
Wellbeing in 
Millcreek

2024

Reporting on Survey Findings
Dr. Courtney Flint
October 28, 2024

Funding provided by ULCT, WFRC, UAES, USU Extension, and various municipalities



To provide Utah city and town leaders with 
information on the  we llbe ing  and  
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To support comparative research on 
community wellbeing.

To support statewide and regional policy 
and planning efforts with data 
representing the lives of Utahns.
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Millcreek Wellbeing Survey
⚬Online Qualtrics Survey Spring 2024

⚬Thank you for the $500 contribution! 

⚬291 s urve ys  re ce ive d  in 2024
⚬274  in 2022

⚬Millc re e k City adve rtis e d  through social media and newsletters



⚬99.3%  Full Time Residents

⚬Average Length of Residence:    
 21.9 years

⚬24.5%  Lived in Millcreek 5 Years or 
Less

⚬Survey underrepresents
￭ Age  18- 29
￭ Adult Ma le s
￭ Thos e  without a  colle ge  de gre e
￭ Re nte rs

⚬Good  cove rage  on age  3 0+, 
Income , & Employme nt. 

Demographics

https://usu.box.com/s/xncyhl7m31k5jovfsc7hxi4lpcl6a6bh


Personal Wellbeing 
in Millcreek

Average
4.23

83%  s a id  
4  or 5



Community Wellbeing 
in Millcreek

Average
3.82

68%  s a id  
4  or 5



Little Change Over Time



Highest Rated Domains
⚬Family Life 
⚬Living Standards
⚬Mental Health

“Red Zone”
(more important, lower than average rating)

⚬ Local Environmental Quality

Most Important Domains
⚬Mental Health
⚬Physical Health
⚬Safety and Security



Mixed Trajectories since 2022

Two ne w ca te gorie s
• Family Life  
• Trans porta tion



Community 
Connection 
in Millcreek





Demographics
(Length of Residence)



Demographics
(Own v Rent)



Demographics
(Income)



Demographics
(Disability)



+ Personal Wellbeing, 
Community Connection & 

Physical Health 

+ Community Connection & 
Physical Health

+ Community Connection

+ Personal Wellbeing, 
Community Connection, 

Physical Health



2.0% Population 
Growth 2010 -2020

52% said Population 
Growth is “too fast”



48%  said the Pace of 
Economic Development 
is “just right”

28%  said it’s “too fast”



Too Slow
Need for:
• More road 

infrastructure
• Planning & 

governance for 
growth

• Retail beyond fast  
food.

Too Fast:
• Traffic
• Businesses
• Housing
• Planning Issues
• Loss of green/ open 

space
• Change in town 

character



Air Quality
Water Supply
Open & Green Space
Homelessness
GSL
Water Quality
Public Safety
Climate Change

Top Concerns in 
Millcreek



What do people value about 
Millcreek?

⚬Central location
⚬Proximity to outdoors
⚬Sense of community
⚬Nature & Beauty



What could be done to improve 
wellbeing in Millcreek?

Additional Comments
⚬Concern about local government
⚬Some disconnect with local views

⚬Road conditions
⚬Sidewalks, bike paths, public transit
⚬Housing affordability
⚬Environmental sustainability
⚬Safety
⚬More recreation activities

⚬Public transit
⚬ Bike lanes
⚬ More sidewalks

⚬Green spaces 
⚬ Upkeep 
⚬ Improvements

⚬Homelessness
⚬Infrastructure
⚬Long term sustainability



Thank you! 

Let us know if you have any questions.
Courtney Flint

courtney.flint@usu.edu
435-797-8635



Report for Millcreek City Council Meeting 
October 28, 2024

Our Vision: A sustainable organization that provides for the welfare of our communities. 

Our Mission: To provide sustainable quality integrated waste and recycling collection services for the health and safety of 
our community…because not everything fits in the can. 

Wasatch Front Waste and Recycling District



Environmental Stewardship: Millcreek Diversion Rate January - September

23% 
Diverted

Curbside Green Waste: 
Approximately 1,185 Tons 
Diverted (3,148 Subscribers, 
25 more than 2nd Qtr.)

8.68 tons of Christmas Trees 
collected in January.

90 tons from 75 Green 
Trailers rented.

Curbside Refuse 
(Garbage): 13,592 Tons 
generated and 
collected for a cost of 
$37 per ton. 

Curbside Recycling: 
2,357 Tons Diverted

 The 15,797 homes in Millcreek are 18% of the 
approximately 86,152 homes in the District 
boundaries.

 Residents of Millcreek are above our goal of 18% 
and diverted 23% of waste from the landfill. 
District-wide overall 18%. 

 Millcreek ranks as one of our cleanest curbside 
recycling at 82%, or 18% contamination. A 4% 
improvement from 2023 at 78% clean. 

 Average disposal fee for Millcreek garbage 
curbside = $37 per ton. (SLV Landfill)

 Average processing fee for recycling curbside = $38 
per ton. ($18.00 per ton less than 2023) 

 Processing for green curbside = $17.00 per ton. 

Glass: No cost for processing.
Approximately 343 Tons 
Diverted (828 Subscribers)

72 tons from Central Site 
year-to-date. (Scott Ave and 
Wasatch) 



Seasonal Container Reservation Program (SCRP) Stats
• The 2024 SCRP season marks the fifth year of this approach to the program. With 

this model, we service between 9-11% of the homes in our cities and towns 

• Annual SCRP services run mid-April through September:

o We started in Millcreek this year and moved clockwise through the District.

o We ended the season by serving the City of Taylorsville.

o Millcreek City service dates: Monday, April 8th through Monday, April 6th.  

• For the past three years our board has been reviewing ideas posed by residents on 
how to expand this service to more residents.

• One idea that is being considered:

o Limit repeat reservations year-after-year, which would mean: 

• Those who received a container in 2024, would not be eligible in 2025 
unless the current year’s waitlist was exhausted (essentially a 2nd waitlist) 

o Anyone on the waitlist in 2024, would have “first dibs” in 2025 on the regular 
reservation list.

• The 2025 Season will begin mid-April in Murray & Holladay and again, will move 
clockwise throughout the District.

Cottonwood Heights Specific SCRP Stats

 Millcreek City had four and a half full weeks of SCRP services and collected 1,202 
tons of bulky waste. 

 Our team was able to accommodate 1,349 of the 1,941 requested reservations. 
(70% accommodated for Millcreek vs avg of 74% District wide) 

Then

Now

Vs.



District Updates and 2025 Budget Discussions
Our Board has been discussing the likelihood of raising fees for services in 2025 to manage rising costs. The main cost drivers account for close to $6,000,000 increased costs, which 
equates to close to $6.00 per home per month. These categories and costs are as follows and includes the proposed 2025 budget:

Considerations: 
Wages are the highest increased costs year over year due to adding 10 full time employees (FTEs) to account for growth in homes, the Apprentice Program, Safety and Emergency 
coordination and employee support. 2020-90 FTEs 2024: 100 FTEs. It’s been imperative to keep up with the rapidly rising salary markets especially for CDL drivers and the pay for work 
related experience and related education. 

Starting in 2025, there will be new storage costs for the 110 roll-off containers located at the Bingham Creek Parks Authority in So. Jordan. 10-year agreement, $10,000 annual with a 
2% escalation.

Fee History: WFWRD Provides Weekly Waste and Recycling Collections, Seasonal Container Reservations (SCRP), Leaf Bag Collections, Landfill Vouchers, Curbside Christmas Tree 
Collections, Central Glass Collections and Discounted Trailer Rentals for Bulk Waste and Bulky Green Waste. 

The last fee increase was implemented in 2023 after five years since our last fee increase. 

• 2023: $2.50 per home/month increase to $19.50 per mo./$58.50 per qtr./$234 annual.

• 2018: $2.25 per month, to $17.00 per mo./$51 per qtr./$204 annual.  

• 2014: $2.00 per month, from $12.75 to $14.75.

• 2011: $1.75 per month, from $11.00 per month. 

Hind-sight being 20/20, we know that five years was too long to wait for an increase, and the $2.50 fee increase wasn’t enough to sustain cash balances 
for any longer than two years. 

12/31/2020 12/31/2021 12/31/2022 12/31/2023 as of 10/10/2024 as of 10/10/2025 as of 10/10/24

2020 2021 2022 2023
2024 Budget + 

Projections 
2025 Budget Increase Costs In 6 yrs

Wages & Overtime 4,909,969$          5,226,486$           5,720,120$           6,466,754$           7,348,300$          8,063,500$          3,153,531$                     
Maintenance 3,448,266$          3,377,225$           3,554,944$           4,014,809$           4,836,734$          5,078,600$          1,630,334$                     
Dumping Fees 4,309,102$          4,217,045$           4,137,259$           4,371,035$           4,589,586$          4,650,916$          341,814$                         
Recycling 1,058,749$          330,584$               692,481$               1,283,250$           1,476,000$          1,045,000$          (13,749)$                         
Fuel (CNG) 995,544$              1,125,122$           1,213,415$           1,374,935$           1,593,700$          1,641,500$          645,956$                         
Truck Purchase Price 322,500$              332,200$               350,277$               415,217$               425,000$             436,695$             114,195$                         
Totals 15,046,151$        14,610,683$         15,670,518$         17,928,022$         20,269,320$       20,916,211$       5,872,080$                     



WFWRD Services & Fee Increase History
WFWRD Provides Weekly Waste and Recycling Collections, Seasonal Container Reservations (SCRP), Leaf Bag Collections, Landfill Vouchers, Curbside 
Christmas Tree Collections, Central Glass Collections and Discounted Trailer Rentals for Bulk Waste and Bulky Green Waste. 

The last fee increase was implemented in 2023 after five years since our last fee increase. 

• 2023: $2.50 per home/month increase to $19.50 per mo./$58.50 per qtr./$234 annual.

• 2018: $2.25 per month, to $17.00 per mo./$51 per qtr./$204 annual.  

• 2014: $2.00 per month, from $12.75 to $14.75.

• 2011: $1.75 per month, from $11.00 per month. 

Hind-sight being 2020, we know that five years was too long to wait for an increase, and we didn’t raise fees high enough to sustain cash balances for 
longer than two years. 

Staff and the Board received advice and recommendations from Zions for financial advisory services on fee structures, billing frequency, revenues and 
options for leasing heavy equipment. Incurring debt would be new for WFWRD, but our board may choose this as an option to soften the amount of a 
needed fee increase. 

The Board held a special meeting on October 21, 2024, at 9:00 a.m. to review fee increase scenarios for 2025. These include $5.50 - $6.50 per month, and 
incremental increases for 2-3 years. More will follow during the October 28, 2024, Board meeting. 

Other important dates and Information: 

• Monday, October 28th, 9:00 a.m., Tentative Adoption of the Tentative 2025 Budget. 
• Monday, November 18th at 6:00 p.m. Public Hearing to allow public comment on the Tentative 2025 budget.  

• 2025 Budget Adoption on Monday, December 16th at 9:00 a.m. 
• All Board Meetings are held at the WFWRD offices located at 604 West 6960 South in Midvale. The main floor of the Salt Lake County Public Works 

Administration Building. 



WFWRD Updated Cash Projections No Fee Increase - Point in Time: October 2024 from Zions

Current fees: $19.50 per month/$58.50 per qtr./$234 per year. No Fee Increase.

2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

Net Revenues before Debt 
Service ($308,560) ($2,071,327) ($3,002,910) ($3,775,330) ($4,522,568) ($5,295,383) ($6,094,558)

Capital Costs ($5,867,352) ($5,570,056) ($3,965,835) ($4,181,440) ($4,493,280) ($5,032,564) ($3,000,000)

Debt Service Coverage 
Ratios -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Days Cash on Hand 85 (19) (108) (203) (306) (418) (510)



Thank You for Your Time. 
Any Questions? 

Contact Information:
Pam Roberts, General Manager
proberts@wasatchfrontwaste.org
385-468-6342

mailto:proberts@wasatchfrontwaste.org


MILLCREEK, UTAH 
ORDINANCE NO. 24-49 

 
AN ORDINANCE REZONING 0.43 ACRES OF REAL PROPERTY LOCATED AT 
APPROXIMATELY 4181 SOUTH 900 EAST FROM THE RESIDENTIAL (R-1-10) 
ZONE TO THE MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL (R-M) ZONE AND IMPOSING A 

ZONE CONDITION LIMITING THE PROPERTY TO 5 RESIDENTIAL UNITS 
 

WHEREAS, the Millcreek Council (“Council”) met in regular session on October 28, 
2024, to consider, among other things, an ordinance rezoning certain property located at 
approximately 4181 South 900 East from the R-1-10 Zone to the R-M Zone and imposing a zone 
condition limiting the property to five (5) residential units; and 

 
WHEREAS, Utah Code Ann. § 10-9a-503 provides in part that the Council may make 

zoning map amendments; and  
 

WHEREAS, Utah Code Ann. § 10-9a-503 also provides that the Council may not make 
any amendment to its land use ordinances unless the amendment was first submitted to the 
planning commission for its recommendation; and 

 
WHEREAS, Utah Code Ann. § 10-9a-503 also provides that the Council shall comply 

with the procedure specified in Utah Code Ann. § 10-9a-502 in preparing and adopting an 
amendment to a land use regulation; and 

 
WHEREAS, Utah Code Ann. § 10-9a-502 provides planning commission shall provide 

notice as required by Subsection 10-9a-205(1)(a) and, if applicable, Subsection 10-9a-205(4) and 
hold a public hearing on the proposed land use ordinances; and 

 
WHEREAS, on June 26, 2024, and July 25, 2024, the required public hearing notice was 

published; and 
 
WHEREAS, on July 17, 2024, and August 21, 2024, the planning commission held a 

public hearing to discuss the rezone proposal; and 
 
WHEREAS, at the August 21, 2024, planning commission meeting, the Millcreek 

Planning Commission recommended denial of the proposed rezone; and  
 
WHEREAS, after the Planning Commission’s recommendation of denial, the Applicant 

revised the proposed site plan to limit development to five (5) residential units; among other 
things; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Millcreek Code of Ordinances provides, among other things, that before 

finally adopting any such rezone, the Council shall consider the application during a public 
meeting which has been properly noticed in compliance with the provisions of Title 52, Chapter 
4, of the Open and Public Meetings Act; and 

 



WHEREAS, on October 23, 2024, the Council caused the required notice to be given; 
and  

 
WHEREAS, on September 9, 2024, and October 14, 2024, the Council discussed the 

rezone application, and on October 28, 2024, the Council considered the rezone during a public 
meeting; and 

 
WHEREAS, Section 19.06.020 of the Millcreek Code of Ordinances provides that each 

of the sections of the city which are amended or zoned be shown on the maps on file with 
Millcreek. 

 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Council that the property described in 

File # ZM-24-005 filed by Bennett Properties, LLC, as the applicant acting on behalf of the 
property located at 4181 S 900 E is hereby rezoned/reclassified from the R-1-10 Zone to the RM 
Zone, such property being more particularly described as follows:  
 

Overall Boundary Description: 
  

Beginning at a point on the easterly right-of-way line of 900 east street, a public road at a 
point south 0° 05' 44" west 580.911 feet and south 89° 56' 29" east  3.00 feet from the 
northwest corner lot 6, block 4, 10 acre plat a, big field survey; said point also being 
south 00°00'54” west along the monument line in 900 east street 71.15 feet (71.18 feet 
record) and south 89°54'16” east 33.00 feet from a street monument (brass cap) at the 
intersection of 4170 south street and said 900 east street, and running thence south 89° 
55' 44" east (south 89°55'40” east per plat) along the southerly line of wasatch view 
condominiums on file with the office of the salt lake county recorder  211.71 feet; thence 
south 00° 05' 44" east 86.75 feet; thence north 89° 55' 40" west 212.53 feet to a point on 
said easterly line; thence northerly along said easterly line the following seven (7) 
courses: north 08° 26' 07"  west 3.18 feet; thence north 00° 05' 44" east 20.00 feet; thence 
north 15° 50' 59" west 7.28 feet; thence north 00° 05' 44" east 32.99 feet; thence north 
20° 04' 43" east 5.85 feet; thence north 00° 05' 44" east 12.00 feet; thence north 09° 23' 
49" east 6.19 feet to the point of beginning. 

  
Contains 0.43 Acres In Area 

 
BE IT FURTHER ORDAINED, pursuant to Section 19.06.020 of the Millcreek Code 

of Ordinances that the official zoning map showing the change enacted hereby be filed as 
provided in Section 19.06.020. 

  
This Ordinance assigned no. 24-49, shall take immediate effect as soon as it shall be 

published or posted as required by law and deposited and recorded in the office of the City’s 
recorder.  
 

PASSED AND APPROVED this 28th day of October 2024. 
 

 



MILLCREEK COUNCIL 
 

By: ______________________________ 
Jeff Silvestrini, Mayor 

 
ATTEST: 
 
__________________________________ 
 
Elyse Sullivan, City Recorder         Roll Call Vote: 
 
                Silvestrini       Yes    No 

Catten  Yes    No 
DeSirant  Yes    No 
Jackson  Yes    No 

            Uipi  Yes    No 
 
 

 
CERTIFICATE OF POSTING 

 
I, the duly appointed recorder for Millcreek, hereby certify that:  
ORDINANCE 24-49: AN ORDINANCE REZONING 0.43 ACRES OF REAL PROPERTY 
LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY 4181 SOUTH 900 EAST FROM THE RESIDENTIAL (R-
1-10) ZONE TO THE MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL (R-M) ZONE AND IMPOSING A 
ZONE CONDITION LIMITING THE PROPERTY TO 5 RESIDENTIAL UNITS was adopted 
the 28th day of October 2024 and that a copy of the foregoing Ordinance 24-49 was posted in 
accordance with Utah Code 10-3-711 this ____ day of October, 2024.  
 
 
_________________________  
Elyse Sullivan, City Recorder  
 



 

Millcreek City Hall 
1330 E Chambers Ave 
Millcreek, Utah 84106 

millcreekut.gov 

Planning & Zoning 
(801) 214-2700 

planner@millcreekut.gov 

 

 
 

ZM-24-005 

City Council Staff Report (2nd Reading) 
 
Meeting Date:  10/14/2024 
 
Applicant:   Dale Bennett 
 
Re:    Request to Rezone Property 
 
Property Address: 4181 S 900 E 
 

  Zone: From R-1-10 to R-M 
 
Prepared By: Carlos Estudillo, Planner 
 

Scope of Decision: Discretionary. This is a legislative matter, to be decided by the Millcreek City Council 
upon receiving a recommendation from the Community Council(s) and the Millcreek 
Planning Commission. Your recommendation can be broad in scope, but should 
consider prior adopted policies, especially the Millcreek General Plan. 

   

REQUEST AND SYNOPSIS 
 
The applicant is seeking to rezone a property located at 4181 S 900 E from the R-1-10 (Residential Single-
family) Zone to R-M (Residential Multi-family). The purpose of the rezone is to allow a six-unit residential 
development, with the intention of subdividing them for owner occupancy.  
 
A development agreement may accompany this application to ensure that the proposed site plan is executed 
as approved. Conditions to be subjected to Community Council and Planning Commission’s 
recommendation.  

 
GENERAL PLAN CONSIDERATIONS 
 
GOAL N-1: Preserve and enhance the physical elements that define each neighborhood’s character. 

Strategy 1.5: Ensure that new infill development is compatible with existing neighborhoods by regulating structure sizes and 
heights; building forms and materials; yard setbacks; streetscape character; height and bulk transitions; buffering; and other 
factors.  

 
The Subject Property is a new infill development which can be made to be compatible if, the zoning 
change is accompanied by a development agreement which will help ensure comparable densities, building 



Request: Rezone ZM-24-005 
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forms, setbacks, buffering, and other factors.  
 

GOAL N-2: Strive for a variety of housing choices in types, styles, and costs of housing throughout 
Millcreek.  
 
 Strategy 1.4: Support development projects in centers and mixed-use corridors that provide a variety of housing types and 
sizes to serve a range of demographic sectors and meet the needs of residents and families through various life stages and income 
levels. 
 
If granted, R-M Zone would allow for six residential units, all three-bedroom units.  
 
This is the second application this year in which an applicant is seeking a rezone that exceeds the scope of 
what the Future Land Use Map suggests is appropriate. In this case, the applicant is seeking an RM zone 
within a Neighborhood 1 Future Land Use Map Designation. 
 
Independent of this application, staff is seeking direction on proceeding with rezone applications that 
exceed the scope of a Future Land Use Map designation, and if minor redesignations of the Future Land 
Use Map are appropriate pending an update to the General Plan.  
 
Alternatively, staff could consider a more holistic amendment to the Future Land Use Map, and advise 
applicants to consider waiting to apply for a rezone pending the outcome of a broader community 
discussion on updating and realigning the Future Land Use Map.  

 
EXISTING CONDITIONS & FINDINGS:  

1. The proposal was presented to the Planning Commission on July 17th, 2024. The Planning 
Commission recommended continuation of the application to a later date, to further analyze the 
information provided by the applicant at the Planning Commission meeting. Additionally, the 
Planning Commission determined to continue the item, to notice the community of the potential 
General Plan Amendment, not noticed in the previous meeting. The Planning Commission held a 
continuation meeting on August 21st, 2024.   

2. Land Use Designation. The Subject Property is within the “Neighborhood 1” land use designation 
– which envisions neighborhoods comprised of “Single-family detached homes, typically 1 – 6 
dwelling units per acre.”  

3. Zoning. The Subject Property is currently within the R-1-10 Zone. Properties within the vicinity 
surrounding the Subject Property are within the R-M (North), R-2-10 (west), R-1-5 (west) and R-1-10 
(east & south) zones. 

4. Historic Zoning. From the 1970’s until the 1990’s, the subject lot appears to be under the R-2-10 
zone, which historically allowed for medium-density developments. However, this zone changed 
somewhere between 1993 and 2004 to the R-1-10.  

5. Surrounding Uses. Properties surrounding the subject property consist of small-scale multi-family 
housing stock, in addition to duplexes and small-scale single-family housing. Most of the R-1-10 zone 
to the east is occupied by Salt Lake County, in the form of open space.  



Request: Rezone ZM-24-005 
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6. Densities. The R-1-10 Zone would allow a total of approximately two (2) units (1-6 units per acre), 
whereas the R-M Zone would allow up to nine (9) units (2,000 sf per unit). The applicant is asking for 
six (6) total units, which is comparable to the development just north, located at 4179 S 900 E. 

7. Proposal.  

a. The Subject Property involves one lot comprising approximately .43 acres. The Subject 
Property contains existing residential structures along with other accessory structures, all of 
which will be removed if approved for further development of the property. 

b. The applicant is proposing five (5) residential units that would be within the maximum height 
allowed of thirty-five (35) feet, with the intention of subdividing them for owner occupancy. 
The applicant previously proposed six (6) units, but followed the City Council’s unit reduction 
recommendation to five (5) units.  

c. Landscaping to be subject to MKZ 19.77 (Landscape standards). Applicant currently meets 
the 40% open space requirement.  

d. Parking to be subjected to MKZ 19.80 (Parking and Mobility Standards). Each unit will be 
provided with a two-car garage. The applicant is also proposing four guest parking stalls, 
meeting the parking requirements set forth in MKZ.19.80 

e. The Subject Property has single access from 900 East, measuring to be 25’ in width. Reviewed 
and accepted by Unified Fire.  

f. The R-M Zone does not require owner occupied housing; However, the applicant has verbally 
mentioned that they intend to create a “for sale” product, which may help Millcreek meet the 
housing goals, identified in the General Plan.   

g. All development will be required to meet the minimum zoning and land use ordinances; 
to which the concept plan may likely evolve from what is currently presented for this rezone 
application. 

8. Ownership. The units are intended to be subdivided into individual ownership. 

9. Management. Applicant intends to place units under a home-owners association (HOA).  

10. Traffic. A traffic study was not commissioned by the city, as six residential units do not present any 
significant impact on the 900 E corridor. Alternatively, the 900 E corridor (between 3900 S and 4500 
S) presents features such as a fifteen-minute bus service (Route 209), and a bike lane, which provides 
multi-modal options of transportation to alleviate car traffic.  

11. Development Agreement: A development agreement may best ensure the type, scale, orientation, 
dedication, utilities easements, access, phasing, and other aspects pertaining to the future development 
of these properties, where the underlying zoning and land use ordinances may be insufficient; 
Therefore, a development agreement may be considered to ensure development design and layout of 
the property. Staff would like the Community Council to discuss the following, potential development 
agreement items:  
 

a. Architectural design and layout of the property. 
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b. Density (Unit count. Six units MAX allowed). 
c. Owner Occupancy, short-term rental control.  
d. Height (35 feet Max. Allowed). 
e. Trash collection, snow plowing, general maintenance items.   
f. Street Lightning and location. 
g. Fencing Design and height. 
h. Overall and Guest Parking.  

 

NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING SUMMARY  

Neighborhood Meeting – A neighborhood meeting was held at City Hall on February 27th, 2024, at 
5:30 PM. Neighbors within 600’ of the subjected property were notified. An approximate sixteen people 
showed up with the following comments: 

1. Most neighbors just don’t want their property values to go down.  
2. Density will bring traffic concerns to the neighborhood. 
3. Affordability. Neighbors are concerned with a potential idea of low-income housing being proposed. 

This project does not propose low-income or subsidized housing.  
4. Short term rentals (Airbnb) concerns. 
5. Long-term rentals concerns. 
6. Neighborhood safety and homelessness concerns. 
7. Desire for owner occupancy. 
 

COMMUNITY COUNCIL RECOMMENDATION 

 
Millcreek Community Council Meeting – The Millcreek Community Council held a meeting on July 
2nd, 2024, whereupon seven of the nine (7-2) members voted to not recommend approving the rezone of 
the subject property from the R-1-10 Zone to the R-M zone. Some of the reasons being:  
 

a. Neighborhood compatibility  
b. Density 
c. Need for general plan amendment to accommodate project. 

 
Millcreek Community Council Meeting (Continuance) – The Millcreek Community Council held a 
meeting on August 6th, 2024, whereupon six of the seven (6-1) members voted to not recommend 
approving the rezone of the subject property from the R-1-10 Zone to the R-M zone. Roughly 3 residents 
joined our meeting and voiced concerns about the project, including: 
 

a. Construction equipment blocking roads. 
b. Property values dropping. 
c. Increased density.  

 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 

 
Planning Commission Meeting – The Millcreek Planning Commission held a meeting on July 17th, 
2024, whereupon all members unanimously recommended continuation of the application to a later date, 
to further analyze the information provided by the applicant, regarding neighborhood compatibility, and  
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to contemplate the terms of a potential development agreement. Additionally, the Planning Commission 
expressed a preference that zone changes that were outside of the scope of a future land use map 
designation be considered alongside a future land use map amendment. The Planning Commission voted 
to continue the item, to notice the community of the potential General Plan Amendment, not noticed in 
the previous meeting.  

 
Planning Commission Meeting (Continuance) – The Millcreek Planning Commission held a meeting on 
August 21st, 2024, whereupon members recommended denial of a future land use map amendment 
with a vote of 3 in favor of a recommendation of denial to 3 in opposition to a recommendation of 
denial. The motion did not pass. The commission discussed multiple iterations of a motion that was 
acceptable to them. Eventually, The Planning Commission, regarding the request for a General Plan 
amendment from “Neighborhood 1” to “Neighborhood 2”, moved to recommended denial to the City 
Council, and additionally recommend to the City Council that they consider a “Neighborhood 2” 
designation for the entire 900 E. The motion passed unanimously.  

 
The Planning Commission also recommended denial of a zoning map amendment with a vote of 7 
in favor of a recommendation of denial to 0 in opposition to a recommendation of denial. The 
recommendation was made in light that the current General Plan would need to be amended to 
accommodate the change in zone, as well as a change in its future land use.  

 

STAFF ANALYSIS AND CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Staff met with the applicant to summarize the Planning Commission’s recommendations, and the public 
comments made during the meeting, echoing the concerns of the nearby residents. During the 
discussion, the following items were recommended:  
 

• Change in design features, to allow for a more Missing Middle Housing product, such as the units 
proposed at 4433 S Garden Ave (ZM-24-001), as this style of units are often delivered on a 
reduced footprint and share design features that are more compatible with surrounding single-
family residences.  

• A reduction in the unit count. 

• The potential allocation of additional guest-parking stalls, to procure guest-parking within the 
limits of the subject complex, and not in neighboring streets, as on-street-parking.  

 
A meeting between the applicant and a representative of the near-by neighborhood was organized by

 staff to present the previously discussed items above. During the meeting, the following items were 
discussed: 

 

• A reduction in the unit count from six units to five units.  

• Larger garages, and larger units due to reduction in unit count, freeing up more footprint space 
for larger units.  

• Additional of one or two guest parking spaces, as more space would be freed up, due to unit 
count reduction.  

 
Following the City Council’s first reading of application ZM-24-005, The City council recommended: 

 

• Reduction of units from six (6) to five (5) total units.  
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• Provide the site with additional guest parking to abstain from on-street parking. 

• Units to be platted for owner occupancy, in an effort to provide “for sale” housing stock. 
 

Conclusions –  
 

1. A Multifamily residential use would NOT be in harmony with the current land use designation 
because the general plan designation for this lot is under “Neighborhood 1”, which its primary 
intended use is accommodate single-family homes in low-density neighborhoods. This 
application would need a General Plan Amendment, however a General Plan Amendment may 
be better suited for a larger study area, instead of just one property.  

2. Additional research has displayed a variety of housing stock, ranging from single-family homes to 
multi-family, in the 900 E corridor between 3900 S and 4500 S.  

3. With multimodal, mobility services, such as UTA’s route 209 providing a fifteen-minute service, 
the now-present bike lane and a repaved road, it could be argued that 900 E (within Millcreek 
Boundaries) is a corridor that may be able to sustain new, medium density projects, to meet the 
necessary demand set by a lack of housing in the state of Utah.  

4. The proposal will meet the requirements set forth in MKZ 19.44 (Multi-family Residential zone), 
19.77 (Landscape standards) and 19.80 (Parking and Mobility Standards).  

5. A development agreement may best ensure the type, scale, style, materials, orientation, 
dedication, utilities easements, access, phasing, and other aspects pertaining to the future 
development of these properties, where the underlying zoning and land use ordinances may be 
insufficient; Therefore, a development agreement may be in place to ensure development design 
and layout of the property. 

6. All development will be required to meet the minimum zoning and land use ordinances; to which 
the concept plan may likely evolve from what is currently presented for this rezone application. 

7. Applicants have followed the recommendations of the Community Council, Planning 
Commission and City Council. 

 

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS 
 
•   Application package 
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SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE
I, DALE K. BENNETT, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I AM A PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR, AND THAT I HOLD
CERTIFICATE NO. 103381, IN ACCORDANCE WITH TITLE 58, CHAPTER 22, OF THE PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS
AND LAND SURVEYORS ACT; I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT BY AUTHORITY OF THE OWNERS I HAVE COMPLETED A
SURVEY OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED ON THIS SUBDIVISION PLAT IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 17-23-17,
HAVE VERIFIED ALL MEASUREMENTS, AND HAVE SUBDIVIDED SAID TRACT OF LAND INTO LOTS, AND A STREET,
TOGETHER WITH EASEMENTS, HEREAFTER TO BE KNOWN AS:

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS THAT I / WE, THE UNDERSIGNED OWNER(S) OF THE ABOVE DESCRIBED
TRACT OF LAND, HAVING CAUSED SAME TO BE SUBDIVIDED INTO LOTS, TO BE HEREAFTER KNOWN AS THE

DO HEREBY DEDICATE FOR PERPETUAL USE OF THE PUBLIC ALL PARCELS OF LAND SHOWN ON THIS PLAT AS
INTENDED FOR PUBLIC USE. OWNER(S) HEREBY AGREE TO WARRANT AND DEFEND AND SAVE THE CITY
HARMLESS AGAINST ANY EASEMENTS. THIS ______DAY OF_______________, A.D. 20_____.
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OF _____________, A.D. 20____.

MILLCREEK CITY ATTORNEY
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ON FILE IN THIS OFFICE.

SIGNED DATE
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 SANDY, UTAH 84070  (801) 542-7192

www.benchmarkcivil.com 
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MILLCREEK, UTAH 
ORDINANCE NO. 24-50  

 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE MILLCREEK COUNCIL APPROVING A DEVELOPMENT 

AGREEMENT CONCERNING 0.43 ACRES OF REAL PROPERTY LOCATED AT 
APPROXIMATELY 4181 SOUTH 900 EAST  

 
 WHEREAS, the Millcreek Council (“Council”) met in a regular meeting on October 28, 
2024, to consider, among other things, an ordinance of the Millcreek Council approving a 
Development Agreement pertaining to a rezone and development proposal concerning 
approximately 0.43 acres of real property located at approximately 4181 South 900 East; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the Utah Code Ann. § 10-9a-102 authorizes, among other things, that the 
City may enter into development agreements; and 
 
 WHEREAS, staff has presented to the Council a Development Agreement for the 
referenced property (“Development Agreement”); and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Council has reviewed the Development Agreement and hereby finds that 
it is in the best interests of both parties to enter into the Development Agreement.  
  
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED that the Development Agreement is 
approved, and the Mayor and Recorder are hereby authorized and directed to execute and deliver 
the same. 
  
 PASSED AND APPROVED by the Council this 28th day of October 2024. 
 
      MILLCREEK 
 
 
      _________________________________________ 
      Jeff Silvestrini, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_______________________________ 
Elyse Sullivan, City Recorder         Roll Call Vote: 
 
                Silvestrini       Yes    No 

Catten  Yes    No 
DeSirant  Yes    No 
Jackson  Yes    No 
Uipi  Yes    No 

 
 
 



CERTIFICATE OF POSTING 
 
I, the duly appointed recorder for Millcreek, hereby certify that:  
ORDINANCE 24-50: AN ORDINANCE OF THE MILLCREEK COUNCIL APPROVING A 
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT CONCERNING 0.43 ACRES OF REAL PROPERTY 
LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY 4181 SOUTH 900 EAST  
was adopted the 28th day of October 2024 and that a copy of the foregoing Ordinance 24-50 was 
posted in accordance with Utah Code 10-3-711 this ____ day of October, 2024.  
 
 
_________________________  
Elyse Sullivan, City Recorder  
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When recorded, return to: 

Millcreek 
Attn: Jeff Silvestrini 
1330 E Chambers Ave 
Millcreek, UT 84106 

 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

 

 This Development Agreement (this “Agreement”) is entered into this ___ day of 

_______________, 2024, by and between Bennett Properties, LLC (“Developer”), for the land to 

be included in or affected by the project located at approximately 4181 South & 900 East, in 

Millcreek Utah, a municipal corporation of the State of Utah (“City”). The Developer and the City 

are sometimes referred to as the “Parties.” 

 
RECITALS 

  
WHEREAS, the Developer owns approximately .43 acres of real property located at 

4181 South & 900 East in Millcreek, Utah (“Property”).   A legal description of the Property is 

attached hereto as Exhibit “A.” The Parties desire that the Property be developed (the “Project”) 

in a unified and consistent fashion pursuant to the terms and conditions of this Agreement; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Property is zoned Residential R-1-10 and 

 

WHEREAS, the Developer desires to rezone the entirety of the Property, as described in 

Exhibit “A” from the R-1-10 Residential Zone to the R-M Multifamily Zone and  

 

WHEREAS, the Developer intends to develop the Property consistent with the certain 

design criteria as identified in Exhibit “B” and with the concept plans as shown in Exhibit “D” 

and 

 

 WHEREAS, Developer hereby represent to the Millcreek Council that it is voluntarily 

entering into this Agreement; and 
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 WHEREAS, Developer is willing to restrict the Property in a manner that is in harmony 

with the objectives of the City’s General Plan and long-range development objectives, and which 

addresses the more specific development issues set forth in this Agreement, and is willing to 

abide by the terms of this Agreement; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City and Developer acknowledge that the terms of this Agreement shall 

be enforceable and the rights of the Developer relative to the Property shall vest only if the City 

Council, in its sole legislative discretion, approves the rezone and this Agreement; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City, acting pursuant to its authority under the Utah Municipal Land Use, 

Development, and Management Act, Utah Code Ann. §10-9a-101, et seq., and its ordinances, 

resolutions, and regulations, and in furtherance of its land-use policies, has made certain 

determinations with respect to the proposed Project, and, in the exercise of its legislative discretion, 

has elected to approve this Agreement; 

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and conditions contained 

herein, the parties agree as follows: 

 
1. Affected Property.  The legal description of the Property contained within the 

Project boundaries is attached as Exhibit “A.”  No additional property may be added 

to or removed from this description for the purposes of this Agreement except by 

written amendment to this Agreement executed and approved by the Developer and 

the City. 

 

 2. Reserved Legislative Powers.  Nothing in this Agreement shall limit the future 

exercise of police power by the City in enacting zoning, subdivision, development, transportation, 

environmental, open space, and related land-use plans, policies, ordinances, and regulations after 

the date of this Agreement. 
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3.  Vested Rights.  Except as provided below, the Parties intend that this Agreement 

grants the Developer the right to develop the Project to fulfill this Agreement.   

 

3.1       Exceptions.  The vesting, as specified above, is subject to the following 

exceptions:  

3.1.1.  City’s future laws/ordinances that the Developer gives the City notice of its 

intent to comply with City’s future laws/ordinances.  If the Developer provides notice 

of its intent to abide by the City’s future laws/ordinances, then such future 

laws/ordinances shall apply to the Project for the remaining duration of the entire 

Project;  

3.1.2 State and Federal Compliance.  City’s future laws, which are generally 

applicable to all properties in the City and which are required to comply with State 

and Federal laws and regulations affecting the Project;  

3.1.3 Codes.  City development standards, engineering requirements and 

supplemental specifications for Public Works  and any new editions or replacement 

thereof and any City’s future laws that are updates or amendments to existing 

building, plumbing, mechanical, electrical, dangerous buildings, drainage, or similar 

construction or safety related codes, such as the International Building Code, the 

APWA Specifications, AAHSTO Standards, the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control 

Devices or similar standards that are generated by a nationally or statewide 

recognized construction/safety organization, or by the State or Federal governments 

and are required to meet legitimate concerns related to public health, safety or 

welfare;  

3.1.4 Taxes.  Taxes, or modifications thereto, so long as such taxes are lawfully 
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imposed and charged uniformly by the City to all properties, applications, persons, 

and entities similarly situated; or, 

3.1.5 Fees.  Changes to the fees for processing development applications generally 

applicable to all development within the City (or a portion of the City as specified in 

the lawfully adopted fee schedule) and which are adopted pursuant to State law. 

3.1.6  Impact Fees. Impact Fees or modifications thereto which are adopted and 

imposed by the City.   

3.1.7 Compelling, Countervailing Interest.  Laws, rules, or regulations that the 

City’s land use authority finds on the record are necessary to avoid jeopardizing a 

compelling, countervailing public interest pursuant to Utah Code Ann. § 10-9a-

509(1)(a)(i) (2019). 

  

4. Compliance with City Ordinances and Standards. The Developer acknowledges 

and agrees that nothing in this Agreement shall be deemed to relieve it from the obligation to 

comply with all applicable city ordinances and requirements necessary for the development of the 

Project, including the payment of fees and compliance with applicable City standards. 

 

5. Specific Design Conditions.  The Project shall be developed and constructed as set 

forth in the specific design conditions/criteria set forth in Exhibit “B.”   The Project shall also 

comply with all requirements set forth in the minutes of the Millcreek Planning Commission and 

Millcreek meetings.  

 

6. Agreement to Run With the Land.  This Agreement shall be recorded in the 

Office of the Salt Lake County Recorder, shall be deemed to run with the Property, and shall 

encumber the same; and shall be binding on and inure to the benefit of all successors and assigns 

of Developer in the ownership or development of any portion of the Property.  This Agreement 

supersedes any and all development agreements that have been executed concerning the Property. 
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7. Assignment.  Neither this Agreement nor any of the provisions, terms, or 

conditions hereof can be assigned to any other party, individual, or entity without the other party's 

consent. This Agreement shall be binding upon any successors and assigns.  This restriction on 

assignment is not intended to prohibit or impede the sale by the Developer. 

 

8. No Joint Venture, Partnership, or Third-Party Rights.  This Agreement does 

not create any joint venture, partnership, undertaking, or business arrangement between the parties 

or any rights or benefits to third parties except as expressly provided herein. 

 

9. Integration, Modification and Entire Agreement.  This Agreement contains the 

entire agreement between the parties with respect to the subject matter hereof and integrates all 

prior conversations, discussions, or understandings of whatever kind or nature and may only be 

modified by subsequent writing duly executed and approved by the parties hereto.  Exhibits A and 

B are hereby incorporated into this Agreement. 

 

10. Notices.  Any notices, requests, or demands required or desired to be given 

hereunder shall be in writing and should be delivered personally to the party for whom intended, 

or, if mailed by certified mail, return receipt requested, postage prepaid to the parties as follows: 

   
  TO DEVELOPER:    

Bennett Properties, LLC 
       9138 S State St #100 
       Sandy, UT, 84070 
        
  

TO CITY:   Millcreek 
Jeff Silvestrini, Mayor  

   1330 E Chambers Ave 
                                                                                    Millcreek, Utah 84106 
 
 Any party may change its address by giving written notice to the other party in accordance 

with the provisions of this section. 

 

11. Choice of Law and Venue.  Any dispute regarding this Agreement shall be heard 

and settled under the laws of the State of Utah.  Any Utah litigation regarding this Agreement shall 
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be filed in the Third District Court in Salt Lake City, Utah.  Any federal litigation regarding this 

Agreement shall be filed in the United States District Court for the District of Utah in Salt Lake 

City, Utah. 

 

 12. Severability.  In the event any provision of this Agreement is held to be invalid or 

unenforceable, the remaining provisions shall remain valid and binding upon the parties.  One or 

more waivers of any term, condition, or other provision of this Agreement by either party shall not 

be construed as a waiver of a subsequent breach of the same or any other provision. 

 

13. Limitation on Recovery for Default – No Damages.  No party shall be entitled to 

any claim for any monetary damages as a result of any breach of this Agreement, and each Party 

waives any claims thereto.  The sole remedy available to the Developer or assignee shall be specific 

performance.  Notwithstanding such limitation, the City may withhold all further reviews, 

approvals, licenses, building permits, and/or other permits for the development of the Project in 

the case of a default by Develop or any assignee. 

 

14. Term of Agreement.  This Agreement shall run with the land and shall continue 

in full force and effect until all obligations hereunder have been fully performed and all rights 

hereunder fully exercised; provided, however, that unless the Parties mutually agree to extend the 

term, this Agreement shall not extend further than a period of ten years from its date of recordation 

in the official records of the Salt Lake County Recorder’s Office.  

 

15. Force Majeure. Neither party shall be liable or deemed to be in default for any 

delay, failure, or interruption in performance under the Agreement resulting, directly or indirectly, 

from acts of God, acts of civil or military authority, acts of public enemy, war, accidents, fires, 

explosions, earthquakes, floods, failure of transportation, machinery or supplies, vandalism, strikes 

or other work interruptions, or any other cause beyond the control of either party. Both Parties, 

however, agree to make good faith efforts to perform under this Agreement in the event of any 

such circumstance. 
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16. Construction.  The Parties stipulate that this Agreement and all agreements or 

documents incorporated herein shall not be subject to the rule of construction that a written 

agreement is construed against the Party preparing or drafting that Agreement.  

 

17. Headings. The descriptive headings of the paragraphs of this Agreement are 

inserted for convenience only and shall not control or affect the meaning or construction of any of 

the provisions hereof. 

 

18. No Waiver. The failure of either Party to exercise in any respect a right provided 

for in this Agreement shall not be deemed a subsequent waiver of the same right or any other right. 

 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement on the day and year 

first above written. 

 
Millcreek       ATTEST: 
 
                                                                                                      
Jeff Silvestrini, Mayor     Elyse Sullivan, MMC, City Recorder 
 

       
  

CITY ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
 
STATE OF UTAH ) 
                                                   :ss 
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE ) 
 
On the ________ day of _________________, 2024, personally appeared before me 

_________________, who being by me duly sworn, did say that he is the Mayor of Millcreek, a 

political subdivision of the State of Utah, and that said instrument was signed on behalf of the 

City by authority of its City Council and said Mayor acknowledged to me that the City executed 

the same. 

 
       
Notary Public  
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DEVELOPER 
 

 
By:          

 
Title:              
 

 
 
OWNER/DEVELOPER ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
 
STATE OF UTAH )  

:ss. 
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE     ) 
 
On the _____ day of ______________, 2024, personally appeared before me 

________________________, who being by me duly sworn, did say that he is the Managing 

Member of the ‘___________, Limited Liability company and that the foregoing instrument was 

duly authorized by the company at a lawful meeting held by authority of its bylaws and signed in 

behalf of said company. 

 
 

       
Notary Public  
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Exhibit A 
 

Parcel No. 22-05-128-108-0000  
4181 South & 900 East 

 
Legal Description 
 
BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF 900 EAST 
STREET, A PUBLIC ROAD AT A POINT SOUTH 0° 05' 44" WEST 580.911 FEET AND 
SOUTH 89° 56' 29" EAST  3.00 FEET FROM THE NORTHWEST CORNER LOT 6, BLOCK 
4, 10 ACRE PLAT A, BIG FIELD SURVEY; SAID POINT ALSO BEING SOUTH 00°00'54” 
WEST ALONG THE MONUMENT LINE IN 900 EAST STREET 71.15 FEET (71.18 FEET 
RECORD) AND SOUTH 89°54'16” EAST 33.00 FEET FROM A STREET MONUMENT 
(BRASS CAP) AT THE INTERSECTION OF 4170 SOUTH STREET AND SAID 900 EAST 
STREET, AND RUNNING THENCE SOUTH 89° 55' 44" EAST (SOUTH 89°55'40” EAST 
PER PLAT) ALONG THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF WASATCH VIEW CONDOMINIUMS 
ON FILE WITH THE OFFICE OF THE SALT LAKE COUNTY RECORDER  211.71 FEET; 
THENCE SOUTH 00° 05' 44" EAST 86.75 FEET; THENCE NORTH 89° 55' 40" WEST 
212.53 FEET TO A POINT ON SAID EASTERLY LINE; THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG 
SAID EASTERLY LINE THE FOLLOWING SEVEN (7) COURSES: NORTH 08° 26' 07"  
WEST 3.18 FEET; THENCE NORTH 00° 05' 44" EAST 20.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 15° 
50' 59" WEST 7.28 FEET; THENCE NORTH 00° 05' 44" EAST 32.99 FEET; THENCE 
NORTH 20° 04' 43" EAST 5.85 FEET; THENCE NORTH 00° 05' 44" EAST 12.00 FEET; 
THENCE NORTH 09° 23' 49" EAST 6.19 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 
 
CONTAINS 0.426 ACRES, MORE OR LESS 
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Exhibit B 
Design and Improvement Criteria 

 
The Developer shall develop the Project consistent with the design and improvement criteria as 

identified below:  

1. Uses. The Project shall consist of five (5) total residential units within one (1) building.  

2. Ownership.  Prior to the City issuing a final Site Plan/Conditional Use Permit approval, 
the Developer shall obtain preliminary subdivision approval from the Planning 
Commission.   

o The Developer shall record a final subdivision plat within one year of the date of 
Site Plan/Conditional Use Permit approval to create individual lots for each of the 
five units.      

o To ensure owner occupancy for each of the  five units, the Developer shall, prior 
to issuance of any building permits with respect to the Project, record a 
subdivision plat to create five separate lots capable of individual ownership, 
common areas, property line alignments, right of way dedication (if any) and all 
easements for access, utilities, shared parking, shared open space, etc. along with 
a restrictive use agreement with the office of the Salt Lake County Recorder 
including language as set forth in item No. 9 of Exhibit “B” attached hereto and a 
Notice and Declaration of Deed Restriction in the form attached as Exhibit “D.”  

3. Height. The height of the buildings shall not exceed thirty-five feet (35’) in height, as 
measured from the lowest elevation point of original grade (4309.00 ft), as depicted in the 
attached ALTA/NSPS Land Title & Topography survey, Exhibit C.  

4. Setbacks. The building setbacks shall be as depicted on the site plan, Exhibit C.   

5. Parking. The Project shall have at least fourteen (14) parking stalls, ten (10) of which 
shall be contained within the five individual two-car garages. The remaining four (4) 
guest parking stalls shall be located near the eastern side of the project’s site, as depicted 
in the attached site plan, Exhibit C.   

6. Materials. The building’s facades shall consist of high-quality, durable, low-maintenance 
materials (e.g., composite siding and trellises, brick, stone, stucco, glass, and metal) in 
accordance with the R-M Zone ordinance. The materials and windows shall be arranged 
according to the elevation sheets, as depicted in the attached site plan, Exhibit C.   

7. Right-of-way improvements. The Developer shall provide a ten-foot (10’) wide public 
utility easement parallel to and abutting the 900 East right-of-way. The Developer shall 
also install frontage improvement to the abutting right of way (including but not limited 
to curb, gutter, sidewalk, landscaped park strip, asphalt, and utilities.).   
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8. Street improvements. The Developer must follow and meet the requirements set forth in 
ordinance 14.16.120 Restoration Of Surface; Required during site construction.  

o Any person making any excavation, bore, or boring in or under any public street, 
alley, sidewalk, or other public place in the city shall, at his own expense, restore 
the surface to the same type and depth of pavement as that which is adjoining, 
including the gravel base material (at a minimum 3" Bituminous surface and 8" 
untreated base course). All restoration shall conform to the city standards, and all 
restorations shall be accomplished within seventy-two (72) hours from the time of 
the excavation unless additional time is granted in writing by the city. If, within 
the preceding three (3) years, the pavement has been resurfaced with either 
asphalt, chip seal, or slurry seal, the permittee shall be responsible for resurfacing 
the entire width of the excavated pavement, from curb to curb to a length of fifty 
feet (50') from each side of the excavation or cut. Such resurfacing shall be made 
with asphalt, chip seal, or slurry seal, consistent with the pavement resurfacing. 
Excavation of city streets during winter (herein defined as October 15 to April 15) 
will be allowed only if the work is a new service connection, required 
maintenance or emergency, or otherwise approved by the city. Permanent 
patching of a city street excavated in winter may be delayed until April 15, 
provided the outdoor ambient temperature is 45 degrees and rising, and the 
permittee maintains a temporary patch until such time as the permanent surfacing 
is accomplished.   

 
9. Restrictive-Use Agreement. The Developer shall cause the following language to be 

included in a declaration of covenants, conditions, and restrictions (CC&Rs) against the 
Property, which is to be recorded by the Developer at the time of recording a subdivision 
plat and shall apply to each of the five units :    
 

1. Each of the five units is intended to be owner-occupied, including occupancy 
by the owner’s immediate family members (including parents, siblings, 
children, and grandchildren) and unrelated persons so long as the owner 
remains in occupancy.    
 

2. The foregoing restriction shall not apply, however, to:    
a) Any of the units owned by a person who has ceased occupying such Unit 

due to military service for the period of the owner’s deployment;     
b) To any unit occupied by an owner’s parent, child, or sibling;    
c) An owner whose employer has relocated the owner for two (2) years or 

less;    
d) Any unit owned by an entity that is occupied by an individual who:    

i. has voting rights with respect to the entity and   
ii. has at least 25% ownership of the entity; or   

d) Any unit owned by a trust or other entity created for estate planning 
purposes if the trust or other estate planning entity was created for the 
estate of:   

i. a current resident of the unit; or   

https://millcreek.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=14.16.120_Restoration_Of_Surface;_Required
John Brems
Why is this here??
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ii. the parent, child, or sibling of the current resident of the unit;   
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Exhibit C 
(Site plan and Elevations) 

 

 
(Site Plan) 
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(ALTA/NSPS Land Title & Topography survey) 
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(North and East Elevations) 
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(South and West Elevations) 
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Exhibit E 

(Deed Restriction) 
 
 



When recorded, return to: 

Millcreek 
Attn: Jeff Silvestrini 
1330 E Chambers Ave 
Millcreek, UT 84106 
 

 
 

NOTICE AND DECLARATION OF DEED RESTRICTIONS  
 
 

This Notice and Declaration of Deed Restrictions (“Declaration/Deed Restriction”) is made 
by  Bennett Properties, LLC  (“Bennett”) for the benefit of Millcreek (“City” and collectively the 
“Parties”). This Declaration/Deed Restriction is based on the  following facts:  
 
A.  Bennett is the sole owner of record of that certain real property situated in the County of Salt 

Lake, State of Utah (“the Property”), located at  4181 South 900 East, that is more 
particularly described in the attached Exhibit “A.” Such real property and all improvements, 
or any individual residence constructed thereon, are collectively called “Property.” 

 
B.  Bennett applied to the City to rezone the Property from the R-1-10 Residential Zone to the R-

M Multifamily Zone, which would allow for more density. The City agreed to grant the 
rezone and allow increased density in consideration of this Deed Restriction. 

  
C.  The Parties desire to enter into and record this Declaration/Deed Restriction to give notice of 

this Declaration/Deed Restriction to successors in interest and others who may obtain an 
interest in the Property or any portion thereof.  

 
D.  Bennett further desires by this Declaration/Deed Restriction to acknowledge that the City has 

authority to enforce the restrictions declared herein as restrictions running with the land that 
shall bind Bennett and all successors in interest to the Property. 

 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and conditions contained herein, 
the parties agree as follows: 
 

1. The Property must be owner-occupied. Owner-occupied shall mean real estate that is 
both owned and is currently used as the owner’s primary residence. The owner is not 
required to use the Property as its primary residence if: 

 

 

 



a.       The owner has a bona fide, temporary absence of 3 years or less for activities such 
as military service, temporary job assignments, sabbaticals, or voluntary service 
(indefinite periods of absence from the dwelling shall not qualify for this exception); or 

b.      The owner is placed in a hospital, nursing home, assisted living facility, or similar 
facility that provides regular medical care, except retirement living facilities or 
communities. 

c.     The owner establishes a financial hardship, by clear and convincing evidence, which 
would prevent the owner from continuing to occupy the Property and that a sale of the 
Property to a different owner occupant is not possible without compromising the sale 
price of the Property by more than 70% of the purchase price paid by the current owner. 

d.     The owner rents the Property to his/her children, stepchildren, parents, grandparents, 
or grandchildren.  

 
If there is any dispute about the foregoing, the matter shall be referred to the City’s Land Use 
Hearing Officer. The owner shall have the burden of proceeding and proving that one of the 
above-claimed exceptions applies. 
  

2.  Bennett understands that failure to comply with the owner-occupancy requirement shall 
constitute a breach of this Declaration/Deed Restriction and shall be enforceable by the City 
at its option. This  Declaration/Deed Restriction shall constitute a continuing lien and an 
encumbrance against the Property, and the City shall have the continuing right, at its 
option, to commence an action to foreclose such lien in the manner then specified for 
foreclosure of mortgages under then-current Utah state law based on the then current 
fair market values as determined by a disinterested appraiser. Enforcement may also 
include revocation of applicable permits, zoning certificates, other necessary approvals, 
and specific performance. 

 
3.  The City is hereby designated as a beneficiary of this Declaration/Deed Restriction and shall 

have the right, but not the obligation, to enforce the provisions herein.  
 
4. In the case of a violation of the owner-occupancy requirement where no exception applies, 

the current owner agrees that all costs incurred to enforce these restrictions shall be paid by 
the then-current owner of the Property.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
5.   This Declaration/Deed Restriction shall run with the land and be binding upon, and 

enforceable against, Bennett and all heirs, assigns, future owners, and successors in interest 
to the Property. If the Property or any portions thereof is conveyed to any other person or 
entity, the instrument that conveys title or any interest in or to said Property, or any portion 
thereof, shall contain the owner-occupancy limitation pursuant to the terms of this 
Declaration/Deed Restriction. If at any time these restrictions are determined by a court of 
competent jurisdiction not to constitute a covenant running with the land, it is Declarant’s 
intent that these restrictions shall form an equitable servitude on the Property, be binding on 
Bennett and successors in interest, and remain in effect during the term of this 
Declaration/Deed Restriction. 

 
 
6. This Declaration/Deed Restriction shall encumber the Property for a period of seven (7) 

years from the date this Deed Restriction is executed (“Termination Date”).  Upon the 
Termination Date, this  Declaration/Deed Restriction shall automatically terminate without 
requiring any documentation, notice, or recording materials.  The Parties shall promptly 
cooperate and sign the documents they deem necessary to terminate this Declaration/Deed 
Restriction.  

 
7. The City and Bennett do not, by this Declaration/Deed Restriction in any way or for any 
purpose, become partners or joint venturers. 
 
8. The following provisions are also an integral part of this Declaration/Deed Restriction: 
 

a. This  Declaration/Deed Restriction shall be binding upon and shall inure to the 
benefit of the successors and assigns of the respective parties hereto. 

b.   The provisions of this Declaration/Deed Restriction are severable, and should any 
provision hereof be void, voidable, unenforceable, or invalid, such void, voidable, 
unenforceable, or invalid provision shall not affect the other provisions of this 
Declaration/Deed Restriction. 

c.   Any waiver by either party of any breach of any kind or character whatsoever by the 
other, whether direct or implied, shall not be construed as a continuing waiver of or 
consent to any subsequent breach of this Declaration/Deed Restriction. 

d. This Declaration/Deed Restriction may not be modified except by an instrument in 
writing signed by the parties hereto. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

e. This Declaration/Deed Restriction shall be interpreted, construed, and enforced 
according to the substantive laws of the state of Utah. 

f. If either party brings any action or proceeding regarding this Declaration/Deed 
Restriction, the prevailing party shall be entitled to recover its costs and reasonable 



attorneys' fees, whether such sums are expended with or without a suit, at trial, or on 
appeal. 

g. Time is the essence of this Declaration/Deed Restriction. 
h. Bennett may assign or otherwise convey its rights or delegate its duties under this 

Declaration/Deed Restriction only in connection with the conveyance of fee title to 
the Property. Such assignment and delegation shall be deemed to occur automatically 
and contemporaneously with any such conveyance.  

 
 

 
 
This Notice and Declaration is effective on the date of its recording with the Salt Lake County 
Recorder.  
     BENNETT: 
 
     By:  __________________________________ 
      Signature 
 
       
 

Notary Acknowledgement 
 
STATE OF UTAH  ) 
    : ss 
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE ) 
 

On this    day of    , in the year 2024, before me                                         , a 
notary public, personally appeared                                                     , proved on the basis of satisfactory 
evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to in the foregoing Declaration/Deed 
Restriction and acknowledge he/she/they executed the same. 
 
Commission Number       
My Commission Expires      
              
       Print Name:        

A Notary Public Commissioned in Utah 
 
 
 
      
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



MILLCREEK 
 
     By:  __________________________________ 
      Signature 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
____________________________ 
Elyse Sullivan, City Recorder 
 
 
 
 
 
       
 
 

Notary Acknowledgement 
 
STATE OF UTAH  ) 
    :ss 
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE ) 
 

On this    day of    , in the year 2024, before me                                         , a 
notary public, personally appeared                                                     , proved on the basis of satisfactory 
evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to in the foregoing Declaration/Deed 
Restriction and acknowledge he/she/they executed the same. 
 
Commission Number       
My Commission Expires      
              
       Print Name:        

A Notary Public Commissioned in Utah 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Exhibit A 
 
 

Parcel No. 22-05-128-108-0000  
4181 South & 900 East 

 
Legal Description 
 
BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF 900 EAST 
STREET, A PUBLIC ROAD AT A POINT SOUTH 0° 05' 44" WEST 580.911 FEET AND 
SOUTH 89° 56' 29" EAST  3.00 FEET FROM THE NORTHWEST CORNER LOT 6, BLOCK 
4, 10 ACRE PLAT A, BIG FIELD SURVEY; SAID POINT ALSO BEING SOUTH 00°00'54” 
WEST ALONG THE MONUMENT LINE IN 900 EAST STREET 71.15 FEET (71.18 FEET 
RECORD) AND SOUTH 89°54'16” EAST 33.00 FEET FROM A STREET MONUMENT 
(BRASS CAP) AT THE INTERSECTION OF 4170 SOUTH STREET AND SAID 900 EAST 
STREET, AND RUNNING THENCE SOUTH 89° 55' 44" EAST (SOUTH 89°55'40” EAST 
PER PLAT) ALONG THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF WASATCH VIEW CONDOMINIUMS 
ON FILE WITH THE OFFICE OF THE SALT LAKE COUNTY RECORDER  211.71 FEET; 
THENCE SOUTH 00° 05' 44" EAST 86.75 FEET; THENCE NORTH 89° 55' 40" WEST 
212.53 FEET TO A POINT ON SAID EASTERLY LINE; THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG 
SAID EASTERLY LINE THE FOLLOWING SEVEN (7) COURSES: NORTH 08° 26' 07"  
WEST 3.18 FEET; THENCE NORTH 00° 05' 44" EAST 20.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 15° 
50' 59" WEST 7.28 FEET; THENCE NORTH 00° 05' 44" EAST 32.99 FEET; THENCE 
NORTH 20° 04' 43" EAST 5.85 FEET; THENCE NORTH 00° 05' 44" EAST 12.00 FEET; 
THENCE NORTH 09° 23' 49" EAST 6.19 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 
 
CONTAINS 0.426 ACRES, MORE OR LESS 

 



 

Millcreek City Hall 
1330 E Chambers Ave 
Millcreek, Utah 84106 

millcreekut.gov 

Planning & Zoning 
(801) 214-2700 

planner@millcreekut.gov 

 

 

ZT-23-017 

City Council Staff Report 
(First Reading) 

 
Meeting Date:  8/28/2024 
 
Applicant: Planning Staff  
 
Re:    Fence and Retaining Wall Code Update 
 
Prepared By: Brad Sanderson, Jake Green, 
                                    Logan & Simpson, (consultant) 
 
Scope of Decision: Discretionary. This is a legislative matter, to be decided by the Millcreek City Council 

upon receiving a recommendation from the Community Council(s) and the Millcreek 
Planning Commission. Your recommendation can be broad in scope, but should 
consider prior adopted policies, especially the Millcreek General Plan. 

   

REQUEST AND SYNOPSIS 
 

As part of Millcreek’s comprehensive zoning code update, the City Planning Staff is proposing an 
update to the Fence and Retaining Wall Code. The purpose for updating this code is to promote the use of 
high-quality materials in fences, screens, walls, and retaining walls, while providing for privacy, safety and 
security for individual properties and pedestrians through fence and wall design, height, materials, and 
placement. One of the objectives is to reduce certain discrepancies, enhance clarity, create better regulations, 
introduce better development processes and standards.  

 
The Fence and Retaining Wall Code is a “Floating Zone” meaning; the code generally applies to all 
zones/areas throughout the city. The proposed code is made up of the following main categories as listed 
below:  

 
− New Development 
− Incompatible uses 
− Collector streets 
− Location, Height, Materials  
− Clear View Areas 

 

− General Requirements and Inspections 
− Single Retaining Walls 
− Wall Heights and Setbacks 
− Retaining Wall Systems (Terracing) 

 

City Staff recognized there will always be a unique circumstance whereupon one may need to seek a variance. 
That said, Staff welcomes any guidance from the Planning Commission on how the proposed code update 
could be improved and is requesting your recommendation to the City Council for consideration.   
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PROPOSED ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS 

A summary of the proposed changes is as outlined below: 
• Any fence and/or walls in existence prior to the adoption date of this ordinance may remain, 

provided that the fence and/or wall meets all three of the following:  
1. Legally complied with the standards/codes at that time,  
2. Has been properly maintained in good condition, 
3. It does not encroach into a public right-of-way or cause a clear vision safety concern as 

determined by the City Engineer.   
• Consolidated requirements between uses as it pertains to fence location, height and materials. 
• Chain link fences are a prohibited material within the front yard areas.  
• Clear View Areas are better defined in terms of how they are measured and certain exceptions to the 

clear view areas.   
• New requirements for recreational fencing (i.e. sports courts), such as materials, height’s location (not 

allowed within front yard areas and may require a five foot setback from property line - pending 
height). 

• New masonry fence requirements – (primarily between new development and existing uses. 
• New requirements between incompatible uses.  
• Retaining Walls  

− Changed the criteria used to determine if a building permit is required for a retaining wall from 
measuring from the bottom of the foundation, footing, or wall system to measuring the 
unbalanced fill height. This change updates the code to be consistent with recent state code 
amendments to the International Residential Code (IRC). 

− Updated submittal and approval requirements to better protect the city from retaining wall 
failures due to poor design. 

− Changed the maximum height of a single wall from 8’ to 12’. 
− Allowed more than two walls in a terraced wall system, eliminated a single wall height 

requirement of 6’, and allowed the terraced wall system to be a max height of 16’. 
• New graphics have been provided (needs further updates) to show the options and restrictions. 

 
COMMUNITY COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS 

Describe how often the item was presented to the Community Councils, and when.  
 

1. Millcreek Community Council. The Millcreek Community Council met on 9/3/2024. They voted 
unanimously in favor of the adoption of file number ZT-23-017 with the following considerations: 

− Exterior Waste Receptacles, as listed under the General Requirement (18.67.040A), be clarified 
to mean “shared” or “common” and not necessarily individual receptacles and, the waste 
receptacle gates/doors should have to be of a “solid steel” material;  

− Allow other fencing materials besides decorative solid precast/masonry fences for developing 
properties which are an incompatible use such as nonresidential and existing residential uses, as 
listed under Fencing Between Incompatible Uses (18.67.050.A); 

− Wood and Chain link should be allowed materials instead of prohibited materials, as proposed 
under sections 18.67.070.A.3 and 18.67.080.B3. Also, “corrugated sheet metal” should be 
allowed if it is “decorative”.  
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− Concerns with single retaining walls being changed from 8’ to 12’ tall.  
 

2. Canyon Rim Citizens Association. The Canyon Rim Citizens Association met on 9/4/2024. They 
did not have enough members present at the time to vote during the meeting but ensured staff that 
they would discuss and formulate a formal recommendation. No recommendation was given by the 
date of the planning commission meeting however staff conveyed their understanding of the issues 
discussed during their regular meeting. The CRCA later gave a recommendation concerning file 
number ZT-23-017 as follows: 

− Unable to support the code update [draft] as it is currently written 
− The code is written quite poorly. It is unclear and the syntax is not flowing. This means it is 

difficult for us, the CRCA, to truly understand the changes being made in the code. Like all 
code updates, we request that the code being updated be written in clear, concise, and easy to 
understand language. This code update did not meet that criteria. 

− The code update is eliminating wood from potential materials for fencing. The CRCA feels 
that, while it is true that unmaintained wood fences may not look appealing, wood fencing is 
the white picket american dream. We recommend that the code should reflect well maintained 
and good looking wood fencing should be allowed. We recommend the code be updated to 
include cases where wood fencing may be used. 

− Making Fencing unaffordable. Wood fencing is one of the cheaper materials used for fencing. 
We recommend that this code update considers the needs of our less wealthy residents and 
provides accommodations for homeowners that may not be able to afford the current 
proposed fencing materials. Owning a home is expensive, we should try to limit how the code 
can be cost prohibitive to homeowners. When you read of local or municipal codes that are 
prohibitively affecting housing prices and availability, I am concerned that this update would 
fall into that category making it harder for first time homeowners to find a place in Millcreek. 

− Additional materials can be used for potential fencing materials. We recommend that the code 
explore the uses of additional fencing materials, such as TREX fencing materials as suitable 
fencing. 

− 3' height limit in the front yards does not consider the needs of pet ownership, especially on 
busy streets. We recommend that fencing heights may be tall enough to prevent average sized 
pets from escaping owner properties into traffic, e.g. removing the 3' height limit in the front 
yards. Again, I am concerned about this code update negatively affecting homeownership and 
availability in Millcreek.  
 

3. East Mill Creek Community Council. The East Mill Creek Community Council met on 9/5/2024. 
They voted unanimously in favor of the adoption of file number ZT-23-017 subject to the following 
considerations:  

− Fence Materials, as listed within sections 18.67070.A3 & 18.67.080.B.3, be changed to allow 
wood and chain link fence materials in front yards with added language to limit wood fences to 
a more weather resistant wood material (i.e. cedar, redwood, cypress, bamboo etc. Also, added 
language to prohibit wood panels or sheathing, etc. Front yard fencing needs to remain as an 
open style as proposed.   

− Concerns with single retaining walls being changed from 8’ to 12’ tall.  
 

4. Mount Olympus Community Council. The Mount Olympus Community Council met on 9/09/ 
2024. They voted unanimously in favor of the adoption of file number ZT-23-017, subject to the 
following considerations: 

− Concerns single retaining walls not being allowed taller than the proposed height of 12’ tall.  
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− Would like the city to consider scalable stepping of retaining wall systems.  
− Consider adding setback between retaining walls and property lines. 
− Consider adding railing, guardrails, or barrier on top of significantly tall retaining walls along 

property lines.  
− No maximum cap on terraced retaining walls as long as they kept the 2:1 ratio, as proposed. 
− Generally, did not like wood, chain link, or vinyl materials - particularly within front yard areas.  

 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on 9/18/2024. Upon taking public comment, the Planning 
Commission recommended in favor the proposed code update, file ZT-23-017 with the following changes: 

− Allow a single retaining wall to be as high as 12 feet.   
− No limit on the diameter of trees within the clear view area. 
− Continue to require the clear view area to be 20 feet as measured from the center of a driveway as per 

current code, rather than ten feet from the edge of driveway as proposed. 
− A clarification to change the figure/exhibit to show the street side yard fence to allow a 6’ tall privacy 

fence once beyond the front plain of the home.   
 
PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff has incorporated most of the items as suggested by the various Community Councils and Planning 
Commission, except for the following:  

− Where/how the clear view area is measured 20’ from the center of the driveway vs. 10’ from the edge 
of the driveway. Because of driveway width vary, the point of measurement may be too much or too 
little of measured from the center of the driveway.  

− No limit to tree diameter and other similar objects. Due to roads having variable speed limits, vehicle 
volumes, curvature, slope, etc. the proposed code allows discretion on a case by case, based on safety.   

 
Staff recommends that the City Council provide constructive feedback and direction pertaining to File 
number ZT-23-017. 

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS 
•   Fence and Wall Code Update 
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18.67 Fences and Retaining Walls 

18.67.010 Purpose 

A.     The purpose of this chapter is to promote the use of high-quality materials in fences, 

and retaining walls, while providing for privacy, safety and security for individual 

properties and pedestrians through design, height, materials, and placement.  

18.67.020 Applicability 

A.     All fences and walls shall comply with the standards of this chapter. 

B.     Any fence and/or walls in existence prior to the adoption date of this ordinance may 

remain, provided that the fence and/or wall meets all three of the following:  

1. Legally complied with the standards/codes at that time,  

2. Has been properly maintained in good condition, 

3. It does not encroach into a public right-of-way or cause a clear vision safety 

concern as determined by the City Engineer.   

C.     The provisions of this ordinance may be superseded by specific regulations found in 

other chapters. 

18.67.030 Permit Requirements.  

A.     Department approval required. Fences or retaining walls consistent with this section are 

permitted by right without the need to obtain a department approval, unless otherwise 

stated. 

B.     Building permit. A building permit shall be obtained for fences exceeding seven feet (7’) 

in height and retaining walls with a height greater than four (4) feet of unbalanced fill, 

or walls supporting a surcharge, or as required by the currently adopted version of the 

International Building Code (IBC) or International Residential Code (IRC).  

C.     Review Of Construction Drawings. Prior to construction, all fencing and walls for new 

development shall have construction drawings submitted to the City for review and 

approval by the City Engineer and shall be considered as part of the project 

improvements for purposes of bonding and occupancy. Such plans shall include both 

existing and proposed fences, style, material, heights, site plan and profile views, and 

original and finished grades as measured within four feet (4’) of both sides of the fence. 
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18.67.040 General Requirements 

A.     Fencing may be described as open-style or opaque fencing. Open-style fencing is when 

a minimum of 70% of the fence area is transparent. Opaque fencing is where more than 

70% of the fence area is obscured.  

Figure 18.67.041 Fence Types 
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B.     Waste Receptacles. All exterior commercial or shared/common waste receptacles shall 

be enclosed by a minimum six-foot (6’) tall masonry or precast wall and shall include 

solid steel access doors. The color and materials of waste receptacle enclosures shall be 

consistent with colors used on the associated buildings. All gates and doors shall be a 

solid steel material. Exterior waste enclosures are prohibited within ten feet (10’) of a 

residential property line or within the front and street side yard areas. 

C.     Recreation Fencing. All recreation sports court fences in excess of eight feet in height 

shall be a dark colored open-style net, mesh, or powder coated chain-link material.  

1. Commercial ball field fences/nets may be allowed up to sixty feet (60’) tall 

when associated with a park, golf course, ball field, or similar commercial 

recreational facility. Fences/nets more than eight feet (8’) tall shall be located a 

minimum ten feet (10’) from property lines.  

2. Residential sports court fence shall only be located within the rear and interior 

side yard areas. Sports court fences exceeding eight feet (8’) in height shall be 

located a minimum thirty inches (30”) from the property lines. Residential 

sports court fences may exceed eight feet (8’) in height when the fence is 

setback a minimum thirty inches (30”) from the property lines. For each foot of 

fence height in excess eight feet (8’), the setback shall also increase by one 

foot. In no case shall a residential sports court exceed fourteen feet (14’) in 

height.   

D.     Temporary Fencing. A temporary six-foot (6') chain-link or other similar six-foot (6') 

safety fence shall be installed around construction sites throughout the duration of the 

construction project. All construction fences shall be well maintained in excellent 

condition. All gates shall be securely locked when the construction site is unattended. 

Temporary construction fencing is exempt from the size and location requirements but 

must still meet all clear vision area requirements. 

E.     Decorative Treatment. All sides of fencing shall have equal treatment on both sides. 

Masonry fences located along collector streets shall include an anti-graffiti sealant. 

F.     Trail and Parks. Other fencing or landscaping techniques may be used to buffer 

waterways, trails, parks, open spaces or other uses as determined by the Planning 

Director. 

G.     Fence and Wall Maintenance. All fences and walls shall be continually maintained in 

good repair, structurally sound, and safe condition, by the property owners abutting 

the fence or wall. Repairs and patching shall consist of similar fencing materials and 

shall blend with the fence. The owner of the fence shall be responsible for removing 

graffiti within 10 days after receiving a notice from a city code compliance officer. 

H.     Utility Clearance and Easements: 
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1. No fence or retaining wall may be within four feet (4’) of an above ground 

utility including but not limited to, fire hydrants, water meter boxes, 

telecommunication pedestals, and streetlights, without written permission 

from the utility company. 

2. Fences and retaining walls shall not be constructed within an easement 

without prior written permission in a form acceptable to the city from each 

affected utility. Notwithstanding any written permission, the city reserves the 

right to deny a permit for a wall within, or over, a utility easement. 

18.67.050 Hazardous Area Fencing 

A.     Fencing is required along hazardous areas such as, but not limited to, railroads, canals, 

ditches, flood channels, waterways, unless as otherwise directed by the Planning 

Director.  

B.     Fencing shall be a minimum six foot (6') tall. The Planning Director may require a higher 

fence or wall for property with unusual topography or for a major utility facility.  

C.     Cap fences must be approved materials.   

D.     Fencing shall be solid decorative precast and integrally colored and textured block, 

brick, stone or other masonry fence.  

E.     Along sidewalks or pathways that cross over and are perpendicular to canals, ditches, 

flood channels, waterways, decorative open-style fencing such as decorative simulated 

wrought iron or other decorative open-style fences made of high quality, durable, low 

maintenance materials shall be utilized. 

18.67.060 Collector and Arterial Street Fencing 

A.     Properties with a rear or side yard abutting a collector or arterial street, as identified in 

the Millcreek Transportation Master Plan, may install a minimum six foot (6') high 

decorative masonry or precast wall along the abutting a street right-of-way line 

adjoining the property. Colors and patterns shall match other masonry walls within the 

vicinity as determined by the Planning Director.  

B.     Noise Walls 

1.  Any developing property abutting I-215 or I-15 shall install a noise wall along 

the corridor right-of-way line if the Utah Department of Transportation 

determines such wall is necessary. 

2. Sound walls are exempt from the height and location requirements of this 

Chapter.  

18.67.070 Fence Location  

A.     Front Yards and Street Side Yard Fences 
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1. Fences may be located within the front yard and/or street side yard setback 

area along a street right of-way Figure (18.67.071 Yard Fence Locations) 

provided that: 

a.    Privacy fences shall not exceed six feet (6’) in height within the street 

side yard area and not exceed three feet (3’) in height within the front 

yard and/or clear view areas, as measured from the nearest sidewalk, 

top of curb, or asphalt improvements, 

b.    Front yard fences may be allowed up to six feet in height if designed 

and maintained as an open-style non-obscuring fence.  

c.    Chain-link fences are prohibited within the street side yard and front 

yard areas except for during construction. 

d.    Fences located within clear view areas shall be less than three feet in 

height unless designed and maintained as an open-style and non-

obscuring fence. 

e.    Fences shall meet all collector street fencing requirements where 

applicable. 

Figure 18.67.071 Yard Fence Locations 
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B.     Interior Side Yard and Rear Yard Fences 

1. A maximum seven foot (7’) tall fence may be installed between abutting 

properties within side or rear yard area and/or along a rear or side property 

line without a building permit.  

2. Rear or side yard area fences and/or walls may extend up to a maximum eight 

feet (8’) in height however, fences and/or walls may require a building permit 

according to applicable building codes.  

3. All rear and side yard fences shall comply with applicable clear view areas.  

18.67.080 Fence Materials  

A.     Permitted Fence Materials 

1. Fences and walls shall be made of high quality, durable materials that require 

minimal maintenance. The following materials and colors shall apply to all 

fences, except as otherwise provided in this section or by a more restrictive 

provision of this title or engineering standard: 

a.    Decorative precast concrete or integrally colored and textured block, 

brick, stone, or other masonry wall materials; 

b.    Vinyl, polyethylene materials with beige, white or other neutral color; 

c.    Composite fence materials (Treks, SimTech, or similar);  

d.    Weather tolerant wood materials such as but not limited to cedar, 

redwood, cypress, bamboo; 

e.    Decorative (simulated) wrought iron materials; 

f.    Chain-link may be allowed for public recreational uses if powder 

coated or for temporary construction fences. 

B.     Prohibited Fence Materials  

1. The following fencing materials shall be prohibited in all zones: 

a.    Plastic materials other than vinyl and composite; 

b.    Materials not typically used, designated, or manufactured for fencing, 

such as but not limited to roofing panels, corrugated or sheet metal, 

tarps, wood panel (plywood OSB sheeting), scrap lumber or metal, 

rubber, containers; 

c.    Chain-link, when located within a front or street side yard area. 

d.    Barbed wire, concertina wire, razor ribbon, and similar fencing 

materials; 

e.    Electric fences. 
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C.     Properties which are both zoned as agricultural and large enough for livestock animals 

shall be constructed of sturdy fence materials that may include metal pipes, horse-

grade vinyl, wood posts or other similar material as recommended by the manufacturer 

and as determined by the Planning Director.  

18.67.090 Fence Height Measurement 

A.     Fence height shall be measured from the finished grade to the highest point of the 

fence. 

B.     Berms, retaining walls, or other means to raise the elevation of the ground upon, or 

within four feet of a fence, shall be included in the measurement of fence height. 

C.     When a difference in grade exists on either side of a fence or wall, the height of the 

fence or wall shall be measured as follows:  

1. Height is measured at the property line from the lower property grade. 

2. The higher property grade may not exceed twelve feet (12’) of elevation gain 

at any point within four feet (4’) feet of the property line. 

18.67.100 Clear View Areas 

A.     Clear view areas are a ten foot (10') triangular area formed by the edge of any driveway 

or automobile access and the street right-of-way line or within a thirty foot (30') 

triangular area formed by intersecting street right-of-way lines. (see figure) A lesser or 

greater clear view triangular area may be approved or required by the City Engineer 

based upon traffic speeds, flows, volumes and other traffic related variables. 

B.     No view obscuring object(s) including walls or opaque fencing in excess of three feet 

(3’) in height shall be placed within the clear view area.   

C.     Open-style fences up to six feet (6’) or a combination of opaque fencing up to three 

feet (3’) with an open style fence above is permitted.  
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Figure 18.67.101 Driveway Clear View Areas 

 

Figure 18.67.102 Corner Clear View Areas 
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D.     Exceptions. Fences, trees, utility poles, and street signage may be located within the 

clear view area provide that:  

1. Fences and other objects shall not exceed three feet (3’) in height or shall be 

an open-style and non-obscuring material as approved by the City Engineer. 

2. Tree branches shall be pruned a minimum of eight feet (8') above the ground 

and shall not block street signs or signals.  

3. Tree trunks, utility poles, and similar objects may be allowed if approved by 

the City Engineer. 

18.67.110 Retaining Walls 

A.     General Requirements.  

1. Walls requiring a building permit shall submit a geotechnical report for soil 

stability by a certified geotechnical engineer licensed in the state of Utah. 

2. Wall systems four feet (4') tall or taller which are based on organic material, 

such as treated lumber or railroad ties, are prohibited. 

3. Retaining walls located on properties subject to Sensitive Lands standards, 

shall comply with all applicable standards of MKZ 18.62, Sensitive Lands.  

4. If retaining walls are used to extend driveways or to create additional surface 

parking or vehicular access when a fill is required to raise the elevation of the 

property from the original grade, qa minimum 48” opaque screening fence 

shall be utilized. 

Figure 18.67.111 Retaining Wall Parking Screening 
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18.67.120 Retaining Wall Submittal and Inspections 

A.     To obtain a building permit, a site plan and wall design plan shall be stamped by a 

structural or geotechnical engineer who is registered and qualified to perform work in 

the state of Utah.  

B.     Site plans shall include: 

1. The boundary of the property, including any required setbacks, easements, 

and building envelopes; 

2. The existing and proposed surrounding surface grades and structures located 

in front of, behind, and to the side of the retaining wall at a distance 

equivalent to three times (3x) the height of the wall. If the wall is supporting a 

slope, the site plan shall include the entire slope plus surface grades and 

structures within a horizontal distance equivalent to one times (1x) the height 

of the slope; 

3. The location of the proposed retaining wall(s); 

4. The height and elevation of the bottom of the lowest point of the wall, the top 

of wall and the finish elevation of the fill on both sides of the wall; 

5. The drainage plan for the surrounding area and how the walls drainage system 

will connect to the site drainage system; 

C.     Wall Design plans shall: 

1. Reference any geological and geotechnical studies conducted on the site and 

incorporate the findings into the design. 

2. Include sections and details to be utilized in the construction of the retaining 

wall showing: 

a.    A detailed cross-section showing each lift’s minimum rock or block 

size, or a cross-section showing concrete thickness and re-bar size and 

spacing. 

b.    The maximum wall height. 

c.    The backfill material and specification. 

d.    Soil stabilization methods or reinforcement materials and the required 

frequency of installation. 

e.    A retaining wall drainage detail. 

f.    Slope of the adjacent ground, including the surrounding properties  

g.    Minimum embedment into the existing soil 

h.    The inward slope of a retaining wall’s outside face. 
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D.     Inspections And Final Report: All phases of retaining wall construction shall be 

monitored by the engineer of record to verify that the nature and quality of the 

materials being used are appropriate and that the construction is in accordance with 

the engineered design. The engineer shall verify and submit to the city in writing that 

the materials and construction of the retaining walls is in accordance with the 

engineered design after construction. 

E.     Conflict:  

1. Millcreek retains a City Geologist to review, suggest modifications, and 

approve geotechnical reports. Millcreek reserves the right to commission the 

City Geologist to review or inspect all retaining walls, whether they are existing 

or proposed at the expense of the applicant. 

2. Millcreek may request an as-built survey of retaining walls to verify height and 

surrounding grades at the applicant's expense prior to approval. 

3. In cases of conflict between the provisions contained within this title and 

adopted zoning regulations, building code, subdivision ordinance, and 

geologic hazards ordinances, or any other ordinance of Millcreek, the most 

restrictive provision shall apply.  

18.67.130 Retaining Wall Height and Terracing:  

A.     For the purpose of evaluating the height of a retaining wall for compliance with the 

standards of this code, height shall be measured from finished grade to the top of the 

retaining wall system.  

B.     Retaining Walls shall not exceed three feet (3’) in height when located within a clear 

view area as established in 18.67.100. 

C.     A single retaining wall shall not exceed twelve feet (12') in height. 

D.     For a Retaining Wall System, which uses terracing and/or a combination of multiple 

retaining walls; 

1. The combined height of all retaining walls shall not exceed sixteen feet (16'). 

2. The engineer of record shall establish a minimum separation between the 

walls as measured from the back of the lower wall to the face of the upper 

wall. In no case shall the minimum separation be less than a one-to-one (1:1) 

ratio based on the height of the taller wall or be less than four feet (4’) in 

width. 

3. Terraces created between retaining walls shall be permanently landscaped or 

revegetated with shrubs and other similar perennials at a minimum of seventy 

five percent (75%) live plant material.  

4. Any slopes in excess of fifteen percent (15%) between terraces or tying into 

the original or proposed finish grade need to be certified by the engineer of 

record and shall not exceed fifty percent (50%) slope. 
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E.     Retaining walls with a separation distance of at least two times (2x) the height of the 

tallest wall from the back of the lower wall to the face of the upper wall are considered 

as separate walls.   

F.     Fences on top of, or within four feet (4’) parallel to the top of a retaining wall, are 

considered a part of the overall wall height excluding open style guardrails and fences.  

 

Figure 18.67.131 Retaining Wall Requirements 
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18.67.140 Retaining Wall Setbacks: 

A.     The following shall apply to retaining walls within the front and street side yard setback 

areas: 

1. A single retaining wall shall not exceed four feet (4') in height. 

2. When a terraced wall system is used each wall shall not exceed four feet (4’) in 

height.  

3. Fences shall not be installed on the top of, or within four (4’) feet parallel to 

the top of a retaining wall. 

B.     Any retaining wall exceeding thirty inches (30”) in height and within thirty-six inches 

(36”) of a walking surface or a property line shall provide a minimum forty-two inch 

(42”) tall guardrail, or similar barrier on top of the retaining wall. 

C.     At no point shall a retaining wall be located within four feet (4’) of the current or future 

public right of way as set forth in the adopted Millcreek Transportation Master Plan.  

 

18.67.150 Special Requirements for Rockery Walls: 

A.     Fill Compaction: Where the rockery walls are constructed in front of a fill, the fill shall 

be placed, compacted, and tested as directed in the geotechnical study. All fills shall 

consist of quality fill meeting APWA standard. 

B.     Rock Selection: Rock shall be of a generally cubical, tabular, or rectangular shape. 

Rounded rocks shall not be used and internal void spaces in the facing shall be kept to 

a minimum. The rock shall be preapproved by the engineer of record.  

C.     Rock placement: Rock shall be placed as recommended by the geotechnical engineer. 

A keyway as recommended by the engineer of record shall be constructed into 

unyielding soil. 

D.     Building permits for rockery walls shall Include a detail that is specific to the site and 

not a generic standard design. 

E.     Steepness of walls: The steepness of the rockery wall shall be noted in the drawings. 
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Millcreek Unified Police 
September 2024
Directed Enforcement Unit (DEU) 

DEU Detectives patrolling the Millcreek area spotted an 
occupied stolen vehicle. Detectives followed the vehicle 
while coordinating an arrest plan and waiting for backup. 
The vehicle traveled to a parking lot, then continued south 
on State Street, eventually entering I-15 and exiting at 3300 
South. When officers attempted to stop the vehicle, the 
driver fled, and the vehicle was not pursued. A UHP 
helicopter tracked the vehicle to Weston Avenue, where 
two occupants fled on foot. A UPD K-9 search led to the 
suspects being found hiding under a trailer and a car. Both 
were taken into custody. Further investigation revealed the 
suspects had committed a burglary earlier in South Salt 
Lake, and additional stolen property, drugs, and 
paraphernalia were found in the vehicle. Charges were 
submitted to the Salt Lake County District Attorney’s 
Office.

SIEZED
3 Firearms 

2750 Fentanyl Pills
250 Adderall Pills

2 lbs of 
Methamphetamine

15   Arrests   
16   Search Warrants
9      Assists   
2     Recovered Stolen                              
Vehicles



Millcreek Unified Police 
September 2024

TRAFFIC ENFORCEMENT
Crashes 50
Hit and Run’s 11
Citations 215

Unified Police Motors Unit

September-During a recent Millcreek traffic 
saturation, the UPD Millcreek Traffic Unit and UPD 
Motors focused on two school zones and four 
speed zones. Six motor officers participated from 
8:15 AM to 10:30 AM. A total of 31 tickets were 
issued, including 5 in school zones and 26 for 
speeding. This enforcement effort demonstrates 
our ongoing commitment to traffic safety, 
particularly in high-risk areas such as school and 
speed zones.

2700 E Craig Dr – 2 tickets
3710 S Highland Dr – 3 tickets

3625 S Wasatch Blvd – 4 tickets
3750 S Wasatch Blvd – 4 tickets 

1755 E 3300 S – 4 tickets
4140 S Jupiter Dr - 14 tickets



Unified Police Investigations
September 2024

VIOLENT CRIMES UNIT (VCU)
Total Active Cases: 209

New Cases 7

Homicide/Suspicious Death 0

Death Investigations 2

Felony Assault 3
Misd. Assaults/Threats 1
Robbery 1
Other Suspicious 0

SPECIAL VICTIMS' UNIT (SVU)
Total Active Cases                                 96
New Cases                                                10
Adult Sex Cases                                      3
Child Sex Cases                                      2
Child Abuse Cases                                1
Other                                                            4
Missing                                                        0
Runaway                                                     0
 



Unified Police Special Operations
September2024

SPECIAL WEAPONS AND TACTICS 
(SWAT)

New Call Outs 4

UPD DRONE UNIT
New Call Outs 2
Hours 7

CRASH ACCIDENT RECONSTRUCTION 
UNIT 

(CAR Team)
Call Outs 4

K9 UNIT
  NEW   33
  Person Crime  2
  Family Offense  3
  Weapon Offense  4
  Traffic Offense  5
  Trespassing  1
  Medical / Fire Assist  3
  Disturbance  1
  Lost / Missing Person 1
  Juvenile Offense  1
  Fugitive / Warrant  2
  Welfare Check  3
  Suspicious  2
  Property Crime  5



Unified Police Investigations
September 2024

Millcreek Precinct

During the month of 
August, Millcreek Precinct 
detectives were assigned 
58 cases, and 11 of those 
cases were submitted for 

charges. 

Assault        28
Burglary                  19
Drug Offenses     19
Family Offense   68 
Fraud                       27     
 

Homicide                 0
Larceny                     55
Robbery                    2
Sex Offense            3
Stolen Vehicles     18

NEW CASES 



Millcreek Unified Police 
September 2024

TRANSIENT CALLS
Transient 16

MENTAL HEALTH CALLS
Mental Health Calls  50
 



Millcreek City 
Investigations Unit
September 2024

• On August 14, 2024, a case involving a 
fraudulent contractor was assigned for further 
investigation. A homeowner hired the contractor 
in October 2023 to build a deck, paying $15,000. 
Despite the payment, the contractor never 
started the project or purchased materials. The 
homeowner attempted to contact the contractor 
in the spring, but he became unreachable. 
Further investigation revealed that the contractor 
had been involved in several similar cases. After 
legal efforts stalled, charges for theft by 
deception were filed against the contractor on 
October 14, 2024.



 
Minutes of the  

Millcreek City Council 
September 23, 2024 

6:15 p.m. 
Site Visit 
7:00 p.m. 

Regular Meeting 
 
 
The City Council of Millcreek, Utah, met in a site visit and regular meeting on September 23, 
2024, at City Hall, located at 1330 E. Chambers Avenue, Millcreek, UT 84106. The meeting was 
recorded for the City’s website and had an option for online public comment. 
 
PRESENT:          
   
Council Members       City Staff  
Jeff Silvestrini, Mayor      Rita Lund, Communications Director  
Silvia Catten, District 1 (left at 7pm, returned at 7:38pm)  Elyse Sullivan, City Recorder  
Thom DeSirant, District 2     Lisa Dudley, HR-Finance Director  
Cheri Jackson, District 3    John Brems, City Attorney 
Bev Uipi, District 4     Kurt Hansen, Facilities Director   

Carlos Estudillo, Planner 
Brad Sanderson, Current Planning Manager 
 

Attendees: Chief Christine Petty-Brown, Detective Brian Warner, Rick Hansen, Ronnie 
Williams (electronic), Mike Rush, Scout Troop 53 
 
SITE VISIT:  
  
1. Visit the Unified Police Department Spaces at Millcreek City Hall 
 
Chair Silvestrini called the work meeting to order at 6:17pm. The Council toured the UPD 
occupied spaces of city hall.  
 
Council Member Uipi moved to adjourn the work meeting 7:07 p.m. Council Member 
Jackson seconded. Mayor Silvestrini called for the vote. Council Member DeSirant voted 
yes, Council Member Jackson voted yes, Council Member Uipi voted yes, and Mayor 
Silvestrini voted yes. The motion passed unanimously. 
 
 
 
REGULAR MEETING – 7:00 p.m. 
TIME COMMENCED:  7:08 p.m. 
 
1. Welcome, Introduction and Preliminary Matters 

1.1 Pledge of Allegiance 
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Mayor Silvestrini called the meeting to order, and Scout Troop 53 led the pledge of 
allegiance. He indicated Council Member Catten was present in the work meeting 
[site visit] and had to leave but would be back.  

 
1.2 Unified Police Department Millcreek Precinct Officer of the Month for June and 
August 2024 and Introduction of Directed Enforcement Unit 
Chief Petty-Brown announced Detective Brian Warner as the Officer of the Month for 
August 2024. Detective Warner worked an overtime shift and responded to a call at a 
care facility where a patient wanted to report a crime. The complainant was grateful to 
Detective Warner as he was empathetic to the patient.  
 
Chief Petty-Brown introduced the Directed Enforcement Unit to the council. The unit is 
replaced the Community Crime Suppression Unit and is shared with Millcreek, Midvale, 
and Holladay. The unit consists of a sergeant and detectives from Midvale and Millcreek. 
The unit was recently able to identify suspects in two homicide cases. The mayor 
commended the unit for their work.    
 
1.4 Public Comment 
There was none.  
 

2. Planning Matters 
2.1 Discussion and Consideration of Ordinance 24-47, Rezoning the Northeast 
Portion of a Parcel Generally Located at 4016 South 700 West from the Agricultural 
(A-1) Zone to the Residential Single-Family (R-1-10) Zone 
Carlos Estudillo noted there was a single family home and agricultural structures on the 
subject property. The surrounding uses included R-M, A-1, and M. He showed an aerial 
image of the current use and the proposed rezoned areas of the site. The rezone would 
accommodate the current house, the agricultural uses, and could accommodate an 
additional future lot. Estudillo reviewed the findings from his staff report. The subject 
property involves three parcels comprising approximately 1.73 acres, however, only one 
lot is being proposed to be rezoned. The proposed lot would approximately comprise of 
0.35 acres. The main residence is intended to be part of the newly arranged lot in the R-1-
10 zone. A traffic study was not commissioned and there was no proposed development 
agreement. The Future Land Use map from the General Plan identifies the property as 
Neighborhood 1, which would be met by the application. Estudillo described the 
property’s current agricultural use and the proposed layout with the new zone/lot 
boundaries. A neighborhood meeting was held (August 2, 2024) with most neighbors 
being in favor of the proposal. The Millcreek Community Council (August 6, 2024) and 
Planning Commission (August 21, 2024) both unanimously recommended approving the 
rezone. Staff recommended approval of the application based on the findings in the staff 
report. 
 
Mayor Silvestrini asked for public comment. There was none.  

 
Council Member DeSirant moved to approve Ordinance 24-47, Rezoning the Northeast 
Portion of a Parcel Generally Located at 4016 South 700 West from the Agricultural (A-1) 
Zone to the Residential Single-Family (R-1-10) Zone based upon the evidence presented. 
Council Member Jackson seconded. The Recorder called for the vote. Council Member 
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DeSirant voted yes, Council Member Jackson voted yes, Council Member Uipi voted yes, 
and Mayor Silvestrini voted yes. The motion passed unanimously. 

 
Council Member DeSirant asked about properties with multiple zonings (as depicted in 
surrounding properties to the subject property in item 2.1). Brad Sanderson said the 
Planning Department would go through and review appropriate land use designations for 
properties throughout the city in the near future as a General Plan amendment.  
 
2.2 First Reading: ZM-24-010, Request to Remove Zoning Condition at 877 E 4500 
S, 4430-4438 S 900 E, 851 E 4500 S, 4402-4410 S 900 E, 814 E Williams Way, and 
739 E Williams Way #X; Sean Murray, Planner 
Brad Sanderson said the city received an application for a martial arts business license on 
one of the subject properties and those properties had a zone condition that did not allow 
for the use. The city would like to remove the condition since a lot of the listed uses were 
not applicable to current times. There are existing businesses on the properties that do not 
follow the zoning condition and would not be able to be there if their business license 
lapsed. Council Member Jackson asked if the property owners were okay with the 
change. Sanderson confirmed.  

 
3. Financial Matters 

3.1 Public Hearing to Consider a Monetary Contribution of up to $45,000 to 
Community Councils, $30,000 to Millcreek Arts Council, and $10,000 to the Rain 
Barrel Program 
Mayor Silvestrini said this would authorize the council to distribute funds with 
appropriate budgetary requests. A third-party study was commissioned to ensure the use 
of the funds met the requirements and was an appropriate use by the city. Rita Lund said 
there was already a request for an appropriation of $5,000 to the Arts Council for the 
Millcreek Theater’s annual production. 
 

Council Member Uipi moved to open the public hearing. Council Member DeSirant 
seconded. Mayor Silvestrini called for the vote. Council Member Catten voted yes, Council 
Member DeSirant voted yes, Council Member Jackson voted yes, Council Member Uipi 
voted yes, and Mayor Silvestrini voted yes. The motion passed unanimously. 

 
A Scout Troop 53 leader asked what the funds would go towards since nothing was 
specifically being appropriated. Mayor Silvestrini said the in the past, community 
councils have used funds for events, operations, and emergency cache sites. The Arts 
Council has used funds for the Art Festival, concerts, and events. These are volunteer 
organizations in the community. The city’s budget is almost $40 million. Council 
Member Jackson said the council makes sure that each dollar is appropriately spent. She 
mentioned the rain barrel program which enables residents to collect rainwater from the 
downspout of houses to have for emergency or gardening uses.  
 
A scout asked for the council to explain the budget. Mayor Silvestrini explained that the 
budget revenue comes from sales tax, property tax, fees, and permits. The budget is set 
every year from July 1 to June 30. About $13 million pays for police services. Other 
things the city spends money on is to build and fix roads and sidewalks, storm sewers, the 
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city’s four parks, Millcreek Common, animal services, and crosswalks and crossing 
guards.  
 

Council Member DeSirant moved to close the public hearing. Council Member Jackson 
seconded. Mayor Silvestrini called for the vote. Council Member Catten voted yes, Council 
Member DeSirant voted yes, Council Member Jackson voted yes, Council Member Uipi 
voted yes, and Mayor Silvestrini voted yes. The motion passed unanimously. 

 
3.2 Discussion and Consideration of Ordinance 24-45, Approving a Monetary 
Contribution of up to $45,000 to Community Councils, $30,000 to Millcreek Arts 
Council, and $10,000 to the Rain Barrel Program 
 

Council Member Jackson moved to approve Ordinance 24-45, Approving a Monetary 
Contribution of up to $45,000 to Community Councils, $30,000 to Millcreek Arts Council, 
and $10,000 to the Rain Barrel Program. Council Member DeSirant seconded.  
Council Member Catten asked if the city was requiring the community councils to provide a 
budget or just make requests. The mayor noted the city had not yet received any requests. 
Council Member Uipi wanted to know how much money was currently in the community 
councils’ budgets.    
The Recorder called for the vote. Council Member Catten voted yes, Council Member 
DeSirant voted yes, Council Member Jackson voted yes, Council Member Uipi voted yes, 
and Mayor Silvestrini voted yes. The motion passed unanimously. 

 
3.3 Public Hearing to Consider Amending the Fiscal Year 2024-2025 General Fund, 
Capital Improvement Fund, and Stormwater Fund Budgets 
Lisa Dudley said there would only be amendments for the General Fund and Stormwater 
Fund. The General Fund changes included revenue from the public market ($85,600), 
newly acquired rental property at the southwest corner of the intersection of 1300 E and 
3300 S ($30,000), and budgetary use of fund balance ($71,300). The Stormwater Fund 
includes a federal grant for the Neff’s Canyon debris basin ($2,270,250). Dudley 
highlighted the General Fund revenue and expense amendments. Mayor Silvestrini noted 
the city purchased the building where Check City was, adjacent from city hall, but would 
be leasing back the space until the term ended. That property would then be considered 
for a veteran memorial plaza. Dudley reported changes to the public works, facilities, and 
human resources department budgets, and market adjustments on some staff salaries. 
Mayor Silvestrini explained the budget in detail for the benefit of the scout troop present. 
 

Council Member Jackson moved to open the public hearing. Council Member Uipi 
seconded. Mayor Silvestrini called for the vote. Council Member Catten voted yes, Council 
Member DeSirant voted yes, Council Member Jackson voted yes, Council Member Uipi 
voted yes, and Mayor Silvestrini voted yes. The motion passed unanimously. 

 
There were no comments. 
 

Council Member DeSirant moved to close the public hearing. Council Member Uipi 
seconded. Mayor Silvestrini called for the vote. Council Member Catten voted yes, Council 
Member DeSirant voted yes, Council Member Jackson voted yes, Council Member Uipi 
voted yes, and Mayor Silvestrini voted yes. The motion passed unanimously. 
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3.4 Discussion and Consideration of Ordinance 24-46, Amending the 2024-2025 
Fiscal Year Budget  

 
Council Member Uipi moved to approve item 3.4, Ordinance 24-46. Council Member 
DeSirant seconded. The Recorder called for the vote. Council Member Catten voted yes, 
Council Member DeSirant voted yes, Council Member Jackson voted yes, Council Member 
Uipi voted yes, and Mayor Silvestrini voted yes. The motion passed unanimously. 

 
4. Business Matters  

4.1 Discussion and Consideration of Resolution 24-21, Approving an Updated Utility 
Agreement Among Rocky Mountain Power, the Community Renewable Energy 
Agency, and Millcreek 
Mayor Silvestrini said the agreement was required to conform the utility agreement to 
changes that the legislature made to state law with respect to the Community Renewable 
Energy Agency. The legislature changed the Act, HB 411, to allow the agency to not only 
use renewable energy but also clean energy. It also made it so other communities could 
join the agency. Midvale has since joined. These were minor amendments in the 
agreement to reflect those changes.  
 

Council Member Jackson moved to adopt Resolution 24-21, Approving an Updated Utility 
Agreement Among Rocky Mountain Power, the Community Renewable Energy Agency, 
and Millcreek. Council Member Catten seconded. The Recorder called for the vote. 
Council Member Catten voted yes, Council Member DeSirant voted yes, Council Member 
Jackson voted yes, Council Member Uipi voted yes, and Mayor Silvestrini voted yes. The 
motion passed unanimously. 

 
5. Reports 

5.1 Mayor’s Report  
Mayor Silvestrini reported from the UPD Board meeting of a potential property that has 
been identified to relocate and house certain UPD operations.  
 
5.2 City Council Member Reports 
Council Member Uipi reported that she and Council Member Jackson attended the 
Elected Women of Utah Conference. Council Member Uipi would sit on a panel to 
inspire women to run for office with the Women’s Leadership Institute. Council Member 
Catten said there would be a screening of “Politics of Beauty” as part of the “Get to the 
River Month” festivities.  
 
5.3 Treasurer’s Report 
Council Member Jackson reported as of that day in the operating account, the city had 
$2,378,497, and the PTIF state fund account had $31,968,130, for a total shared cash of 
$34,346,626. Current property taxes received was $225,064 (1.89%), sales tax revenue 
$2,492,444, and building permits $284,925, for a total general fund revenue of 
$5,839,045. For disbursement, 139 checks had been written for $4,473,698, bank drafts 
$2,812,270, and two payroll periods were $353,168. She thanked the finance staff.  
 
5.4 Staff Reports 
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Lisa Dudley reported the auditors were doing field work at city hall that week.  
 
5.5 Unified Police Department Report 
Chief Petty-Brown reported the crime statistics for August 2024. There were 2,805 calls 
for service, 935 new police reports, 288 citations/tickets, and 37 booking arrests in 
Millcreek. The DEU served 3 search warrants, 2 arrests, 1 assist, and seized 2 firearms 
with a homicide case at the Monaco Apartments. UPD Motors conducted a saturation 
patrol in Millcreek on the first day of school for the Granite School District, focusing on 
school zones and speed enforcement. The patrol, which lasted 2.75 hours, involved 6 
motors. Enforcement was carried out in 6 school zones and 2 additional locations for 
speed. In total, officers made 22 stops, 10 in school zones and 12 for speeding. Traffic 
Enforcement had 62 crashes, 23 hit and runs, and 167 citations. The Violent Crimes Unit 
had 160 active cases, the Special Victims Unit had 103 active cases, SWAT had 4 call 
outs, Crash Accident Reconstruction had 9 call outs, and the K9 unit had 31 new calls. In 
Millcreek, there were 33 assaults, 9 burglaries, 14 drug offenses, 66 family offenses, 28 
frauds, 1 homicide, 64 larcenies, 1 robbery, 10 sex offenses, and 16 stolen vehicles. 
Millcreek detectives were assigned 94 cases and 14 were submitted for charges. There 
were 23 transient calls and 87 mental health calls. The chief highlighted a solved case 
involving theft of scrap metal.  
 
Mayor Silvestrini noted the UPD Board approved bonuses for lateral transfers to get the 
force back to full strength. Chief Petty-Brown noted a lot of vacancies happened because 
of the split from the Salt Lake County Sheriff’s Office. Millcreek had 9 vacancies. Mayor 
Silvestrini noted the Chief had mentioned hiring another mental health officer or social 
worker.  

 
6. Consent Agenda 

6.1 Approval of August 26, 2024 Work Meeting and Regular Meeting Minutes 
 
Council Member DeSirant moved to approve the minutes from August 26, 2024, for the 
work meeting and the regular meeting. Council Member Jackson seconded. Mayor 
Silvestrini called for the vote. Council Member Catten voted yes, Council Member 
DeSirant voted yes, Council Member Jackson voted yes, Council Member Uipi voted yes, 
and Mayor Silvestrini voted yes. The motion passed unanimously. 
 
7. New Items for Subsequent Consideration 
There were none. 
 
8.  Calendar of Upcoming Meetings 

• Millcreek Community Council Mtg., 10/1/24, 6:30 p.m.  
• Canyon Rim Citizens Association Mtg., 10/2/24, 6:30 p.m.  
• East Mill Creek Community Council Mtg.,10/3/24, 7:00 p.m. 
• Mt. Olympus Community Council Mtg., 10/7/24, 6:00 p.m. 
• Historic Preservation Commission Mtg., 10/10/24, 6:00 p.m. 
• City Council Mtg. 10/14/24 7:00 p.m. 

 
The council discussed upcoming city events, including the opening of the pickleball courts at 
Canyon Rim Park. This led to a conversation about the potential rules for the new courts.  
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ADJOURNED: Council Member Catten moved to adjourn the meeting at 8:55 p.m. 
Council Member Jackson seconded. Mayor Silvestrini called for the vote. Council Member 
Catten voted yes, Council Member DeSirant voted yes, Council Member Jackson voted yes, 
Council Member Uipi voted yes, and Mayor Silvestrini voted yes. The motion passed 
unanimously. 
 

APPROVED: ______________________________ Date 
 Jeff Silvestrini, Mayor 

      
 ______________________________ 

   Attest:   Elyse Sullivan, Recorder 



 
Minutes of the  

Millcreek City Council 
October 14, 2024 

7:00 p.m. 
Regular Meeting 

 
 
 
The City Council of Millcreek, Utah, met in a public work meeting and regular meeting on 
October 14, 2024, at City Hall, located at 1330 E. Chambers Avenue, Millcreek, UT 84106. The 
meeting was recorded for the City’s website and had an option for online public comment. 
 
PRESENT:          
   
Council Members       City Staff  
Jeff Silvestrini, Mayor    John Brems, City Attorney 
Silvia Catten, District 1    Elyse Sullivan, City Recorder  
Thom DeSirant, District 2    Kurt Hansen, Facilities Director 
Cheri Jackson, District 3    Carlos Estudillo, Planner 
Bev Uipi, District 4     Sean Murray, Planner 

Rita Lund, Communications Director  
 

Attendees: Chief Petty-Brown, Rick Hansen, Kenzie Olson, Brandon Wixom, Dale Bennett, 
Jacob Richardson, Chief Jason Mazuran, Ron Lillie 
 
 
REGULAR MEETING – 7:00 p.m. 
TIME COMMENCED:  7:02 p.m. 
 
1. Welcome, Introduction and Preliminary Matters 

1.1 Pledge of Allegiance 
Mayor Silvestrini called the meeting to order and led the pledge of allegiance.  

 
1.2 Public Comment 
Unified Police Department Chief Mazuran appreciated Millcreek’s hospitality. He 
reported that things have gone well with the reorganization of UPD. He commended 
Millcreek Precinct Chief Petty-Brown. 
 

Council Member Catten moved to move Business Matter 3.2 to just before the Planning 
Matters. Council Member DeSirant seconded. Mayor Silvestrini called for the vote. 
Council Member Catten voted yes, Council Member DeSirant voted yes, Council Member 
Jackson voted yes, Council Member Uipi voted yes, and Mayor Silvestrini voted yes. The 
motion passed unanimously. 

 
3.2 Discussion and Consideration of Resolution 24-23, Approving an Appointment 
to the Planning Commission 



Millcreek City Council Meeting Minutes                            14 October 2024   Page 2 of 6 
 

Mayor Silvestrini said there was a vacancy on the Planning Commission, so applications 
were accepted to fill the position. He was happy to recommend Jacob Richardson from 
Council District 1. Richardson said he had served for about a year on the Millcreek 
Community Council.  
 

Council Member DeSirant moved to approve Resolution 24-23, Approving an Appointment 
to the Planning Commission. Council Member Catten seconded. The Recorder called for 
the vote. Council Member Catten voted yes, Council Member DeSirant voted yes, Council 
Member Jackson voted yes, Council Member Uipi voted yes, and Mayor Silvestrini voted 
yes. The motion passed unanimously. 

 
2. Planning Matters 

2.1 Discussion and Consideration of Ordinance 24-48, Rezoning Certain Property 
Located at Approximately 877 E 4500 S, 4430-4438 S 900 E, 851 E 4500 S, 4402-
4410 S 900 E, 814 E Williams Way, 739 E Williams Way # X from the C-2/ZC 
(Commercial 2 / Zone Condition) to C-2 (Commercial 2) 
Mayor Silvestrini said this rezone would remove a zone condition on these properties 
which would not affect other C-2 properties in the city. Some of the conditions were no 
longer valuable or necessary. The mayor acknowledged a first reading of the item 
occurred at the council’s last meeting. Sean Murray noted the zone condition was 
implemented in the 1980’s by the county when the area was redeveloping for a lower 
intensity commercial use. Removing the zone condition would clean up the zoning and 
allow other small businesses into the existing building spaces. Mayor Silvestrini asked 
for public comment. There was none.  
 

Council Member Jackson moved to adopt Ordinance 24-48, rezoning certain properties 
identified. Council Member DeSirant seconded. The Recorder called for the vote. Council 
Member Catten voted yes, Council Member DeSirant voted yes, Council Member Jackson 
voted yes, Council Member Uipi voted yes, and Mayor Silvestrini voted yes. The motion 
passed unanimously. 

 
2.2 Discussion and Consideration of Ordinance 24-49, Rezoning 0.43 Acres of Real 
Property Located at Approximately 4181 South 900 East from the Residential (R-1-
10) Zone to the Multifamily Residential (R-M) Zone and Imposing a Zone Condition 
Limiting the Property to 5 Residential Units 
Mayor Silvestrini said a first reading of the item had taken place at a prior council 
meeting. Carlos Estudillo highlighted changes from the last proposal the council 
reviewed. The proposal included five townhome units that were larger than the initially 
proposed six townhome units. There would be an additional guest parking stall and more 
open space. He showed the council the building elevations. Based on the feedback in the 
neighborhood, community council, planning commission, and city council meetings, staff 
prepared a development agreement to accompany the rezone. The items addressed in the 
agreement included use and density, ownership, height, setbacks, parking, materials, 
right-of-way improvements, street improvements, and a restrictive-use agreement. Staff 
recommended approval of the rezone and development agreement as presented. 
 
Council Member Jackson asked about, “an owner-occupied unit owned by an entity that 
is occupied by an individual who: has voting rights under the entity’s organizing 
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documents; and has a 25% or greater share of ownership, control, and right to profits and 
losses of the entity…” from the restrictive use agreement. Mayor Silvestrini said the 
purpose was to make sure the occupant owned at least 25% of the property so that it 
could not be owned by a corporate entity unless the occupant was a large shareholder.   
 
Mayor Silvestrini noted the council had received an email from the applicant for an 
appeal to increase the density back to the six unit proposal as it provided another housing 
unit for the public and an appeal on a constitutional basis for someone to use their 
property as they see fit. Brandon Wixom, applicant, felt the developers followed the 
city’s code and met the requirements for the project but the project changed due to public 
comments. He said one parking stall would not make a difference in comparison to 
having an additional housing unit. He did not feel allowing only five units was the best 
choice. He felt there were constitutional rights being imposed upon by restricting what 
the owner could do with the property as far as rentals. The developers did not want to sell 
the units to one entity.  
 
Mayor Silvestrini asked for public comment.  
 
Ron Lillie, a neighbor across 900 E, felt the neighborhood could support five units with 
more parking provided that the agreement is kept. The neighbors did not want rental 
units.  
 
Mayor Silvestrini noted he missed the first reading of the application. The Millcreek 
Community Council and Planning Commission recommended denial of the application. 
The commission did not want to go against the General Plan, which recommends 
Neighborhood 1 in this area. Neighborhood 2 would support the proposed project. The 
mayor noted he understood property rights, but pointed out the applicant was asking the 
council to approve a project in excess of the single-family zoning of the area, so he felt it 
was okay to impose conditions for the increased density. He said he had always 
recognized the housing shortage and the council has been bold about trying to increase 
the housing stock in the city. It was in the city’s interest to promote home ownership. The 
request to approve additional density that is out of character for the neighborhood plan is 
within the council’s discretion and they could insist upon home ownership for the 
development. It was not unreasonable to approve the compromise that was reached with 
the neighborhood in reducing the density to five units. He would not vote to approve the 
application over the recommended denial of the community council and planning 
commission unless homeownership was guaranteed. This could be accomplished through 
a restrictive agreement and CC&Rs. He noted the CC&Rs could be amended in the future 
and that was concerning. The city is making a compromise on density for the 
homeownership. He insisted upon a deed restriction on the property in addition to the 
CC&Rs. Council Member Jackson asked who enforced the restrictions. Mayor Silvestrini 
said the city could enforce the deed restriction.  
 
Council Member DeSirant asked if every owner occupied housing approved by the 
council would also have a restrictive use agreement. Mayor Silvestrini said no, it would 
only apply to this project because this project was being considered on its own merits. 
Council Member DeSirant asked if a precedent was being set. Mayor Silvestrini said it 
depends on the density that is being required and what the circumstances are; other 
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projects may not have the impediments that this one has, violating the Future Land Use 
Map and General Plan. Council Member Catten asked what the objective was and felt the 
proposal was unfair. She asked about the Lotus Calla project on 900 E. Brad Sanderson 
said the rezone for that development had a deed restriction that allowed a portion of 
owner-occupied units within the rental project. Council Member Catten asked why the 
Millcreek Community Council recommended denial. Estudillo said there was concern for 
construction blocking roads, property values dropping, rentals, and parking. The 
commission recommended denial because it was spot zoning and went against the 
General Plan. They felt a holistic approach was needed for amending the General Plan in 
the area. Council Member Catten felt the council needed to figure out whether the area 
should be Neighborhood 1 or 2. She expressed concern over the restriction on rentals as 
she takes property owner rights very seriously. Council Member Jackson said there was 
an assumption that people would buy the property to rent it, but that was unknown.  
 
Council Member Uipi asked the applicant about the sales price. Wixom anticipated about 
$650,000 per unit. Council Member Uipi asked about restricting room rentals or 
removing the owner-occupancy requirement. Mayor Silvestrini said owners could rent 
rooms if it was still owner occupied. He wanted to avoid full rentals and only allow 
owner-occupancy. John Brems said a deed restriction and CC&Rs would be the best way 
to restrict rentals.  
 
Council Member Jackson asked the applicant if there was concern about having the 
restriction on the property. Wixom said he would not want to own something he could 
not rent. He felt it was government overstepping to restrict renters without federal 
funding involved, it would violate the Fair Housing Act. The mayor said restricting 
rentals is not discriminatory on the basis of any protection in the Fair Housing Act. The 
applicant was requesting density in excess of what the zone would allow. The council 
was giving the applicant the parameters of what they would approve for a zone change 
but the applicant did not have to agree and therefore not build the project. Council 
Member Catten asked if the restrictions could be lifted in the future if the General Plan 
changed to a greater future land use. Mayor Silvestrini said the council could lift 
restrictions in the future. He then recommended a continuance of the application to work 
with the developer on a deed restriction.  
 
Council Member Uipi asked Lillie what he would like to see as a neighboring property 
owner. Lillie felt like the mayor’s opinion on the matter was good. The neighborhood did 
not want to see rentals or overflow parking. Their concern was with density. 
 

Council Member Uipi moved to continue items 2.2, Ordinance 24-49, and 2.3, Ordinance 
24-50.  
Council Member Catten asked what the deed restriction and CC&Rs would look like. Brems said 
he could craft them how the council wanted. Council Member Jackson asked what the mayor 
wanted to see with a continuance. Mayor Silvestrini said a deed restriction that would ensure 
owner occupancy on the property. Council Member DeSirant was not opposed to the deed 
restriction if it was something the council would continue using. He said property having a 
similar deed restriction would not have prevented him from buying it when he was searching. He 
did not feel removing an entire unit to gain one parking stall was a benefit. Council Member 
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Catten felt 5-6 units was negligible, but if the neighbors felt parking was the true issue, then one 
stall could make a difference.  
 
Dale Bennett, subject property owner, expressed concern about the economy going down and 
needing to rent the units. The mayor said the city might consider a hardship in the future. Wixom 
asked if half of the units could be deed restricted. The mayor did not want to do that. Council 
Member Jackson felt adding a hardship clause to the deed restriction was reasonable.  
Council Member Catten seconded. Mayor Silvestrini called for the vote. Council Member 
Catten voted yes, Council Member DeSirant voted yes, Council Member Jackson voted yes, 
Council Member Uipi voted yes, and Mayor Silvestrini voted yes. The motion passed 
unanimously. 

 
2.3 Discussion and Consideration of Ordinance 24-50, Approving a Development 
Agreement Concerning 0.43 Acres of Real Property Located at Approximately 4181 
South 900 East 

 Item continued. 
 
3. Business Matters  

3.1 Discussion and Consideration of Resolution 24-22, Approving a Third Amended 
Interlocal Cooperative Agreement with Salt Lake County for Public Works Services 
Mayor Silvestrini said this added the additional $500,000 for pavement preservation the 
council approved in this year’s budget since it was not in the original contract.  
 

Council Member Jackson moved to adopt Resolution 24-22, Approving a Third Amended 
Interlocal Cooperative Agreement with Salt Lake County for Public Works Services. 
Council Member Uipi seconded. The Recorder called for the vote. Council Member Catten 
voted yes, Council Member DeSirant voted yes, Council Member Jackson voted yes, 
Council Member Uipi voted yes, and Mayor Silvestrini voted yes. The motion passed 
unanimously. 
 
4. Reports 

4.1 Mayor’s Report  
The mayor reported the city celebrated Indigenous People’s Day that day at Millcreek 
Common. He said the city could celebrate Christopher Columbus as a bold explorer, too.  
 
4.2 City Council Member Reports 
Council Member Catten reported attending Millfreaks. Council Member Jackson reported 
using the Grandview of City Hall as a resident.  
 
4.3 Staff Reports 
Elyse Sullivan asked the council to send her records for the records request (GRAMA) 
she emailed them earlier in the day.  
 

5. Consent Agenda 
5.1 Approval of September 9, 2024 Work Meeting and Regular Meeting Minutes 
 

Council Member Catten moved to approve the minutes from the September 9th meetings. 
Council Member Uipi seconded. Mayor Silvestrini called for the vote. Council Member 
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Catten voted yes, Council Member DeSirant voted yes, Council Member Jackson voted yes, 
Council Member Uipi voted yes, and Mayor Silvestrini voted yes. The motion passed 
unanimously. 
 
6. New Items for Subsequent Consideration 
There were none. 
 
7.  Calendar of Upcoming Meetings 

• Planning Commission Mtg. 10/16/24 5:00 p.m. 
• City Council Mtg. 10/28/24 7:00 p.m. 

 
 
ADJOURNED: Council Member Uipi moved to adjourn the meeting at 8:25 p.m. Council 
Member Jackson seconded. Mayor Silvestrini called for the vote. Council Member Catten 
voted yes, Council Member DeSirant voted yes, Council Member Jackson voted yes, 
Council Member Uipi voted yes, and Mayor Silvestrini voted yes. The motion passed 
unanimously. 
 
 
 

APPROVED: ______________________________ Date 
 Jeff Silvestrini, Mayor 

      
 ______________________________ 

   Attest:   Elyse Sullivan, Recorder 
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