to businesses at an arterial to arterial intersection
will be greater in vehicular traffic than pedestrian. Allowing for patrons of
these businesses, which are typically auto-oriented, to have parking

20




City Council Meeting Minutes
May 28, 2014
Page 20

between the building and street to allow for greater access. Through proper
design review and control, the City may still ensure that commercial
centers are designed at a walkable, pedestrian scale.

Goal 3. PROVIDE WELL-DESIGNED,
PLEASING, AND EFFICIENT COMMERCIA
THE CITY OF WEST JORDAN.

Implementation Measures >
1. Maintain strong architecty ng
standards for all commer ] ow

improve the peafal
gh additional standards for landscaping along
hin and around large parking lots, and in

design, and landscaping requirements of
e implemented even where parking exists
adway. Open space amenities, increased
ired architectural elements of the zone will

ral, site

Implementation Measures

1. Coordinate with City Engineering and UDOT to ensure that
street levels of service will not be compromised as a result of
proposed commercial development.

4. Regularly examine and update parking regulations to meet
present and future needs.

Staff agrees with the applicant in the wording of their own findings where
they state: Both 7800 South and Redwood Road are classified as primary
arterial roads. These roadways are planned to serve as main thoroughfares
through the City both now and in the future. Allowing for parking in front
of these buildings should not compromise the intent of the Code as

21
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Criteria 2:

pedestrian traffic is minimal compared to vehicular traffic at such
intersections. Walkability is at a minimum.

Finding: The proposed amendments will conform to the :
will be consistent with the adopted goals, objectives an icigs, described
therein. %

The proposed amendment is appropriate give the request

Discussion:

Building Setback
The purpose of limiting the set
location of buildings as clos
encourage pedestrian friendly develo
with more efﬁciency of land and allo

in turn encourages areas
a scale of walkability within a
rldershlp, thereby

areas and City Center District,
and customers alike through: 1.)
s; 2.) enticing potential customers
pedestrian friendly areas (walkability); and, 3.)

limiting the setback is
Increasmg visibility t

mtersections”in the City. A typical arterial right-of-way width is 126°.
O%mde of an intersection the width of 126> also includes two 10> park
ips along either side of the arterial street. At an intersection however, the
rk strips are eliminated, thereby providing a 126° expanse of hard
rfacing.

Due to the existing width of the intersection of the two arterial streets
requiring the building to comply with the maximum setbacks of a more
pedestrian development will not exhibit any traffic calming measures. Nor
will it create a pedestnan scale in a heavily vehicular trafficked area.
Allowing for an increase in setbacks along the arterial intersection, a
Jandscaping buffer can be better incorporated to alleviate the existing
breadth of hard surfacing. In most all cases the front sides of buildings that

22
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face arterial streets are rarely “pedestrian friendly” in scale and
characteristics, and are also not considered “walkable”.

Entry Way/ Building Orientation
The intent of the Zoning Ordinance in both the TSOD
to create an area which provides certain architeg
facades visible to pedestrian traffic; this, to ensuzé
development within these districts.

The objective to the proposed language
of the front facade and entry-way of a
s, while also allowing archi
details to focus on an interior or giedestrianright-of-way, even ifithe front
facade of the structure faces ag Jot- the entry-way would be
more visible to a pedestrian right-o

walkable community, while not requiring
car centric structur:

Fenestration
The proposed amen
requirements within
suggested to eliminate

ments within the City, those which have not used
: ong some portions of the structures fagade, it is

pinion that the intent of pedestrian oriented development is still
i the requirement of transparent window or door openings.
dfacades of the structure, breaking-up an expanse of wall

ing.

The percentage of fenestration has been proposed to change as well. The
grrent percentage requirement is 75% fenestration in the City Center-Core
tb-district and 50% of the front fagade of buildings in the Frame sub-
" district. The proposal will alter the total front fagade fenestration to 60% in
the Core sub-district and 50% in the Frame sub-district. Additionally, any
building with a residential use will have a minimum requirement of 30% of
window or door openings.

The proposed percentage changes are consistent with other communities
with designated transit oriented areas in the valley.
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This section may also be altered to allow for the Zoning Administrator to
modify the enforced fenestration requirements based on the character of the
building, its impact on the structural stability of the building, or whether
the architectural details or design characteristics meet th€sintent of the
zoning ordinance.

This City-initiated proposed amendment allows
fenestration requirement in the City Center

xibility in the
ensures the

Administrator discretion of the architectd
structure. -

Location of Parking I ots
The proposed amendment wo

is orien
stated in t

ghborhood or pedestrian street or
uilding Setback section of this discussion, the
e fimendment would affect is the intersection

new building

downtown feel, pedestrian scale development is
d certain standards are outlined in both the TSOD and CC
1 accomplish this goal. One important standard is the containing

fhe amount of parking in those areas, this in an attempt to avoid large
@@’ unnecessary expanses of asphalt and to encourage pedestrian over
ehicular oriented developments.

It is typical in areas outside of a downtown district and a transit area to
require a minimum number of parking stalls a particular use must provide.
This to ensure there is a sufficient number of parking stalls for any
proposed use. Conversely, it is also typical for areas within a downtown
area and in close proximity of a mass transit station to limit the number of
parking stalls. By providing a maximum number of parking spaces within a
TSOD area, Cities attempt to encourage a more efficient use of land in
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areas of close proximity to transit stations while also incentivizing the use
of transit systems.

The existing ordinance outlines a maximum number of at 3 spaces
per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area for retail, servigé;”andigommercial
uses within the TSOD. Within the CC District, 3 p per 1,000
square feet of gross floor area of office and retail e allowed. There
is not a minimum number requirement for p es. in either the
TSOD or CC Districts.

The applicant is requesting to chan
allowed in both the TSOD and

ber of parking spaces for
y necessary to amend the

service, and other similar commercial use
intent to encouragezwalkable areas in the

il"language will still fulfill the intent of the market analysis
28t hile promoting new development and redevelopment of the
by small or local market businesses where a market analysis is
generally not needed or warranted.

The City is initiating the proposed amendment to section 13.51.13.A.3 to
remove the membership requirements of a defunct committee — the
Architectural Review Committee. While still allowing the same amount of
review on a project the City currently has all commercial project be
reviewed by a formal Design Review Committee. All site plans of a
commercial nature are subject to DRC review and recommendation to the
Planning Commission as part of the review process. This amendment
simply addresses a needed change in policy.
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Finding: Subject to Staff’s recommendations regarding the required
number of parking spaces and adequate landscape buffering, the proposed
amendments are appropriate given the context of the request and there is
sufficient justification for a modification to this title.

Criteria 3:  The proposed amendment will not create a conflict any other section

or part of this title or the general plan; and

Overlay District.

The design policies listed within the(
when determining the language of
Overlay District and the Zoning District.
the fenestration ofisthe front fagade, bui

an were closely considered
suggested amendments to the
amendments which deal with

an exception at intersections of two
within the City Center and Transit area remain
iofto this proposed petition. In the interest of
eves it best to remove any illustrations in the
t of parking placement adjacent to buildings.

The proposed amendment will not create a conflict with any
jon or part of this title or the general plan.

Criteria 4: e proposed amendment does not relieve a particular hardship, nor does
ifer any special privileges to a single property owner or cause, and it
is only necessary to make a modification to this title in light of

corrections or changes in public policy.

Discussion: The proposed amendment will alter sections of the Zoning
Ordinance which affect every Transit Station area and every development
site within the City Center. The Transit Station areas consist of 6 different
locations within the City, all found along the TRAX line. The City Center
district is located in a central commercial area with a TRAX station along
the south portion of the zoning designation.

Building Setback
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The proposed change to building setbacks will affect only those properties
located at an intersection of two arterial right-of-ways. During the review
of this amendment it was found only three properties will be affected by
this amendment. While this amendment is therefore nofpspecific to a
particular site, it is specific to an area within the City’s City Ce¢ District.
The intersection of Redwood Road and 7800 Sou the only”area this
amendment would affect. Nevertheless, the suggested amigndment does not
relieve a hardship for any particular property.

Entry Way/ Building Orientati
Again, the proposed amendment 1
building orientation when a building an

dedto allow for flexibility in
tryway is located adjacent to an
¢ to ong:singular property.

development within th
specific to one singular

\ a specific property which will be affected. This
ent will also correct an issue within the CC District relative to
d at intersections of high traffic flow versus those located
firre pedestrian and neighborhood streets in a master planned

il Parking Stalls
is suggested amendment is applicable to all properties within the TSOD
d CC districts. It does not relieve a particular hardship and does not

" confer special privileges to a single property owner.

Two Acre Requirement for a Market Analysis
This proposed amendment will affect all properties with the TSOD and CC
districts. The proposal is not specific to any one property.

Architectural Review Members
This proposed amendment corrects a conflict in the review process of the
City of West Jordan. It is not exacting to any particular property.

27




City Council Meeting Minutes
May 28, 2014
Page 27

Finding: The proposed amendments do not relieve a particular hardship,
nor do they confer any special privileges to a single property owner or
cause, and it is only necessary to make a modification to itle in light of
corrections or changes in public policy.

The proposed Text Amendment was necessary to establish new;
along arterial right-of-ways within the City Center Zoning
Overlay District.

drds for properties

Staff recommended that the City Council accept the
and approve the proposed Text Amendments
Commission.

Mayor Rolfe opened the public hearing. There w ® desired to speak. Mayor
Rolfe closed the public hearing.

Councilmember McConnehey s

presentation shown in the mee h i the agenda packet. He

MOTION: Councilmember Mo
ing the 2009

inicipal Code Title 13, Chapters 5
tation Overlay Districts and the City Center
ded by the Planning Commission. The
ncilmember Nichols.

The motion passed 7-0.

RECEIVE PUBLIC INPUT AND CONSIDER FOR APPROVAL
ORDINANCE 14-20, REGARDING RATIFICATION OF THE PLANNING
COMMISSION APPROVAL OF THE PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT
PLAN ESTABLISHING A RESIDENTIAL DENSITY OF 3.21 UNITS PER
ACRE FOR A TOTAL OF 63 LOTS; FOR LONEVIEW SOUTH
SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY 8200 SOUTH 6400

28




City Council Meeting Minutes
May 28, 2014
Page 28

WEST; PETERSON DEVELOPMENT/JUSTIN PETERSON, APPLICANT
Larry Gardner explained that in 2006 the subject property was rezoned from Agricultural
(A-20) to Low Density, Single-family Residential (LSFR) as part of the establishment of
the West Side Planning Area (WSPA).

In 2009, the Planning Commission and City Council reviewed a ¢
with a land use map amendment and rezone application by Pet
concept plan included additional land adjacent to the specific pfoperties olved with the
amendments. One of those adjacent areas was the subject site
concept plan. ‘

In 2011, the Planning Commission reviewed a re i
acres of area to the original concept plan (200
from 236 acres to approximately 370 acres. £
master plan on the original 236 acres was essen
site). This expanded master plan, the Highlands M
feedback from the Planning Commission. The Highl

eir review and commes

nging the total area of the master plan
iddition of new land, the new

Development Plan. In addition to
Planning Commission reviewed in

410

, this re detailed master plan included
density buy-ups within each “village” or sub-
West portion of the “Highlands” phasing
received general positive feedback from the

Planning Commission approved the Loneview North Preliminary
liminary Subdivision Plat.

2013 thé City Council ratified the Planning Commission’s approval of

On February he
lorth Preliminary Development Plan; allowing 108 single-family

. the Loneview

ORMATION & ANALYSIS

lopment is requesting approval of Loneview South at the Highlands
ary Development Plan and the Loneview South Preliminary Subdivision Plat.
Loneview South is located within the Highlands Master Development. The Highlands is
divided into the villages of Highlands East, West and North. Loneview South is in the
Highlands West Village and is located at approximately 8200 South 6400 West with a
road that accesses 6700 West via Church View Drive The Loneview development is the
farthest west development within the Highlands Master Development Plan.
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The Loneview South subdivision consists of 63 single family lots on 19.63 net acres for a
proposed residential density of 3.21 dwelling units per acre. The subject site is designated

as Low Density Residential on the Future Land Use Map; and is zoned Low Density,
Single-family Residential (LSFR).

The LSFR zone allows residential density of 2.01 to 4.50 dwellin
3.21 dwelling units per acre proposed by the applicant requires,g
density buy-up. Density buy-ups allow the applicant to have

if they install certain pre-determined amenities and enhanc
weighted value by the WSPA ordinance. Based on
proposed by the applicant in the Loneview South
applicant is hoping to achieve a 63% density buy-
dwelling units from 39 to 63. The density bu
described in the attached preliminary developy

FINDINGS OF FACT PRELIMINARY DEVELOP)
There are no specific findings of fact for preliminary ;
table which describes the d elements and bonus
density elements for developme §docated in the West
(WSPA) (Municipal Code Sef ‘

bula of sstaff's review along with discussion of each
s they relate to'the Loneview development plan. The criteria listed
laborated upon in Section 13-5J-6 of the Municipal Code.

amenity/improven
in the table are

HAS
REQUIRED
WEIGHTED st CRITERIA SCORE
VALUE ’ BEEN
OPTIONAL MET?
TY/IMPROVEMENT Yes or No
TR —

Trails and open space:

Improvement: Dedication of
open space, trail corridors or
"in lieu of fees" in
accordance with the
comprehensive general plan
and the parks, recreation and
trails master plan

N/A
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Has
REQUIRED
WEIGHTED st CRITERIA SCORE
VALUE . BEEN
OPTIONAL MET?
AMENITY/IMPROVEMENT Yes or No

Discussion: The open space area in Loneview South is a continuati
Loneview North. The two open space areas will be connected by air

and will install an active open space area and a passi
will also install a trail through the open space area az

“the ope area of
and bridge and

enhanced open

city standards

Improvement: Installation of

space/recreational amenities
in excess of that required per

Discussion: The plan shows
(1%) and the installation of af

trail corridor. The landscape planting is clustered around the
p.area. This meets the 1 tree per 25 linear feet of trail requirement,

ench per 1000 feet of trail (1%) which are positive enhancements for
1. The plan also shows the installation of a split rail fence located at the

standards along
creeks/washes

Improvement: Dedication of
additional property for trails
beyond that required per city

Upto 15% | Optional Yes
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HaAs
REQUIRED
WEIGHTED | 0 CRITERIA
VALUE VS. BEEN SCORE
OPTIONAL MET?
AMENITY/IMPROVEMENT Yes or No
Discussion: The code requires a minimum 50 feet open space dedicatior
drainage corridors. Because the trail is on the north side of the : eview North,
an average was determined to be appropriate along the south sig The open

area beyond the wash averages 40°. This would give twenty fe
for 480 feet, mostly along the common open area. Based i
plan falls within the requirement for the density buy-
minimum 12 feet extra of dedication of open space
applicant is also willing to dedicate and additional:
connection / trail access between lots 158 an

Improvement: Pedestrian
scale and consistent,
architectural street lighting

N/A

Discussion: All street lights® on C standards for residential
street lights. The development plan st
feet tall with aluminum shaft with flute
: d every 150 feet and will be placed in the park

strip. The light ut both Loneview North and Loneview South

N/A

ming was addressed as part of the Highlands Master plan and the

ecessary requirement for traffic calming.

N/A

oject 8Ges not have any internal cul-de-sacs or dead end streets and
access. The development has a stub street to the west to ensure
future development.

gateway feature | 11,4,10% | Optional Yes

development

Discussion: The development plan shows four entryway monument signs —one at the
intersection of 8200 South and 6400 West, one at the entrance on 6400 West, one at the
entrance on 8200 South and one at the entrance on 6700 West. The monuments are well
designed and will provide a nice entry feature into the subdivision. (4%)
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HaAs
REQUIRED
WEIGHTED st CRITERIA SCORE
VALUE ' BEEN
OPTIONAL MET?
AMENITY/IMPROVEMENT Yesor No i~

Smart growth urban design:

Improvement: Master

planned subdivision design N/A

Discussion: The project meets this requirement with stub &
connections. The development has adequate pedestria
and to the trail system.

Improvement: Pedestrian
friendly and walkable
neighborhood design

Discussion: Five foot sidewalks are placed along all int
will be a trail in the common green area that will connect
in Loneview North.

Improvement: Alternative
load garage configuration

isions. The preliminary development plan

states that no mo 6 of the lots will have standard, front loading or front yard/side
loading gar hin the subdivision will have a semi-
recessed fig terms of meeting the requirements of the
WSPA a minimum of 6° from a either a covered porch

ges in this fashion meets the strict definition of an
§'WSPA, it does not fully achieve the intent of this buy-up,
which is to significantly l¢ssen the visual dominance of garages. An alley-loaded or rear
yard attached/detached garage product throughout a subdivision is an example of a design
hat could achievera full 18% buy-up. (14%)

Building design:

Improvement: Attractive
theme based and consistent
architecture on all structures

N/A

Discussion: Peterson Development will not be constructing the homes within Loneview
South and their intent to sell lots to home builders. The preliminary development plan has
provided typical building elevations as well as a list of specific architectural requirements
the various home builders will be required to meet. The typical building elevations and list
of architectural requirements are the same as used in Loneview North. The intent is to
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HAS
REQUIRED
WEIGHTED (i/s CRITERIA
VALUE . BEEN
OPTIONAL MET?
AMENITY/IMPROVEMENT Yes or No

receive
y overseen by Peterson
Staff be%%yes that

approval from a third party architectural review committee (ini
Development) prior to building permits being submitted to the

requirement is met.

However, in order to make sure these architectura
communicated to the future home builders, stafl
that requires the applicant to forward a list of thes
home builders.

Improvement: Installation of
covered porches throughout
50% of subdivision

tin area. Meeting the requirements of this optional
buy-up should juires clear communication throughout the
duration of

met, staff w ‘ nd1t10n of ap val that requires the developer to prov1de

Optional Yes

pment pla i lists specific items like door and windows, window and door treatments
d g dor tr1m side llghts and/or transom w1ndows near the front door that all

tion between the developer and the various builders. (6%)

Improvement: Equal
dispersion and use of high Upto 12% | Optional Yes
quality building materials

Discussion: The applicant has stated in the development plan that all homes will
incorporate stucco, stone, brick, composite board siding and shingles and other high grade
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HAs
REQUIRED
WEIGHTED st CRITERIA SCORE
VALUE i BEEN
OPTIONAL MET?
AMENITY/IMPROVEMENT Yes or No
materials. (6%)

ity of 3.28 units per acre.
velopment is 63; for a total of

e conditions of approval recommended by staff,
Development Plan appears to have sufficient

quirements listed in the Zoning Ordinance, staff
City Council ratify the Planning Commission’s approval of the
inary Development Plan located at approximately 8200 South

ialddensity of 3.21 units per acre for a total of 63 single-family
, subject to the conditions listed on page 2 of this report.

_Peterson Development, stated that his company had tried to be a good

g

ity and to bring in quality commercial and residential developments. He
Mayor Rolfe opened the public hearing.

June Christiansen, West Jordan resident, expressed her concern that the homes in this
proposed development (those on 1200 sq. foot lots) would be taller than the current homes

in her area which meant they would be in the shadow of those homes (with an obstructed
view). Her other concern was that West Jordan ass becoming one of the highest density
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cities in the State (re: units per acre) and she was concerned about the problems it would
bring to the City.

Nancy Chapman, West Jordan resident, explained her concern that the de
wash in this project was slated to take place during the last phase of
never end up being developed. She stated that this was similar to
development was planned and the wash in that development w.
felt the developer tended to be less than honorable and shg”
development would end up with the same problems as Stone Cr

MOTION: Councilmember Southworth

pment Plan located at
th a residential density of 3.21

Loneview South Preliminary “J
approximately 8200 South 6400 Westy
units per acre for a total of 63 single

ouncilmember Nichols moved to extend the meeting until 10:00 p.m.
The motion was seconded by Councilmember Hansen and passed 7-0

'IVE PUBLIC INPUT AND CONSIDER FOR APPROVAL

QRDINANCE 14-21, REGARDING AMENDING THE STONE CREEK

DEVELOPMENT PLAN, CONSISTING OF 17.52 ACRES, REDUCING
THE AMOUNT OF OPEN SPACE IN CLAY HOLLOW D, E, F AND
TRANSFERRING 10 RESIDENTIAL UNITS FROM CLAY HOLLOW D
TO TOWN CENTER B, P-C ZONE, LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY
7800 SOUTH 5490 WEST, PETERSON DEVELOPMENT, APPLICANT

Ray McCandless explained that in 1999, the City Council adopted Ordinance 99-29,

which approved the Stone Creek Planned Community, a 285-acre master planned
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development located at approximately 4800 West to 5600 West and 7800 South. The
Stone Creek Master Plan was needed to provide proper balance and interplay between the
various land uses proposed within the master plan, including; Low, Medium, and Very
High Density Residential, Neighborhood Commercial, Professional 4Qffice, Public
Facilities, and Parks and Open Land.

On November 16, 2001, the City Council adopted an amend
Master Plan (Ordinance 01-55) by adding an additional 15 acre
to be developed at no more than 3.22 dwelling units per acre.

e Stone Creek

On December 11, 2007, the City Council revi ands di : of
amendments to the Stone Creek Master Plan thatfw ificati o the
original text as adopted by Ordinances 99-29 -55., er Plan
amendment was denied by the City Council. ,

A revised proposal was brought back to the City C for consideration on February

i ed modifications to
the Stone Creek Development Pl ces 99-29 & 01-55
and limiting the overall numb reek to 859 units

On September 26, 2012, th
Amendment of Clay Hollow D, E ani
and eight multi-famil bulldlngs ( its) with a 57 lot single-family

Henied by the City Council.

homes and 10 s1 i s. The remaining 10 units would be transferred to
Town Center B. equest reduced the park space from 2.27 acres to 0.57 acres and

€ was significant concern about reducing the amount of park space from
acres, changing this area from meaningful park area to essentially a
he City Council was concerned that this elimination of park space as

with neighbors and allow the City Council time to review the history of the development.
Following the December 18" City Council Meeting, Peterson Development submitted this
revised Concept Development Plan to address the City Council’s and Planning
Commission’s concerns.

A copy of the October 16, 2007 and December 11, 2007 City Council minutes had been
included to provide some history on what was discussed. Now that most of the park has
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been added back into the development plan along with the community garden, staff is less
concerned about the loss of 0.45 acres of open space as proposed.

o
A0RE

On April 4, 2014, the City Council referred the revised Concept Developgiient Plan back
to the Planning Commission for consideration and on May 6, 2014
Planning Commission recommended that the City Council approv:

to the Concept Development Plan as shown in Exhibit K.

GENERAL INFORMATION & ANALYSIS
The applicant is requesting to amend the Stone Creek I
Clay Hollow D, E, F and Town Center B.

Existing Development Plan - The existing Developme
multi-family residential units at 15.25 du/ac), with
garden on the east side of the property.

" Gy Hotow By
Clay Hollow Puk
Nas? HORER

Previousl{ Submitted Plan (Planning Commission Recommended Denial and Tabled by the Ci
Council) - 106 multi-family dwelling units with 86 town homes and 10 single family dwelling
units. The remaining 10 units were proposed to be transferred to Town Center B. This request
reduced the park space from 2.27 acres to 0.57 acres and eliminated the community garden in Clay
Hollow F.
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Clay Hollow D

Residential/Light Office

9.32 acres Clay Hollow C

96 du Light RetailResidentinl/Office/Mixed-Use
dufac 7.0 acres

Clay Hollow E
Clay Hollow Park

dwelling h siden
Hollow Park ( ow E) and the 0.4 acre Community Garden (Clay Hollow F)
ed development plan, with a 96 dwelling unit, 7.95 acre
Dwelling development (new Clay Hollow D) and a 1.82 acre
véflollow E) and a 0.4 acre community garden (new Clay
the original 106 dwelling units will be moved to Town Center B. This
ingle family dwellings to act as a buffer to the Ranches development to

plan drawing indicates 12.08 dwelling units per acre.
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Residential/Light Off
7.95 acres
96 du
12.08 dufac

7.0 acres

Clay Holiow F
Community Garden
0.4 acres

Clay Hollow E
Clay Hollow Park
1.82 acres

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT PLAN

S T e > TN

e smaller townhome units along the west and north sides

These building eievations are examples of what
might be proposed in Clay Hollow D. Architectural
detalls will be specified In future Development
Plan and Site Plan Applications. The graphic to
the far left shows the proposed road ROW adja-

B cent to Clay Hollow Park. Parking is proposed on
the west side of the road.
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Town Center B
Ten dwelling units will be moved from Clay Hollow D to Town Center B which will
increase the total number of units in Town Center B from 36 to 46 units (12.4 du/acre).
These additional units will be incorporated into the buildings as shown omithe previously
adopted development plan. No additional buildings are proposed.

Town Center A
Reail/Light Office
1.6 acres

7800 S.

TOWN CENTER
B
10 units to be
transferred from
Clay Hollow D, E,

Jrizzly Way (5100 W)

to the development plan will not result in any change in the overall
ng units in the Stone Creek Development. Larger copies of these plans

Ordinande #08-09 contains the current approved development plan for the Stone Creek
planned community. It provides the following information regarding Clay Hollow Park
(Clay Hollow E):

Section 4. Item #7, page 7
“A 227 acre park will be built between Clay Hollow “A” and Clay Hollow “D”,

represented as “Clay Hollow Park....This land will replace the majority of the land
allocated for the “Village Square”; eliminating the Frisbee golf course, the half-court
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basketball, and tot lot outlined in Section 4 Item 18 of this plan....Clay Hollow Park shall
contain the following amenities and improvements:

A. A traditional tot lot with no less than 18 and no more than 24 components will be
located in close proximity to the wash as part of the active play ar ‘of the park.
A half-court basketball court will be located in close proximity ditional tot
lot as part of the active play area of the park.
A passive open space area will be located to the north ive play area. It
will consist of trees, shrubs, and park benches detailed
One (1) deciduous tree every thirty feet along the park’
Eight (8) evergreen trees located with the park’s i i
Ten (10) shrubs located within the park’s interi
A majority of the park shall be planted iufse
resistant to frequent traffic and/or high u
Six (6) park benches
Lighting is to be placed along the perimet
of separation of 150-feet, or as otherwise apprgved by the Planning Commission
during final site plan approval.”

&

SmooeEmo 0

recreational vehicle parking area.

Clay Hollow D.E. & F

. and" efficient utilization of land by establishing
hat provide“design flexibility, allow integration of mutually
uses and encourage consolidation of open spaces, clustering of
stimum_land planning with greater efficiency, convenience and
] le under the procedures and regulations of conventional

previousty reduced in size from 2.27 acres to .57 acres and the
ynunity garden was eliminated. The current plan shows that the park will be 1.82 acres
ropesed to be public open space and the community garden has been added back

All open space improvements will be installed by the developer and the
maintenafice of these areas will either be the responsibility of the Homeowners
Association or Assessment Area (AA) if adopted.

There will be some community green space between the town homes as shown on the
concept plan. The City Council will need to determine if the combination of this area, the
1.82 acre park, 0.4 acre community garden and open space along the Clay Hollow Trail is
consistent with the intent of the PC zone and will provide adequate open space amenities
for residents.
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The 2012 proposal removed a planned roadway along the east side of the Boulder Canyon
development (east of the subject property) which was needed as Boulder Canyon was
designed with units that faced the street. It was also needed for off-sit€sparking. The
current proposal shows a tree-lined roadway provided along the west si property
which addresses parking issues.

subdivision to the east. The single-family lots along
buffering for the Ranches development. It is importasfit™

the associated exhibits.

The City Council will need to decide if the propos
within the context of the overall Stone Creek deve
Development Plan requires changmg both text adopte
associated exhibits. The proposed gevisions are shown in E

anges are acceptable and work
nt. Amending the Stone Creek
inance #08-09 and the
Per City Code, Section 13-5@-1: i ' ed Devélopments (PC or PRD) is to:

Criteria 1: ~ Create more attractive

inis the current approved development plan for the
The Stone Creek Development Plan was

Discussion:

ge imaginative, creative and efficient utilization of land by
ing development standards that provide design flexibility, allow
" mutually compatible residential uses and encourage
i of open spaces, clustering of dwelling units, and optimum
g with greater efficiency, convenience and amenity than may

ifications.” (City Code, Section 13-5C-1C).

“The adopted Stone Creek Development Plan is consistent with these
objectives as a mix of housing types, integrated open space and commercial
development will be provided at full build-out. The proposed revisions to
the Stone Creek Development Plan support the objectives of the PC zone.

Finding: The proposed development plan creates more attractive and more desirable
environments in the city.
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Criteria 2:

Discussion:

Finding:

Criteria 3:

Discussion:

Finding:

Criteria 4:

Allow a variety of uses and structures and to encourage imaginative
concepts in the design of neighborhood housing and mixed use projects.

ultimately approved. Overall, the Stone Creek Devel
large variety of uses and housing types. Building de
Design Review Committee and Planning Commi
submits for site plan or subdivision apprg

The PC zoning
located on the p
open space
flexibility should no
as buffering and ope
conventional zones.

mffunity zones are intended to be more communal in nature
an stand? single-family residential developments. The approved
Jopment plan (Ordinance 09-08) states the following regarding Clay
sllow Park (Clay Hollow E):

9: Section 4, Item #7, page 7

‘A 2.27 acre park will be built between Clay Hollow “A” and Clay Hollow

“D”, represented as “Clay Hollow Park....This land will replace the

majority of the land allocated for the “Village Square”; eliminating the

Frisbee golf course, the half-court basketball, and tot lot outlined in Section

4 Ttem 18 of this plan....Clay Hollow Park shall contain the following

amenities and improvements:

e A traditional tot lot with no less than 18 and no more than 24
components will be located in close proximity to the wash as part of
the active play area of the park.
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e A half-court basketball court will be located in close proximity to
the traditional tot lot as part of the active play area of the park.

e A passive open space area will be located to the north of the active
play area. It will consist of trees, shrubs, and park Benches detailed
below.

One (1) deciduous tree every thirty feet along
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A majority of the park shall be pl
¢ Six (6) park benches.

Lighting is to be placed along
distance of separation of 150-fe
Planning Commission during final sit

Ordinance #08
This section states that a 0.4 acr
recreational vehicle parking

-09; Section 4, Item #8, page 7 Y
unity garden will be =d north of the Ranches

As previously noted, the proposed ¢
the park to 1.82 acres. Even with th

the combination ublic open open areas shown in the middle of the
townhomes, op Wash and other areas shown on the Open
Space Plan intent of the PC zone and will provide
adequate

, st, the City Council will need to determine if the proposed park
areas as proposed will provide adequate open space amenities for

The installation and mairfenance of any landscaping or street improvements in this public
should be fully installed by the developer and maintained by a
ociation or through an Assessment Area (AA) if the amendment is
ill, the proposed development plan creates a more attractive and desirable

The amended development plan facilitates and encourages social and
community interaction and activity among those who live within a
neighborhood.

Criteria 5:  Encourage the creation of a distinctive visual character and identity for
each planned development.
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Discussion: Building architecture and theme will be addressed through the subdivision
and site plan review processes. All Planned Community building plans are
required to be reviewed by the City’s Design Review Committee prior to a
Preliminary Site Plan or Development Plan being approve

Finding: Building architecture and theme will be addressed
and site plan review processes.

Criteria 6:  Produce a balanced and coordinated mixture
and private facilities.

Discussion: This development does provide a
private open space that can be usge

Finding:

Criteria 7:

Discussion:

. Finding: proposed amendment encourages a broad range of housing types,
including owner and renter occupied units, single-family detached
Jlings and multiple-family structures, as well as other structural types.

Criteria; Preserve and take the greatest possible aesthetic advantage of existing
trees and other natural site features and, in order to do so, minimize the

amount of grading necessary for construction of a development.

Discussion:  Three single-family homes will be oriented toward Clay Hollow Wash
which takes advantage of this natural site feature. No excessive grading
will be necessary as the site is relatively level.

Finding: The proposed development plan amendment preserves and takes the greatest
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possible aesthetic advantage of existing trees and other natural site features
and, in order to do so, minimizes the amount of grading necessary for
construction of a development.

Criteria 9:  Encourage and provide for open land for the gen
community and public at large as places for
activity.

Discussion: The open spaces within the development will pr

required by the PC zone.
Finding: The proposed amendment eng es and prgvides for open land for the
general benefit of the communi ubli¢ at large as places for

recreation and social activity.

Criteria 10:
Discussion:

Finding:

ge and provide for development of comprehensive pedestrian
networks, separated from vehicular roadways in order to

s between residential areas, open spaces, recreational areas
acilities, thereby minimizing reliance on the automobile as a

dewalks will be required throughout the development and will link the

Aifferent neighborhoods and open spaces within the Stone Creek

v development. The sidewalks within this development phase will as provide

& the necessary pedestrian connections with the other areas within the Stone
Creek community.

Finding: The proposed amendment encourages and provides for development of
comprehensive pedestrian circulation networks, separated from vehicular
roadways in order to create linkages between residential areas, open spaces,
recreational areas and public facilities, thereby minimizing reliance on the
automobile as a means of transportation.
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Criteria 12:  Since many of the purposes for planned development zones can best be
realized in large scale developments, development on adlarge, planned
scale is encouraged.

Discussion: This criterion is met as Stone Creek is a large-scale

Finding:

Criteria 13:

Discussion:

Finding:

Criteria 14:

Discussion:

eda ﬁglanned roadway along the east side of the Boulder Canyon
eisybject property) It was also needed for off-site parking. The
swide tree-lined roadway (2 way traffic) along the west 51de of

the property whi
ith units that faged the street. The adjoining owner of the Boulder Canyon apartments is
( aking sure that the north-south street east of the apartments is installed.
lso coricerned about the reduction in park space as noted in the attached letter

Finding: The proposed amendment assures compatibility and coordination of the
development with existing and proposed surrounding land uses.
The combination of town-homes and single-family dwellings proposed is consistent with

the intent of the PC zone. Other recreational opportunities are or will be provided in the
Stone Creek Development, offsetting the loss of park space.
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Staff recommended approval of the amendment subject to the following conditions:

1. Provide a community garden or other similar recreational amenity in proposed Clay
Hollow D.
2. The applicant shall be responsible for installing all required streetseap
in the 1.82 acre open space area including street trees along bo s of the"
3. If no assessment area is established, a homeowners associatig

ovements

home development, given that the Assessment Arg
areas of open space. .

The Council and staff discussed clarifying queg

Barrett Peterson, Peterson Development, said that the
development and he wanted to make sure that the Counct
the future. Peterson referred to
City and what was to be privaj

was a park planned for this
ed to maintain it in

asked that the City find a way to m
Council was whether they wanted

She also expre
at an economic deyelopment conference.

f Boulder Canyon Apartments, also expressed his strong opposition to
and his disappointment with the Planning Commission. He suggested
s some ambiguity regarding the proposed street width as well as other details
development, and cautioned the Council against approving the plan without
getting clarification on those issues.

There was no one else who desired to speak. Mayor Rolfe closed the public hearing.
Councilmember Nichols stated he liked the direction; however, they were not there yet.

He indicated that he had an issue with the fact that the plan was giving up park space but
not giving up any residential units. He also referred to the City’s General Plan criteria #9
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which referred to “encouraging and providing for open land.” He stated that the Council
previously decided not to have any parks less than three acres; yet a 2.25 acre park here
had been proposed and approved. He referred to criteria #14 of the City’s General Plan.
He stated that criteria referred to “assuring compatibility” yet this developr
more units, although it admittedly still fit within the proper zoning.

Councilmember McConnehey stated that he was struggling with £ at this proposal
included a nearly 20% reduction in park size with no positive
he was struggling even more with the fact that only ten
removed, however the amount of available parking spag
expressed his preference for the original plan over wha

I

both sides of the open space. Although he §
owner-occupied townhomes, he was not quite com

MOTION: Councilmember McConnehey moved

ioht be appropriate for the Council to remand the
view, rather than outright denying the

1t that the development should be built as originally proposed,
make a definitive decision. He was in favor of the motion to deny

CouncilmemberiSouthworth stated that although the original proposal had changed, there

was nothing inherently wrong in that—sometimes in development we learn things and

haps gain di ferent understandings. He indicated that while he was okay with change,

twas not quitg comfortable with what was now being proposed. He stated he was in
. i the issue back to the Planning Commission for further review.

Counci ber Stdker indicated that although he liked many of the proposed changes,
some of them still needed some fine tuning—specifically regarding the density level that
would be created by adding ten more units to the previously 36-unit area.

Councilmember Hansen felt that if the Council denied the request there was a waiting
period before the issue could be returned to the Council for consideration. The City
Attorney confirmed that in that case there would be a one-year waiting period unless the
plan that was returned was ‘significantly different’ from what was proposed.
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Councilmember McConnehey stated that he would be open to withdrawing his motion to
deny, if someone has a substitute motion. He mentioned that a possible solution would be
to allow the reduction of park space in exchange for doing away complgtely with ten
residential units (rather than simply moving them to a different area.) E i

preference to have a wider road if there was only going to be a Sing
address safety concerns. He then withdrew his motion to deny O i

MOTION: Councilmember Southworth moved to susp
applicant to speak. The motion wass
Nichols.

A roll call vote was taken

Councilmember Haaga No
Councilmember Hansen Yes
Councilmember McConnehey Yes
Councilmember Nichols

Councilmember Southworth
Councilmember Stoker
Mayor Rolfe

The motion passed 6-1 in favor.

ready to live with the Council’s decision.
ras most interested in the 106 apartment-style
y please move forward and vote.

incilmember Nichols moved to remand the item back to the
Janning Commission for one more try, require staff to work with
Peterson Development immediately, not reduce the park size, but
" perhaps reduce/eliminate the community garden, and have staff bring
back another solution. The motion was seconded by Councilmember
Southworth.

A roll call vote was taken

Councilmember Haaga Yes
Councilmember Hansen Yes
Councilmember McConnehey Yes
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Councilmember Nichols Yes
Councilmember Southworth Yes
Councilmember Stoker Yes
Mayor Rolfe No

The motion passed 6-1 in favor.

MOTION: Councilmember Southworth moved to exten
p.m. The motion was seconded by Councilmemi

7-0 in favor.

The Council recessed at 9:53 p.m. and reconvened

IX.  BUSINESS ITEMS

CONSENT ITEM 7F
APPROVE RESOLUTION 14-96, AUTHORL MAYOR TO
PAVEMENT

EXECUTE A CO ATV AN
PRESERVATION, LI CES AT VARIOUS
LOCATIONS IN

ave provided other good references as well. He
was to complete the slurry seal of roadways
1d include furnishing and installing slurry

The roads incl

strict 2 Bangerter and 6600 South — 7000 South)

Bangerter and 7000 South — 7800 South)
\ Bangerter and 9000 South — 8100 South)
District 33 (4000 West — Bangerter and 9130 South — 8500 South)
District 32.(4000 West — Bangerter and 8400 South — 7800 South)
District 24 (Dixie Valley)

asﬁ?ﬁ%&eﬂised in the classified ads of local newspapers three weeks prior to the
bid openiig’ on Tuesday, April 29. Plans and specifications became available to
contractdrs from the West Jordan City Purchasing Division on April 7, 2014. Four
companies submitted bids, with American Pavement Preservation, LLC being the lowest
responsible bidder, see attached bid results. The bidding documents were reviewed and
evaluated to ensure American Pavement Preservation, LLC met the bidding requirements.

Mayor Rolfe stated he was very much against the slurry seal and pulled it from the
consent agenda in order to give the Council an opportunity to consider options.
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Councilmember McConnehey preferred crack seal rather than slurry seal and questioned
the value of slurry seal. He indicated that he was not opposed to postponing this approval.

Councilmember Stoker stated that slurry seal was almost 100
anew road. He indicated that although it was possible that the
improved, he spoke in favor of the proposal. ;

Councilmember Haaga stated that he agreed with
reconsider how it maintained City roads.

Mayor in that the City should

Mayor Rolfe pointed out that he did not pull for discussi
which involved a chip seal process which uses gravel
the difference in cost between the two was significant.

the related Consent Item g
d of sand. He indicated that

MOTION:

s at various locations in West

'PROVE RESOLUTION 14-98, AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO
EXECUTE A DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT WITH PETERSON
DEVELOPMENT FOR THE ENGLEFIELD HEIGHTS SUBDIVISION

Tom Burdett asked that the Council consider approving and authorizing the Mayor to sign

a development agreement with Canyon Ranches, LC, Doves Landing, LC, and Garbett

Land investments, LC (collectively, “Developer”) and Peterson Development Company,

LLC (“Master Developer”) for the Englefield Heights Subdivision located in the

Highlands at approximately 6400 West 7800 South.
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Mayor Rolfe referred the Council to page 74 of the agenda packet and requested that a
provision be added that the gaps be dedicated to the adjacent property owner.

MOTION: Councilmember Southworth moved to ap

Peterson Development for the Englefi
prov1s1on that the gaps are dedicated

A roll call vote was taken

Councilmember Haaga Yes
Councilmember Hansen f Yes
Councilmember McConnehey
Councilmember Nichols
Councilmember Southwo
Councilmember Stoker
Mayor Rolfe

this endeavor would be successful, he encouraged the committee to consider a Plan B City
in case this one fails to work out.

Councilmember Southworth inquired about the financial feasibility of this project. Ms.
Andelin responded that a budget would be needed for this partnership and that it would
need to be discussed before the Council finalizes the budget for next year.
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Councilmember Stoker reiterated that Brazil had the seventh leading economy in the
world and that Curitiba was a very wealthy city. He spoke in favor of taking advantage of
this opportunity to partner with Brazil in this manner, despite the potential political
challenges.

Councilmember Haaga indicated that he, too, supported this idea.
MOTION: Councilmember Haaga moved to direct our
approach Curitiba, Brazil as a new Sister
seconded by Councilmember Nichols

A roll call vote was taken

Councilmember Haaga Yes
Councilmember Hansen Yes
Councilmember McConnehey Yes
Councilmember Nichols Yes

Councilmember Southworth
Councilmember Stoker
Mayor Rolfe

The motion passed 7-0

ACTION REGARDING RESOLUTION 14-
$165,000 BE APPLIED TOWARD
STATION 54/POLICE SUBSTATION
ENDMENT NO. 1 WITH HOGAN &
TION FOR $2,987,052.00 FOR THE
ON OF FIRE STATION 54/POLICE SUBSTATION, IN AN
O TO _EXCEED THE GUARANTEED MAXIMUM PRICE

plaingd-‘that the City Council previously approved a new approach to
Fire Station 54 / Police Substation which would involve advertising a
als that would allow qualified respondents to submit proposals for
anagement/General Contractor (CMGC) services for the project.
view and evaluation process, Hogan & Associates Construction was
i be the best responsive and responsible submitter. Hogan & Associates
performef”due diligence in soliciting bids by advertising, soliciting, visiting with and
calling contractors, suppliers, fabricators and manufacturers inviting them to bid prior to
the bid date. Advertisements were included in the Intermountain Contractor publication,
Deseret News and the Salt Lake Tribune. The bidding documents were readily available
online (www.smartbidnet.com) or from their office with a hard copy or a digital CD copy.
Once these companies registered with SmartBidNet.com or with Hogan & Associates
Construction, they received reminder notices and notices of addendum by fax, email
and/or verbal communications. Bids were accepted by on behalf of the City for the new
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Fire Station #54 and Police Substation project. These bids were received by fax, email or
hand delivery. Hogan & Associates Construction hand delivered their bid to the City one
day prior to the due date. On March 20, 2014 sealed bids were opened and all bids were
read aloud in the presence of the City’s Purchasing Agent and Hog Associates
Construction. All bids were kept confidential.

After all of the bids were evaluated, it was determined that the p was approximately

sheets) to bring it as close as possible to the e
still exceeds the allocated funds by approx
Council’s approval

plans, specifications and addendu
bid Addendum #3.

00 wﬂ %@transﬁerred from the General Fund Balance to Account No 42-
ding Clty%%% nci]

olice Substation and approval of Amendment No. 1 with Hogan &
ction for $2,987,052.00 for the construction of Fire Station 54/Police

Councilmember McConnehey moved to adopt Resolution 14-103, to
approve an additional $165,000 be applied toward the construction of
Fire Station 54/Police Substation and approval of Amendment No. 1
with Hogan & Associates Construction for $2,987,052.00 for the
construction of Fire Station 54/Police Substation, in an amount not to
exceed the GMP of $3,066,302.00. The motion was seconded by
Councilmember Stoker.
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A roll call vote was taken

Councilmember Haaga Yes
Councilmember Hansen Yes
Councilmember McConnehey Yes
Councilmember Nichols Yes
Councilmember Southworth Yes
Councilmember Stoker Yes
Mayor Rolfe Yes

The motion passed 7-0

ARDING THE STATUS OF
_ OF THE CITY WITH W-2
TAX REPORTING, OR CONTRACTOR: BsCITY WITH 1099 TAX

REPORTING

G THE TENTATIVE

Rick Davis described the forecaste icted Fund Balance for
the City of West Jordan as of April 3 ] also a proposed list of projects
that could be funded in the 2013-201 Balance to address City needs and

Council goals.

crease by $500,000 on-going to address employee compensation
one-time to fund a lobbyist to work with the City regarding Auto

xpense would
congerns, $50,0;
Dealetshi

ouncilmember Southworth spoke strongly in favor of the LED streetlights project
and thought it might be appropriate to be more aggressive with funding for that—
he suggested possibly flipping the funding amount with that earmarked for the
Fleet fund. He also requested details about the plan to spend the money earmarked
for employee compensation (i.e. compression.) He indicated that he was not
completely comfortable with the park irrigation spending. He would prefer to
reserve the rainy day fund as much as possible.
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Councilmember Stoker wanted to make sure that we do not pay salaries that were
beyond what was competitive.

Councilmember Haaga suggested that instead of focusing on the al Fund, the
Council should start focusing on the fund balance—the rainy d
that the past Council was notified last October by the S d was
$900,000 over the legal limit. We were still over in Jagi "th a balance of

poles; however, he felt that we should bo
the City would realize a $300,000 savin

plans for the Fleet Fund. As far as the surplu was concerned, we should expect at
least six million dollars in surplus next year, w

at the City was looking at
e earning in terms of revenues

spending $1.6 million dolla
and expenses. He did not ur
million dollar surplus He

factually inaccurate to say that the City is
illion over revenues. He indicated that when he

aries as was Councilmember Nichols and Councilmember Southworth. He
gly stated that it was time, after five years, to get those specific employees’
compressed wages back up to where they would be, had they not been frozen. He
also indicated that he was proposing that the City borrow all the money to do the
streetlights and fix the parks with the extra money because the revenue would
come in in the form of savings. He was also proposing to bond for the SCADA
system. Mayor Rolfe then reiterated that these were the financial facts.
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* Councilmember Haaga asked Ryan Bradshaw to confirm what he intended to
propose on June 25 amendments to the general fund. Mr. Bradshaw indicated that
the proposal would be $4.165 million plus a couple of housekeeping amendments.

for street lights, and get them done now. Th
year to pay that bond. It would be completel
would still have an ongoing annual savi

plus an undetermined amount of savings
$105,000,000 to improve our parks syste
themselves with ongoing savings. Regarding
would take care of so i
ongoing.

* Rick Davis clarified that the"
would be available for other d

There were no additional remarks.

Xl. ADJOURN

MOTION:  Councilmember Stoker moved to adjourn. The motion was seconded
by Councilmember Southworth and passed 7-0 in favor.
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The meeting adjourned at 11:10 p.m.

The content of the minutes is not intended, nor are they submitted
transcription of the meeting. These minutes are a brief overview of wha
meeting.

s a verbatim
ot rred at the

ATTEST:

MELANIE S BRIGGS, MMC
City Clerk

Approved this
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