COTTONWOOD HEIGHTS CITY
ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW COMMISSION

MEETING AGENDA Cottonwood Heights

City between the canyons

March 27, 2025

Notice is hereby given that the Cottonwood Heights Architectural Review Commission will convene
on Thursday, March 27,2025 at 6:00 p.m., at Cottonwood Heights City Hall (2277 E. Bengal Blvd.,
Cottonwood Heights, UT 84121) for a Public Meeting.

The meeting will also be broadcast electronically on the city’s YouTube channel at
https://www.youtube.com/@CottonwoodHeights/streams.

6:00 p.m. Public Meeting
1.0 Welcome and Acknowledgements
1.1 Ex parte communications or conflicts of interest to disclose

2.0 Business Items
2.1 Project ZTA-24-005
Commission review and Certificate of Design Compliance consideration of a request by
Rockworth Companies for a Zoning Text Amendment to modify portions of the adopted
Planned Development District (PDD) ordinance which governs the Rockworth Gravel Pit
site at 6695 S. Wasatch Blvd. The proposed modifications relate to further defining the
massing and density of the future mixed-use project at this site.

3.0 Consent Agenda

3.1 Approval of Minutes for March 27, 2025

The Architectural Review Commission will move to approve the minutes of March 27, 2025

after the following process is met:
The recorder will prepare the minutes and email them to each member of the
Commission. The members will have five days to review the minutes and provide
any changes to the recorder. If, after five days, there are no changes, the minutes
will stand approved. If there are changes, the process will be followed until the
changes are made and the Commission agrees, at which time the minutes shall be
deemed approved.

4.0 Adjourn
4.1 Next meeting is scheduled for April 24, 2025, pending business items.


https://www.youtube.com/@CottonwoodHeights/streams

Public Comment Policy

As a public meeting, not a public hearing, public comments are not accepted during Architectural
Review Commission Meetings. Individuals with questions regarding an Architectural Review
Commission application should direct their inquiries to staff prior to the meeting, by emailing
planning@ch.utah.gov.

Meeting Procedures
Iltems will generally be heard in the following order:
1. Staff Presentation
2. Applicant Presentation (If Applicable)
3. Architectural Review Commission Deliberation
4. Architectural Review Commission Motion and Vote

Architectural Review Commission applications may be tabled if: 1) Additional information is needed
in order to act on the item; or 2) The Architectural Review Commission finds there are unresolved
issues that may need further attention before the Commission is ready to make a motion. No agenda
item will begin after 9:00 pm without a unanimous vote of the Commission. The Commission may
carry over agenda items, scheduled late in the evening and not heard, to the next regularly scheduled
meeting.

Notice of Participation by Telephonic/Digital Means

Architectural Review Commission members may participate in the meeting via telephonic/digital
communication. If a commissioner does participate via telephonic/digital communication, the
communication will be amplified so that all other Commissioners and all other persons presentin the
room will be able to hear all discussions.

Notice of Compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations or
assistance during this meeting shall notify the City Recorder at (801) 944-7015 at least 24 hours prior to
the meeting. TDD number is (801) 270-2425 or call Relay Utah at #711.

Confirmation of Public Notice

On Friday, March 21, 2025, a copy of the foregoing notice was posted in conspicuous view in the
front foyer of the Cottonwood Heights City Offices. The agenda was also posted on the City’s
website at www.cottonwoodheights.utah.gov and the Utah public notice website at
http://pmn.utah.gov.

Dated this 21 day of March, 2025, Attest: Tiffany Janzen, City Recorder


mailto:planning@ch.utah.gov
http://www.cottonwoodheights.utah.gov/
http://pmn.utah.gov/

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW COMMISSION MEMO
4 ZTA-24-005 -PDD-2

oAl 2 Wasatch Rock Redevelopment Ordinance Amd.
I]ﬂﬂll“’ﬂﬂll Hﬂghtﬁ Meeting Date: March 27, 2025

Gy bevroeen the cinyons . .
Staff Contact: Mike Johnson, CED Director

Request

This application represents a proposed zoning text amendment to the PDD-2 (Wasatch Rock
Redevelopment) Ordinance. The PDD-2 zone is a site-specific zoning ordinance and master
development plan that solely applies to the 21.56-acre property located at 6695 South Wasatch
Boulevard. Specifically, this text amendment process proposes a final building height, massing,
and unit count to the condominium use within the approved PDD-2 ordinance and development
plan.

This text amendment proposes that the condominium use within the site be allowed to be
constructed to a maximum height of 12-14 stories (consisting of 3-4 levels of structured parking
below 9-10 floors of condominium units), and a total unit count of 75-110.

Text amendment applications typically do not require consideration by the Architectural Review
Commission (ARC). In this case, the existing PDD-2 ordinance states that final building height,
size, footprint, total unit count, parking, and other details concerning the proposed condominium
use shall be determined through an amendment to this ordinance and the Development Plan
reviewed and approved by the Council, in its legislative discretion, following recommendation by
the city’s planning commission, city’s planning department staff, city’s development review
committee, city’s architectural review commission, city’s geologist, or other city-related
individuals or advisory bodies in accordance with city’s requirements and normal development
review process.’

To date, reviews have been completed with all staff-level representatives. At its February 2025
meeting, the Planning Commission unanimously recommended approval of the proposed text



ARC Memo - ZTA-24-005
March 27, 2025

amendment to the City Council. Therefore, staff is seeking a formal ARC recommendation (via
Certificate of Design Compliance) prior to final consideration by the City Council.

This memo (and attachments) provides a summary of the proposed amendment, background of
the PDD-2 ordinance (which has previously been reviewed and approved by the ARC), and ARC
purview for this application.

Background

The existing, approved PDD-2 zoning ordinance and development plan materials are publicly
available for review on the city website at the following link. It is recommended that
Commissioners review the posted materials to better understand the current approval and
entitlement within the subject property. Staff has presented an overview of these materials to both
the Planning Commission and City Council:

https://www.cottonwoodheights.utah.gov/your-government/boards-and-
commissions/planning-commission/wasatch-rock-redevelopment-proposal-6695-s-
wasatch-blvd-pdd-19-001

Following the Planned Development District ordinance process (19.51 of the Cottonwood Heights
Zoning Ordinance), the PDD-2 zone and accompanying development plan was approved by the City
Councilin August 2021 after a nearly two-year public process which included extensive staff
review, impact analysis, site assessment, and supportive recommendations from both the
Planning Commission and the Architectural Review Commission. The approval created site plan
entitlement and site-specific development standards for a mixed-use project consisting of seven
phases and the following uses:

e  Multi-family residential (apartments)

e Multi-family residential (condominiums)

e Hotel

e Commercial uses (six separate commercial pads are included in the approval)

Except for the condominium use, each of the uses has already received approval for maximum unit
counts, building heights, massing, etc. Further, the PDD-2 ordinance provides specific detail for
the process the applicant must follow to entitlement development standards for the condominium
use (i.e., this text amendment process). Additional site elements, including traffic impact, site
circulation, open space, parking, roadway alignment, etc. have also been previously approved.
Staff will provide a full update to each of these elements as they relate to the proposed text
amendment within the future project staff report and analysis.

The approved PDD-2 site plan includes the layout of the above-referenced uses within the project
site, including the location of the condominium use. This current PDD-2 ordinance process also
incorporates extensive study and analysis of site constraints, reclamation requirements, and other
geotechnical and geological considerations to ensure that future development mitigates risk posed
by hazards within the site. Staff will present an updated report on overall site reclamation, hazard
mitigation, and reclamation that are specific to the proposed condominium site.


https://www.cottonwoodheights.utah.gov/your-government/boards-and-commissions/planning-commission/wasatch-rock-redevelopment-proposal-6695-s-wasatch-blvd-pdd-19-001
https://www.cottonwoodheights.utah.gov/your-government/boards-and-commissions/planning-commission/wasatch-rock-redevelopment-proposal-6695-s-wasatch-blvd-pdd-19-001
https://www.cottonwoodheights.utah.gov/your-government/boards-and-commissions/planning-commission/wasatch-rock-redevelopment-proposal-6695-s-wasatch-blvd-pdd-19-001
https://cottonwoodheights.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=19.51_Planned_Development_District
https://cottonwoodheights.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=19.51_Planned_Development_District
https://www.cottonwoodheights.utah.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/5105/637629934062900000

ARC Memo - ZTA-24-005
March 27, 2025

In addition to the above link to the current PDD-2 ordinance and project materials, attached are the
applicant’s proposed PDD-2 text amendment and updated plans which provide additional detail
for the proposed condominium building’s unit count, massing, and visual impact.

Attached to this memo are reports, analyses, and submittals that provide a detailed background
and overview of the PDD-2 project and summary of the proposed text amendment.

ARC Purview

During its initial entitlement process, the application received review and approval by the ARC. This
original Certificate of Design Compliance (i.e. ARC approval) included a proposed condominium
building with height, massing, and unit count very similar to what is proposed again. During final
Council consideration of the project in 2021, the condominium unit count was removed and
deferred to a later date. The applicant is now seeking to fully entitle that use. As the PDD-2
ordinance and Development Plan are meant to establish uses, densities, and general site layouts,
specific details for architectural design, materials, colors, etc. have not been finalized. General
elements, such as site layout, circulation, general landscaping, trails, etc. have been approved
(and are not proposed to be modified by this text amendment). Part of the ARC’s original approval
was acceptance of general design standards submitted by the applicant that is meant to guide ARC
consideration of site-specific plans and permits as they are developed.

As adopted (and not proposed to be modified), the ARC will be the primary design review authority
as each phase of the project submits a building permit application for development. The PDD-2
ordinance states that ARC review is required for each phase of the PDD-2 project (as part of
building permit review for that respective phase) to ensure compliance with the original Certificate
of Design Compliance and project design guidelines.

The current text amendment application is still at the general site density, use, and entitlement
level. As such, this proposal does not yet include building materials, final architectural massing
and detail, site-specific landscaping, etc. Further, the proposed height and unit count is within the
authority of the Planning Commission and City Council. Staff recommends that any input on such
details focus on architectural detail, design, and compatibility, rather than the proposed height and
unit count itself.

Findings and Recommendation

Because the existing ARC approval for this site included a condominium building in the same
location, with a comparable size and unit count to what is now proposed, city staff finds that the
proposed text amendment is compatible with the original recommendation of approval for the site.
As detailed in the attached reports, the proposed condominium building is found to be compatible
with the city’s master-planned vision for the ‘gravel pit’ area, and city staff recommends approval
of the text amendment.
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Attachments

-

CoOoNORrODN

PDD-2 Text Amendment — Planning Commission Staff Report (February 2025)
PDD-2 Text Amendment — Planning Commission Staff Memo (January 2025)
PDD-2 Ordinance (with proposed text amendment highlighted)

Site Building Massing Rendering

Site Building Height Analysis

Project Background Presentations

Intersection Analysis and traffic study summary

Geologic Hazard Review — Status Report

PDD-2 site-specific design guidelines



COTTONWOOD HEIGHTS CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION

STAFF REPORT tton"ﬂood.l'leighfs

City between the canyons

February 5, 2025

Summary

Project Numbers:
ZTA-24-005

Subject Property:
6695 S Wasatch Blvd.

Actions Requested:
Zoning Text Amendment
(PDD-2 Ordinance)

Applicant:
Serra Nemelka
(Rockworth Companies)

Recommendation:
Approve

Context

Property Owner:
AJRock LLC

Acreage:
21.56

Request

This application represents a proposed zoning text amendment to the PDD-2 (Wasatch Rock
Redevelopment) Ordinance. The PDD-2 zone is a site-specific zoning ordinance and master
development plan that solely applies to the 21.56-acre property located at 6695 South Wasatch
Boulevard. Specifically, this text amendment process proposes a final building height, massing,
and unit count to the condominium use within the approved PDD-2 ordinance and development
plan.

This text amendment proposes that the condominium use within the site permit a maximum height
of 12-14 stories (consisting of 3-4 levels of structured parking below 9-10 floors of condominium
units), and a total unit count of 75-110.



Planning Commission — February 5, 2025
Project ZTA-24-005

PROPOSED CONDOMIMIUM SUILDING |8

This rendering provides an example of the visual impact of the proposed text
amendment (Note — all other elements shown in the rendering are entitled).

Background / Context

A detailed summary of the background and context of this project, including the current proposed
text amendment, was provided by staff at the January 8, 2025 Planning Commission meeting. A
copy of the previous staff memo, as well as the presentation shared by staff at that meeting is
attached to this report.

As previously discussed, overall zoning and development entitlement has been granted for the full
PDD-2 development project, with site reclamation and grading work underway. The purpose of this
report is to provide an overview of the Commission’s role in the proposed text amendment and
provide an updated analysis of development impacts specific to the proposed condominium
building massing and density.

Planning Commission Role / Review Process

This application for a zoning text amendment to the city’s PDD-2 (Wasatch Rock Redevelopment)
zone constitutes a legislative land use application. For legislative items, the Commission’s role is
to review applications for compliance with city ordinances, master plans, etc., provide review
comments and feedback to the applicant (if necessary), hold a public hearing, and provide a formal
recommendation to the City Council. Final decision authority for zoning text amendments comes
from the City Council. Specific to the PDD-2 text amendment, this application will also require
review and recommendation by the Architectural Review Commission, as that procedure is
codified within the current PDD-2 ordinance.

Page 2 of9
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Project ZTA-24-005

Impact Analysis

Staff has completed an updated analysis of potential impacts of the condominium building’s
proposed height and unit count. This analysis includes the following:

e PDD-2 ordinance amendment

e Projected traffic impact

e Geotechnical/ geologic hazard review
e Utility impact/ availability

e Building height summary and analysis

Prior to approval in 2021, the original PDD-2 ordinance application included the proposed
condominium building at a height of 10-12 stories and 99 total units. After approximately 18
months of review in the public application process, and shortly before the City Council was
preparing to take its final vote on the proposed PDD-2 ordinance, additional questions were asked
of the condominium building. Rather than delaying the vote, the applicant opted to amend its
application to include entitlement for the use and location of the condominium building but defer
entitlement of massing and unit counts to a later date — a process that is now underway. With that
final voluntary change by the applicant, the City Council approved the ordinance proposal and
development plan.

PDD-2 Ordinance Amendment

The proposed PDD-2 amendment proposes to replace one existing section of the PDD-2 ordinance
pertaining to the condominium building. That proposed amendment is as follows (red text
represents the existing ordinance language, blue text represents the proposed amendment).

Page 30f9
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Section 3. Approval of Development Plan: Phasing
A This ordinance constiiutes the Council’s legislatve approval of the PDD-I zone and the

Development Plan, subject to any additional Council approvals requuired by this ordinance.

B. Construction of the Project improvements shown on the Development Plan may be done
10 phases pursuant o a phasing plan reviewed and approved by the director of city's commmumnity
and economic development department or designee (fhe “Direcrar™).

E—Fhits-ordimmnecapproves aresidentinl condomnmninr nse-tn-the Prejeet-provided-that thes-

coe bar-mniscd enly-reoresants antitlasant oy hiat-land usa inhs eenaral locattas deprorzd an-
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C. This gmendment to the PDD 2 zome approves a recidemtial condomimium project
{(“Condo Project™ within the Project The Condo Project 1s approved for a height between nine

footprint located as depicted the site plan below on [Tmage X]  The parking allowed for the
Condo Project 15 between a mununum of 1.25 parking stalls per wnit to 2.0 parkmg stalls per umi.

The total wnit count for the Condo Project will be between seventy-five (751 units and
one-lundred ten (110) umts. Developer fo detenmme the final wmt story, pardking level, umt

2

count, and parkmg siall configuration in accordance with this subsection

D. sife plans for each phase, subdrvision plats. densities. buldmg heights. massing. site
layout and uses shall contorm to the requirements of the Code_this ordinance and the Development
Flan. Prior to development. each phase shall be reviewed and approved by the eity (including ARC
review and approval of the sie plan for that phase) fo ensure compliance with this ordinance, the
Development Plan, Project-specifie desion puidelines, all relevant provisions of the Code. and
other relevant site plan requirements.

Staff Analysis:

The original PDD-2 application, approved in 2021, initially included the proposed condominium
building at a height of 10-12 stories and 99 total units. At that time, staff’s recommendation of
approval, the Planning Commission’s recommendation of approval, and the Architectural Review
Commission’s recommendation of approval all included the condominium building with those
specifications (additionally, staff review at the time accounted for a building of that size and
density). The proposed amendment clarifies that the allowed number of condominium units shall
fall within a range of 75to 110, in a building ranging in height from 12 to 14 total stories above the
current grade of Wasatch Boulevard adjacent to the project site.

No other modifications to the ordinance or development plan are proposed. As written, as each
specific phase of the project submits plans for building permit, site-specific technical
requirements are required to be addressed. This includes (but is not necessarily limited to) building
permit review by all relevant city departments, utility provider review, architectural review, and

Page 4 of 9
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additional site-specific geotechnical engineering for each phase of the project. All requirements for
architectural standards, the provision of deed-restricted affordable housing units (15% of total
multifamily unit count affordable to households earning not more than 80% AMI), outdoor lighting,
signage, and other standards remain unchanged.

Projected Traffic Impact

The original review and approval of the PDD-2 project included the submittal and review of a traffic
impact study (which included 100 condominium units). The original traffic study concluded that at
full buildout, the primary site intersection projected to operate at a Level of Service C, which was
found to be acceptable. City staff also found that the methodology of the traffic impact studies was
consistent with requirements and best practices.

A staff memo from 2021 which provides links to the original traffic studies, as well as a detailed
summary of those studies, is attached. It should be noted that the memo includes an intersection
configuration that was further modified at the request of Holladay City residents and officials, to
provide as little disruption as possible for the existing flow of traffic through the 6200 S intersection
area. However, conclusions and findings remain the same.

The original traffic study made development assumptions that were modified throughout the
process, summarized as follows:

Original Traffic Study Use Assumptions Approved / Proposed Uses

Senior Living Center — 36 units Senior Living Center — 0 units
Commercial / Retail — 32,000 sq. ft. Commercial / Retail — 34,400 square feet
Condominiums - 100 units Condominiums — 110 units (maximum)
Apartments — 285 total Apartments — 300 units

General Office Use - 30,000 sq. ft. General Office Use — 24,000 sq. ft.
Hotel- 140 rooms Hotel- 140 rooms

Staff Analysis:

Because the condominium use was factored into original traffic studies, staff does not find a need
to require a new traffic impact study. Changes between the original study assumptions and the
approved uses generally net out to the same approximate building intensity and traffic generation.
Slight inefficiencies created by the revised primary intersection into the site was acknowledged by
the city and the applicant as acceptable due to the request to reconfigure that intersection by
Holladay City residents and officials.

Geotechnical / Geologic Hazard Review

As part of the original entitlement of the site, substantial site scoping and assessment have taken
place, including at least 16 separate geotechnical and geologic hazard studies and reviews that are
at least partially relevant to the condominium location. Further, the PDD-2 ordinance requires that
additional site-specific scoping work is required as technical development plans are prepared for
each phase within the project. This includes, but is not limited to, site-specific fault trenching,
slope stability analysis, debris flow analysis, liquefaction analysis, etc. Previous and future studies

Page 5 0f9
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are all required to follow the standards adopted within the city’s Sensitive Lands Evaluation and
Design Standards (SLEDS) ordinance.

In response to this text amendment, staff requested that the city’s geologic hazard consultant,
GeoStrata, provide a review letter addressing what has previously been completed and future
requirements to be completed for the condominium site. That letter is attached to this report. The
PDD-2 ordinance states that if, as a result of geotechnical/geologic hazard conditions, any phase
of the project is substantially altered from what is approved, the applicant is required to seek
amendment via the legislative land use review process for the project (Planning
Commission/Architectural Review Commission recommendation, City Council approval).

Staff Analysis:

Staff finds that the proposed condominium building does not create any significant new concerns
or conditions that haven’t previously been analyzed and addressed, or that won’t be addressed via
the codified process for site-specific hazard clearance, mitigation, and permitting.

Utility Impact / Availability

The original PDD-2 application included a preliminary assessment of the proposed development
site by relevant utility providers, Salt Lake City Public Utilities (culinary water availability) and
Cottonwood Improvement District (Cottonwood Improvement District). This also includes
stormwater infrastructure (Cottonwood Heights). All preliminary, entitlement-level assessments of
utility capacity, availability, and need included an original proposal of 99 condominium units.
Additionally, will-serve letters and approved utility plans will be required to be provided to the city
prior to subdivision plat approval for the project, and in conjunction with building permit issuance
for each phase of the project. Stormwater capacity has already been reviewed and approved by the
city’s Public Works and Engineering Department.

Staff Analysis:

No additional submittals are warranted for this text amendment, as procedures are currently in
place to ensure utility requirements are satisfied. Previous approved will-serve letters included a
condominium building and will need to be updated and provided with each phase of the project
moving forward.

Proposed Building Height and Massing

Building Height within the PDD-2 project area was established by the city’s Planned Development
District ordinance (19.51). This site, and the larger gravel pit site directly to the south, are both
located within a ‘Tier 1’ PDD area. The vision for this area, based both on the Planned Development
District ordinance as well as the land-use vision established in the city’s Wasatch Boulevard
Master Plan, include recommendations for the possibility of substantial building height, massing,
and development intensity given the site’s characteristics of being located adjacent to a major
highway, serving as a gateway to the Cottonwood Canyons with regional visibility and accessibility,
and the site’s ability to visually mitigate building height due to the property’s historic operation as a
mining use.

Page 6 of 9


https://cottonwoodheights.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=19.51_Planned_Development_District

Planning Commission — February 5, 2025
Project ZTA-24-005

Building heights for the PDD-2 project are regulated based on elevation above (and distance from)
Wasatch Boulevard:

Setback from Wasatch Blvd. Building Height (ft.)
0 to 20’ No Building

20'to 50’ 60' Height*

50’ to 100’ 100" Height*

100’ to 250’ 120’ Height*

250" to 500’ 150’ Height*

500’ and more 300" Height*

The proposed condominium building location is between 450’ and 500’ from Wasatch Boulevard,
which allows for a maximum building height of 150’, increasing to 300’ for a majority of the
proposed condominium site. Based on exhibits provided by the applicant, the proposed building
height is approximately 126°. The submitted exhibit shows a typical floor height of 11’ for parking
levels and 10’ for each level of condominium units. Extrapolating those figures to the maximum
height proposed (4 stories of parking, 10 stories of units), the building height would be
approximately 144’ above grade, measured at Wasatch Boulevard (SR-190).

.....

5

o k' _..::_.;.A{ili&ig.}ﬁ.i Eif
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-----

At its January 8, 2025 meeting, the Planning Commission requested additional information
regarding this building height in comparison with the adjacent residential development to the north
of the subject property (within Holladay City jurisdiction). The applicant provided elevation
markings comparing elevation measurements on Gun Club Road in comparison with the top-of-
roof elevation measurement provided in the applicant’s height exhibit (4968’). As shown in the
diagram, while much of the proposed condominium building is visually set within the existing
hillside, the building will extend approximately 60’ vertically above Gun Club Road, as measured by
the closest existing home fronting on the road:

Page 7 of 9



Planning Commission — February 5, 2025
Project ZTA-24-005

S [OCATED N THE 51

=
T0 BE DEDICATED g
_Il.t:;:" - -

Gun Chue Road - 4915 sdaestion marking

Staff Analysis:

The proposed building will be visible from the adjacent neighborhood. However, the maximum
height proposed is substantially less than the maximum allowed within the city’s Planned
Development District ordinance. The condominium pad site is relatively small, and numerous
hazards exist throughout the site, limiting the ability to relocate or construct units elsewhere and
requiring vertical development to accommodate the number of units proposed (regardless, the
current PDD-2 ordinance provides condominium entitlement at this location within the overall
project). Further, this type of development and housing type is supported by the city’s adopted

Page 8 of 9
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Wasatch Boulevard Master Plan and is compatible with the rest of the approved PDD-2
Development Plan.

Recommendation & Model Motions

Based on the findings and analysis presented herein, staff recommends that the Planning
Commission forward a recommendation of approval to the City Council for project ZTA-24-005.

Approval

I move to forward a recommendation of APPROVAL of project ZTA-24-005 based on the analysis
and findings presented within the staff report dated February 5, 2025.

e [Ljstany additional findings or recommendations for approval...
Denial

I move to forward a recommendation of DENIAL of project ZTA-24-005 based on the following
findings...

e [ljstfindings for denial...

Attachments
1. January 8, 2025 Staff Memo
2. January 8, 2025 Staff Presentation
3. 2021 Traffic Impact Study — Staff Memo
4. GeoStrata letter addressing geotechnical and geologic hazard requirements

Page 9 of 9



PLANNING COMMISSION MEMO
LA ZTA-24-005 - PDD-2
ﬂﬂﬂﬂWﬂﬂd Heichts Wasatch Rock Redevelopment Ordinance Amd.

Meeting Date: January 8, 2025
Staff Contact: Mike Johnson, CED Director

Gy bevroeen the cinyons

Request

This application represents a proposed zoning text amendment to the PDD-2 (Wasatch Rock
Redevelopment) Ordinance. The PDD-2 zone is a site-specific zoning ordinance and master
development plan that solely applies to the 21.56-acre property located at 6695 South Wasatch
Boulevard. Specifically, this text amendment process proposes a final building height, massing,
and unit count to the condominium use within the approved PDD-2 ordinance and development
plan.

This text amendment proposes that the condominium use within the site be allowed to be
constructed to a maximum height of 12-14 stories (consisting of 3-4 levels of structured parking
below 9-10 floors of condominium units), and a total unit count of 75-110.

At the January 8, 2025 Commission meeting, staff intends to provide a detailed overview of the
PDD-2 ordinance and development plan, a history of the project and its current entitlement, a
summary of the proposed text amendment (and why the text amendment is required), and an
overview of next steps in the approval process. This staff memo serves only as an introduction to
the application. A full staff report with detailed staff analysis and recommendation will be provided
to the Commission at a subsequent meeting. However, a brief background is provided below.
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Background

The existing, approved PDD-2 zoning ordinance and development plan materials are publicly
available for review on the city website at the following link. It is recommended that
Commissioners review the posted materials to better understand the current approval and
entitlement within the subject property. Staff will also provide an overview of these materials at the
January 8, 2025 Commission meeting:

https://www.cottonwoodheights.utah.gov/your-government/boards-and-
commissions/planning-commission/wasatch-rock-redevelopment-proposal-6695-s-
wasatch-blvd-pdd-19-001

Following the Planned Development District ordinance process (19.51 of the Cottonwood Heights
Zoning Ordinance), the PDD-2 zone and accompanying development plan was approved by the City
Councilin August 2021 after a nearly two-year public process which included extensive staff
review, impact analysis, site assessment, and supportive recommendations from both the
Planning Commission and the Architectural Review Commission. The approval created site plan
entitlement and site-specific development standards for a mixed-use project consisting of seven
phases and the following uses:

Multi-family residential (apartments)

Multi-family residential (condominiums)

Hotel

Commercial uses (six separate commercial pads are included in the approval)

Except for the condominium use, each of the uses has already received approval for maximum unit
counts, building heights, massing, etc. Further, the PDD-2 ordinance provides specific detail for
the process the applicant must follow to entitlement development standards for the condominium
use (i.e., this text amendment process). Additional site elements, including traffic impact, site
circulation, open space, parking, roadway alignment, etc. have also been previously approved.
Staff will provide a full update to each of these elements as they relate to the proposed text
amendment within the future project staff report and analysis.

The approved PDD-2 site plan includes the layout of the above-referenced uses within the project
site, including the location of the condominium use. This current PDD-2 ordinance process also
incorporates extensive study and analysis of site constraints, reclamation requirements, and other
geotechnical and geological considerations to ensure that future development mitigates risk posed
by hazards within the site. Staff will present an updated report on overall site reclamation, hazard
mitigation, and reclamation that are specific to the proposed condominium site.

In addition to the above link to the current PDD-2 ordinance and project materials, attached are the
applicant’s proposed PDD-2 text amendment and updated plans which provide additional detail
for the proposed condominium building’s unit count, massing, and visual impact.


https://www.cottonwoodheights.utah.gov/your-government/boards-and-commissions/planning-commission/wasatch-rock-redevelopment-proposal-6695-s-wasatch-blvd-pdd-19-001
https://www.cottonwoodheights.utah.gov/your-government/boards-and-commissions/planning-commission/wasatch-rock-redevelopment-proposal-6695-s-wasatch-blvd-pdd-19-001
https://www.cottonwoodheights.utah.gov/your-government/boards-and-commissions/planning-commission/wasatch-rock-redevelopment-proposal-6695-s-wasatch-blvd-pdd-19-001
https://cottonwoodheights.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=19.51_Planned_Development_District
https://cottonwoodheights.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=19.51_Planned_Development_District
https://www.cottonwoodheights.utah.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/5105/637629934062900000

Planning Commission Memo — ZTA-24-005
January 8, 2025

Recommendation

Given the complexity of the PDD-2 ordinance and the detailed process the project has already
been through, staff intends to utilize its time at the January 8 Commission meeting providing an
overview to the Commission. This overview will include a review of how the Planned Development
District Ordinance functions, the various requirements of the established PDD-2 zone, the
established review process for each phase of the project, and more. Staff recommends that the
Commission review the existing approved PDD-2 zone materials (linked above), review the
proposed amendment materials (attached), and begin the public input process for the text
amendment.

Attachments
1. Proposed PDD-2 (Wasatch Rock Redevelopment) Ordinance amendment (with proposed

changes tracked)
2. Conceptual Site Rendering (including proposed condominium massing)
3. Site building height analysis



PDD-2 (WASATCH ROCK REDEVELOPMENT) ZONE

A Planned Development District Under
Cottonwood Heights Code Chapter
19.51

Section 1. Purpose.

Section 2. Findings.

Section 3.  Approval of Development Plan; Phasing.
Section 4. Uses.

Section 5.  Development requirements.

Section 6. Development and ar chitectural standards.
Section 7. BMR units.

Section 8.  Outdoor lighting.

Section 9. Signage.

Section 10. Environmentally sustainable design.
Section 11. Reversionary clause.

Section 12. Contrary law.

Exhibit A Development Plan

Exhibit B Project Design Guidelines

Section 1. Purpose.

A. The purpose of this ordinance (the “ordinance”) isto create a zone (the “PDD-2 zone”)
to alow the phased development of approximately 21.56 acres of real property (the “Property”)
that islocated at approximately 6695 South Wasatch Boulevard in the city of Cottonwood Heights,
Utah (the “city”) as shown in the development plan attached as Exhibit A (the “Development
Plan”) and in the official zoning records of the city. The PDD-2 zone is applicable only to the
Property.

B. The project (the “Project”) described in the Development Plan is a mixed-use project
located in a manner and an environment that reflects attention to the Property’s topography,
location, and specific features and sets forth the approved concepts for architectural, landscaping
and urban design principles consistent with the Cottonwood Heights Code of Ordinances (the
“Code’). The PDD-2 zone and the Project promote the goals and objectives set forth in Code
Section 19.51.020 and the city’s general and master plans. The Project as depicted on the
Development Plan will be adequately served by public streets, municipal services and public
utilities of adequate capacity.

C. This ordinance is a “PDZ ordinance” as that term is defined in Code Section
19.51.020(C), and the PDD-2 zoneisaTier 1 Planned Development District project as described
in Code Section 19.51.060.

Section 2. Findings.

Creation and adoption of the PDD-2 zone is based on, inter alia, the following findings by
the city’s city council (the “Council”):

A. Development in the PDD-2 zone will support existing retail and commercial business
in and near the Wasaich Boulevard area. Development in the PDD-2 zone will include
residential and commercial properties. The development is located along major UTA bus
corridors and adjacent to UTA bus stops with routes to and from many office and retail
businesses.



B. The PDD-2 zone includes a mix of uses, including hotel, retail, office and other
commercia uses together with residential uses. The different uses in the PDD-2 zone have a
pedestrian orientation and have been located to accommodate each of those uses. The multi-family
residential units have access to a variety of pedestrian amenities on the site, including pools,
plazas, walkways, etc.

C. The PDD-2 zone is compatible with the city’s genera plan, as it provides for
residential and commercial usesthat are compatible with the land use designations on the site and
compatible with the commercial and public amenity features within and near the Property.

D. Site features, uses, public amenities and aesthetic characteristics required in the PDD-2
zone encourage pedestrian activity within the site, and provide safe access to multi-modal
transportation opportunities at a scale appropriate for the context of the site.

E. The PDD-2 zone properly integrates the physical characteristics of the site with the
proposed development by providing important trail connectivity through the Property. The
building height, architectura massing, and spatial relationship of proposed structures is
appropriate for the area, and is valuable reuse and redevel opment of a site no longer suitable for
extractive or other sand and gravel operations.

F. With the design of an appropriate entryway and signal, the PDD-2 zone site is properly
served by public streets and services.

G. The PDD-2 zone furthers the goals of the city’s Wasatch Boulevard Master Plan by
creating a dense, mixed-use, walkable devel opment with appropriate outdoor amenities in proper
context at the site historically known as the “gravel pit.”

H. The PDD-2 zone helps achieve the city’s affordable housing goals by requiring deed-
restricted affordable housing units.

Section 3. Approval of Development Plan; Phasing.

A. Thisordinance constitutes the Council’ s legislative approval of the PDD-2 zone and the
Development Plan, subject to any additional Council approvals required by this ordinance.

B. Construction of the Project improvements shown on the Development Plan may be done
in phases pursuant to a phasing plan reviewed and approved by the director of city’s community

C. This amendment to the PDD-2 zone approves a residential condominium project

(“Condo Project”) within the Project. The Condo Project is approved for a height between nine
(9) to ten (10) unit floors to be located above three (3) to four (4) parking levels on a building
footprint located as depicted the site plan below on [Image X]. The parking alowed for the
Condo Project is between a minimum of 1.25 parking stalls per unit to 2.0 parking stalls per unit.

The total unit count for the Condo Project will be between seventy-five (75) units and
one-hundred ten (110) units. Developer to determine the final unit story, parking level, unit
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count, and parking stall configuration in accordance with this subsection.

D. Site plans for each phase, subdivision plats, densities, building heights, massing, site
layout and uses shall conform to the requirements of the Code, this ordinance and the Devel opment
Plan. Prior to devel opment, each phase shall be reviewed and approved by the city (including ARC
review and approval of the site plan for that phase) to ensure compliance with this ordinance, the
Development Plan, Project-specific design guidelines, all relevant provisions of the Code, and
other relevant site plan requirements.




E. Approva of subdivision plats with fewer than ten lots may be approved administratively
by the Department subject to Code Title 12 (Subdivisions).

F. If substantial discrepancies are discovered during review of site plans or subdivision
plats, applications may be referred to the Planning Commission for final consideration or
recommendation to the Council, as appropriate.

G. Material changesto this ordinance or the Development Plan arising from a submittal; the
discovery of unanticipated geotechnical, geologic, or other site hazards; or for any other reason
shall require an amendment to this ordinance following review, recommendation and/or approval
by the DRC, ARC, Planning Commission and Council as specified in Code Chapter 19.51 (Planned
Development District) (“Chapter 19.51") and other Code provisions.

Section 4. Uses.
. The permitted uses in the PDD-2 zone include:
Multi-family residential dwellings;
Generdl retail;
Office;
Restaurant;
Hotels;
Entertainment venues;
Public and quasi-public outdoor recreation and gathering amenities, including but not
I|m|ted to trails, plazas, courtyards, etc.; and
8. Home occupations, as defined by and in accordance with Code Section 19.76.040(F).
B. Usesnot listed as permitted in this section shall be prohibited.

NoulrwWNE P

Section 5. Development reguirements.

Property inthe PDD-2 zone shall be devel oped in conformance with thisordinance, including
the Development Plan attached as Exhibit A and incorporated herein by reference; the applicable
requirements of Chapter 19.51, including all applicable base Tier 1 regulations set forth in
Table
1 of Chapter 19.51 attached as Exhibit B; the balance of the Code, including Title 12
(Subdivisions); all applicable APWA standards; the International Building Code; the International
Fire Code; such other city standards as may be applicable to development in the PDD-2 zone as
determined by the DRC; and the following additional standards:

A. Height. Building heights shall be no taller than as described in the Devel opment Plan and
measured from the average grade elevation of Wasatch Boulevard as specified in Code Section
19.51.060(B)(3).

B. Setbacks. The setbacks for al buildings in the PDD-2 zone shall be as generaly
depicted in the Development Plan. The western boundary of the PDD-2 zone site shall be
considered the front yard.

C. Residential Units. Initially, the PDD-2 zone shall contain no more than 325 residential
dwelling units, as depicted in the Development Plan. Those 325 units shall be developed in
Phase
1 of the Project with construction of the multi-family apartment building. Additional
condominiumized residential units may be constructed in the Project subject to and contingent
upon future approva of massing and density of the proposed condominium use by the Council
following recommendation by the Planning Commission. Except as specified, no additional
residential units shall be added to the PDD-2 zone without a Council-approved amendment to this
ordinance and revision to the Development Plan following recommendation by the Planning
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Commission.



D. Coverage. The maximum lot coverage for in the PDD-2 zone shall be as depicted in the
Development Plan.

E. Lot dimensions. Subject to Section 19.52.030, the minimum lot dimensions shall be as
generally depicted in the Development Plan.

F. Sorefronts and access (retail and commercial areas). A minimum of 50% of the height
and width of the ground-floor frontage of retail and commercial buildingsshall consist of windows,
window displays, doors, or acombination thereof. Such windows, window displays, or doors shall
be provided between two and eight feet above grade adjacent to the principal building frontage.

G. Parking.

1. The PDD-2 zone shall include parking stalls per unit and otherwise as shown in the
Development Plan. All required accessible parking stalls shall be designed in accordance with
applicable building code standards and the provisions of Chapter 19.80 (Off-Street Parking
Requirements). Any parking spaces located within the city right-of-way will require a
maintenance agreement reasonably acceptable to the city for snow removal, maintenance and
repair of such parking areas.

2. Shared parking is being utilized to create a more efficient use of land. As such,
agreements must bein place prior to building permit approval providing formalized shared parking
and cross-access agreements. All proposed proprietary and shared parking arrangements and
agreements are subject to review and approval by the Director.

3. Shared parking areas shall be open to the general public for access to public and quasi-
public outdoor recreation and gathering amenities within the Project. Structured parking for multi-
family residential uses may be excluded from this requirement.

H. Utilities. Utilities shall be buried unless otherwise prohibited. Any proposed unburied
utilities are subject to DRC review and approval. City-standard street lights shall be installed on
all public roads, subject to DRC review and approval.

[. Amenities. Amenities in the PDD-2 zone shall be as generaly depicted in the
Development Plan and shall include the following:

1. Publictrails;

2. Plazas, courtyards, enhanced crosswalks, and water features;

3. Public pedestrian walkways, sidewalks, and bicycle lanes; and

4. Public and private common green areas.

J. Pedestrian circulation. Pedestrian circulation in the PDD-2 zone shall comply with the
following requirements:

1. Sidewalks and pedestrian walkways shall be as shown in the Development Plan;

2. Asdepicted in the Development Plan and subject to final approval by the ARC during
site plan review for each phase of the Project, minimum requirements for public sidewalksin the
PDD-2 zoneinclude:

(&) Continuous sidewalks with awidth of at least eight feet shall be located along collector
and arterial public streets; and

(b) Sidewalk(s) along the private street(s) shall be located as shown on the Devel opment
Plan.

(c) Minimum requirements for private pedestrian walkways in the PDD-2 zoneinclude:

(i) Hard-surfaced sidewalks with a minimum width of fivefeet;

(i1) Readily visible sidewalks free of encroachment by parked vehicles;

(ili)Paving consisting of concrete or other masonry materials differentiated from the
driveway and parking areas through the use of color, texture, or materials;

(iv) Shade provided by deciduous shade trees spaced at one per 30 linear feet of walkway
or building canopy; provided, however, that shade trees within the aqueduct easement (the

6




“MWD



Easement”) across the Property benefitting of the Metropolitan Water District (“MWD”) will not
be required to be installed if the city receives a written determination by MWD during site plan
review prohibiting such installation;

(v) Lighting with pedestrian-scaled fixtures; and

(vi)A six-foot wide pedestrian trail shall be located through the Project beginning at Gun
Club Road and terminating at the South property line (the“ Bonneville Shoreline Connector Trail™)
shall be devel oped with an appropriate surface as shown on the Devel opment Plan, subject to ARC
review and approval. The Bonneville Shoreline Connector Trail shall beimproved and maintained
at the Project’s cost; shall be perpetually open to the public, allowing the public to traverse the
Property from one side to the other; and may in the future be included in a public trail system
sponsored by the city. If formally requested by the city as part of a city-sponsored trail system
involving trail improvements and a trail easement on either or both sides of the site, so long as
one side connects to a trailhead or access point accessible to the general public, the then
owner(s) of the affected portions of the Property shall grant a non-exclusive public trail easement
to thecity in the location of Bonneville Shoreline Connector Trail, in which event the city would
thereafter assume responsibility for the trail improvements and their maintenance. The form of
such easement grant shall be one that is reasonably proposed by the city and reasonably
acceptable to such owner(s). Trail users shall be permitted to utilize shared parking areas within
the Project, excluding structure parking for multi-family residential uses.

3. Inorder to create a safe pedestrian environment, multi-family residential buildings shall
be sited so that al required internal sidewalks are in view of at least one unit’s living area
windows.

4. Interna sidewalks parallel and adjacent to a street or drive aisle shall be raised or
separated from the street or drive aisle by araised curb, landscaping or other physical barrier. If
araised internal sidewalk is used, the ends of the raised portions must be equipped with curb
ramps.

5. When adjacent to perpendicular, head-in, or diagonal parking, a pedestrian sidewalk
must be increased to a width of seven feet when parking is located on one side, and a minimum
width of nine feet when parking islocated on both sides.

K. Open space. Open space shall be provided in the form of natural areas meriting
preservation, landscaping, pedestrian plazas/courtyards, trails, atriums and/or other significant
spaces open to the public. Public open space shall include trails and such other portions of the
Project that are so identified on the Development Plan. Vehicular circulation and parking shall not
qualify as open space but are required to meet parking and landscaping requirements. Open
space amenities shall be approved and installed in a timely manner and consistent with
development of adjacent Project phases. During Phase 1 of Project development, an open space
phasing plan shall be submitted for review and approval by the ARC.

L. Landscaping. Prior to the use or occupancy of any premises in the PDD-2 zone, the
following landscaping requirements shall be met, as depicted in the Development Plan and subject
to approval by the ARC during site plan review for each phase of the Project:

1. At least 60% of the landscaped area shall be vegetated, subject to vegetation and
landscaping limitations related to the MWD Easement.

2. Provide a ground-level landscaped area equal to at least 25% of the gross land areain
the PDD-2 zone.

3. For landscaped areas designed as buffers, setbacks or visual backdrops, 40% of the area
shall be vegetated with a combination of groundcover, vines, shrubs, and trees. These areas must
be at |east eight feet wide.

4. For large paved pedestrian spaces such as courtyards or plazas, a 12-foot tall/two-inch
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caliper conifer or a 15-gallon/eight-foot tall deciduous tree shall be required for every 200 square
feet of paved area. A 50% reduction in the number of trees in such areas may be permitted if at



least 25% of the ground plane is vegetated with potted plants, vines, shrubs, or groundcover.
Landscaping plans for all paved spaces and pedestrian areas shall be subject to review and
approval by the ARC.

5. Landscaping shall be installed in accordance with the Development Plan or as
otherwise outline in this ordinance. A sustainable, water-efficient, and context-sensitive
landscaping palette shall be utilized in all landscaped areas.

6. Except as otherwise provided in subsection (L)(4), all new deciduous trees shall have a
minimum caliper size of two inches and all evergreen trees shall be planted at a minimum height
of five feet.

7. Landscaping adjacent to Wasatch Boulevard shall provide a satisfactory combination of
landscaping, retaining, and fencing so that the view of standard parked cars within the shared
parking areas are obstructed from Wasatch Boulevard.

M. Access/Cross-Parking. Accessto all development inthe PDD-2 zone shall be constructed
as depicted in the Development Plan. Covenants, conditions, restrictions and agreements
reasonably acceptable to the city shall be recorded against the Property to provide for
cross-access and cross-parking among and between the lots and uses within the PDD-2 zone.

N. Ste Reclamation. Site reclamation shall occur as set forth in the Development Plan.
Prior to the issuance of abuilding permit for a portion of the Project, final studies and engineering
drawings pertaining to such portion of the Project will be submitted for review and approval by
the city engineer as reasonably requested by the city engineer. Reclamation of the large natural
hillside shall be reviewed and approved during Phase 1 of the Project’ s devel opment.

Section 6. Development and ar chitectural standards.

A. Development shall be alowed as generally depicted in the Development Plan subject to
compliance with all applicable city standards, ordinances, and Tier 1 requirements as specified in
Code Section 19.51.060 and the accompanying “Table 1" unless otherwise expressly provided
herein. Development and architectural and site design standards for each Project phase and all
open or common areas shall be in compliance with the intent of the Development Plan, the
Gateway Overlay District (see Code Chapter 19.49), and the supplemental design guidelines
outlined in Exhibit B, which standards are approved architectural examples and illustrations for
the entire Project to be located on the Property.

B. The use of auminum and vinyl siding shall be prohibited. Materials depicted in the
Development Plan or described in the Supplemental Design Guidelines shall be allowed.

C. Development in the PDD-2 zone is subject to all applicable sensitive landsdevel opment
standards detailed in Code Chapter 19.72, and each phase of the Project shall be required to
properly complete requisite site studies and reports and comply with findings of required
sensitive lands studies (e.g. slope stability analyses, fault hazard studies, liquefaction studies,
soils reports, etc.). Such requirements shall be complete, and reviewed and approved by the
DRC, for each of the Project’s development phases before building permits are issued for such
phase. No vertical construction may take place for any development phase until all required
sensitive lands studies have been submitted, and reviewed and approved by the DRC, for the that
development phase.

Section 7. BMR units.

A. The provisions of this Section 7 shall control and supersede any contrary provisions
concerning BMR units contained in Chapter 19.51.

B. For purposes of this Subsection, the following definitions shall be used:
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1. “Affordable.” Housing costs that are affordable to households earning not more than
eighty percent (80%) of the AMI. Housing costs that do not exceed thirty percent (30%) of the
household income of a qualifying household shall be deemed affordable hereunder.

2. “Area median income” or “AMI.” As described in the city’s most recently approved
affordable housing plan (the “Housing Plan”), area median income is the annual median income
of households within the city. AMI shall be updated annually using the most recent U.S. Census
Bureau statistics for the area within the city, using the methodology used in the Housing Plan or
such other methodology as both the residential project operator and the city approve in writing as
an appropriate substitute protocol for determining the AMI. Theresidential project operator shall
reimburse all costs reasonably incurred by the city to engage experts to advise the city
concerning such updates, so long as the city gives the operator reasonable prior written notice of
its intent to engage such expert.

3. “Bedroom.” A room designated to be used for sleeping purposes and which contains
one or more closets and meets all applicable city building code requirements for light,
ventilation, sanitation and egress.

4. “BMRunits.” Residential dwelling units that are BMR units required by Chapter 19.51
and are deed-restricted to the housing size and type for individuals meeting the occupancy
guidelines approved by the city.

5. “Deedrestriction.” The recording of an encumbrance on legal title to the to the Property
of this ordinance or a notice of this ordinance, as determined by the city.

6. “Household.” All related and unrelated individuals occupying a unit.

7. “Market units.” Residential dwelling units in the PDD-2 zone that are not BMR units
and are subject to rental at full market rates.

8. “Operator.” The owner or manager of the BMR units and market units, respectively.

9. “Qualifying household.” A household earning not more than eighty percent (80%) of the
AMI.

C. Fifteen percent (15%) of the total number of residential dwelling units within the PDD-
2 zone shal be BMR units; provided, however, that the BMR units in the PDD-2 zone may be
located entirely in the multi-family apartment building(s) and not in the residential condominium
building(s). At no time may fewer than 15% of total multi-family residential unitsin the Project
(including any future condominium units) be dedicated as BMR units. BMR units shall be rented
to qualifying households at a price which is affordable. The maximum rent shall be adjusted
annually in accordance with changes to the city’s AMI. As applied to qualifying households, the
lease term shall be one year and shall be renewable at the tenant’s option if the tenant remains a
qualifying household and has complied with the terms and conditions of the lease.

D. BMR units developed in accordance with the requirements of this ordinance are not
included in the density calculation for the Project and shall not be subject to the city’ s impact or
similar fees. BMR units shall be disbursed throughout all residential buildingsin the PDD-2 zone,
with one or more contained within each of the proposed buildings. Further, in order to assure
livability, all BMR units shall be no smaller than the minimum gross square footages for the
following unit types:

1. Studio—500 sg. ft. minimum;

2. 1-bedroom unit — 650 sg. ft. minimum;

3. 2-bedroom unit — 900 sg. ft. minimum;

4. 3-bedroom unit — 1,150 sg. ft. minimum.

E. The operator of the BMR units shall reasonably determine which units are BMR units,
provided that each of the four unit types described above shall be included among the Project’s
BMR units in the same proportion as each of such unit types is included among the
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market units unless otherwise agreed by the city in writing based on a competent, third-party
market analysis.

F. BMR units may differ from the Project’s market units with regard to interior amenities
and gross floor area, provided that:

1. Such differences are not apparent in the general exterior appearances of the Project’s
dwelling units;

2. Such differences do not include insulation, windows, heating systems and other
improvements related to the energy efficiency of the Project’ sresidential dwelling units; and

3. The square footage of the BMR units shall not be |ess than the minimum square footage
reguirements set forth above.

G. All BMR units shall be constructed and made ready for occupancy on approximately the
same schedule as the Project’s market units; provided, however, that certificates of occupancy
(whether temporary or permanent) for the last ten percent (10%) of the market units shall be
withheld by the city until certificates of occupancy have been issued for all of the BMR units. If
market units are to be developed in phases, all BMR units shall be developed proportionately. In
the required schedule for phased devel opment, details shall be included for all BMR units.

H. Prior to issuance of abuilding permit:

1. A deed restriction approved by the city shall be recorded in the office of the Salt Lake
County Recorder against legal title to the Property; and

2. The city shall have reasonably determined that, due to its senior priority against legal
title to the Project (achieved as aresult of recording priority, subordination of senior lienholders,
or similar), as evidenced by a title commitment provided at the operator’s cost and issued by a
licensed title insurer reasonably acceptable to the city, the deed restriction is not subject to being
voided by foreclosure or other legal action.

H. The operator of the BMR units shall:

1. Usecommercialy reasonable efforts to advise the public of the existence and possible
availability of the Project’s BMR units, including, without limitation, annually so informing
public and quasi-public bodies in Salt Lake County which provide affordable housing counseling
or similar services to qualifying household populations, such as the Housing Authority of the
County of Salt Lake and Utah Community Action.

2. Maintain a list, and allow the city to maintain a list, of those who have indicated
interest in renting a BMR unit in the Project after the operator has verified each such person’s
status as a qualifying household under applicable AMI requirements.

3. Promptly contact the Director and such persons, based on their relative priority on such
lists, when a BMR unit becomes available to rent.

4. Usediligent, commercially reasonable efforts to endeavor to rent a vacant BMR unit to
aqualifying household tenant before renting the vacant BMR unit to a non-qualifying household
tenant, including holding such BMR unit available for at least 45 calendar days (the “Hold
Period”) while diligently seeking a qualifying household tenant.

(a8) The Hold Period shall commence immediately upon the operator receiving notice from
the tenant of a BMR unit indicating the tenant’s intent to not renew the lease. The Hold Period
shall not expire before the subject unit becomes vacant and ready for occupancy by areplacement
tenant.

(b) If aqualifying household tenant is not located within the Hold Period, then the vacant
BMR unit may be rented to a non-qualifying household tenant for alease term not exceeding six
months in duration, whereupon the BMR unit shall again be made available for rent to qualifying
household tenants for a new 45-day Hold Period before it may be rented to a non-qualifying
household tenant as provided in this Section.
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(c) Because the maximum lease term to a non-qualifying tenant is half the duration of the
standard lease term to a qualifying tenant, it is anticipated that the rental of BMR units to non-
qualifying household tenants (in the absence of available qualifying household tenants as
provided in this Subsection 4) will result in more frequent “roll-over” of tenants in the BMR
units, which in turn will necessitate more frequent readying of the BMR units for occupancy by
replacement tenants. To provide a source of maintenance funds to the operator to repair any
damage, clean carpets, etc. of a vacated BMR unit to make the unit ready for occupancy by a
replacement tenant, the rental for aBMR unit charged to a non-qualifying household tenant (who
comes to occupy such unit as provided in this Subsection 4) may exceed the rental charged to a
qualifying household tenant, but only to the extent reasonably necessary to generate such
maintenance/repair funding for the BMR units after taking into account other sources of
maintenance funding such asforfeited deposits from the prior tenant(s). The city shall be entitled
to verify that such additional rental amounts are both reasonable and being used only to defray
such increased maintenance/repair costs (also called “direct unit turn costs’) of the BMR units,
and the operator shall cooperate in such verification process by providing a ledger of (i) the
direct unit turn costs associated with the tenant replacement of BMR units if rented to
non-qualifying household tenants, and (ii) the increased rental amounts charged to such
non-qualifying households occupying BMR units.

I. At the end of each calendar quarter, the operator shall file with the Director a written
report in such form as the Director may reasonably require, including alog of the Project’'s BMR
units with details on rents charged, tenant qualifications and rental status of each BMR unit. The
city shall be entitled to further verify compliance with this ordinance at any time or from time to
time, and the operator shall reasonably cooperate in such verification process.

J.  Future conversion of rental units to for-sale units shall require a Council-approved
amendment to this ordinance, subject to all applicable city hearings and approvals.

Section 8. Qutdoor lighting.
Outdoor lighting in the Project shall comply with Code Chapter 19.77 (Outdoor Lighting).

Section 9. Signage.

The type, material, color and location of signage in the Project shall comply with the
requirements set forth in Code Section 19.51.060(B)(11) and Code Chapter 19.82 (Signs), as
well as the sign locations approved in the Development Plan, which approval includes sign
types, dimensions and numbers approved for this Project. Final signage plans shall be reviewed
by the ARC to determine compliance with this ordinance and the Development Plan. The ARC
will review all signs for design compliance, location, size and other applicable “time, place, and
manner” considerations.

Section 10. Environmentally sustainable design.

The Project shall be developed utilizing sustainable development practices included in the
Development Plan, as verified and approved by the ARC during site plan review for each Project
phase and confirmed by city staff prior to issuance of building permits for each phase. A written
summary of sustainability measures shall be submitted during site plan review of each phase.
Additional sustainable development practices, including electric vehicle chargers, are
encouraged and will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis by the Director and city sustainability
staff.

Section 11. Reversionary clause.
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If a building permit is not issued for the principal improvements to be constructed in the
PDD-2 zone within ten years after the effective date of this ordinance, this ordinance shall be

15



deemed retroactively repealed and the Property shall revert back to its zoning designation in effect
immediately prior to the passage of this ordinance (or the equivalent of such zoning designation
that is in existence on the date of such reversion), subject to al applicable city processes for
repealing ordinances and modifying zoning designations. An applicant may request an extension
for one additional year provided that:

(A) The extension is applied for prior to the fifth anniversary of enactment of this ordinance;
and

(B) The Director determines that good cause exists for the granting of such requested
extension.

Section 12. Contrary law.
This ordinance is subject to any contrary federal or Utah state law.

16



EXHIBIT A

[Development Plan]

11



EXHIBIT B

[Project Design Guidelines]

12
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Cottonwood H.eights

City between the canyons

LTA-24-005

PDD-2 ‘Wasatch Rock Redevelopment Redevelopment’ Ordinance
Zoning Text Amendment Application

January 8, 2025 Planning Commission Meeting



Site Context

Site address affected by ZTA
e 6695 S Wasatch Boulevard
e 21.56-acres

Applicant
Rockworth Companies

Impacted Ordinance

PDD-2 - Wasatch Rock
Redevelopment (site-specific
Planned Development Zone)
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1-8-25 Meeting

 Background / context for current site entitlement
* Overview of approval process and scope
 Public comment & Commission discussion

* No recommendation / decision is scheduled



PDD-2 Zone Background

* Applicant applied for original PDD-2
zone in 2019

* PDD-2 zone was approved and
entitled in 2021 - establishes
development parameters and a
master site plan for the subject

property

e PDD-2 zone included full site review
and impact analysis, and
established approved uses,
densities, massing, site circulation,
landscaping, approval process, etc.

Planned Development District (City
Code 19.51)

!

Site-Specific Planned Development
Zone (PDD-2 ordinance) and
Development Plan (master site plan)

!

/TA-24-005 (amendment of PDD-2)




Adopted PDD-2 Ordinance

Overview of current site entitlement



Planned Development Zone

COTTONWOOD HEIGHTS
ORDNANCE N 363-4

AN ORDIANCE ENACTING THE PDD-2 (WasATCH Rock
REDEVELOFMENT) ZONING ORDINANCE; RE-ZONING 21,56 ACRES OT
REALTY AT 6693 SouTH WasatcH Bovo, 10 PFDD-2 (WasaTOH ROk
REDEVELOPMENT Y. AND AMENDING THE ZONING Map

WHEREAS, the “Mumecigal Lend Uge, Development, and Managemem Act,” Utan Coar
Ant, §10=F2-101 et seq.. as amended (Lhe A}, provides thin each municipality may enact a land
uge ordinance snd u zoning map cetnblishing remilotons for Land use ond development: ond

WHEREAS, pursuant 1o the Act. the murictpality' s planning commission shall prepare
nnd recommend to the municipality s legislative bady, fellowing o pabdic hesrng, o proposedd laxd
sz ordinamce wnd o coning map, or amendments thereto, Ut represents the planming
commiagion' ¢ racommendations for zoning the area within the municipality; and

WHEREAS, the Act alsy provides certain procedures for the manicipulitg's bagielative
bady 1o adopl or amend the lind use ordizance and zoning map for the City; and

WHEREAS, on 14 July 2005, the legisltive body (the “Cosmed™) of the city of
Cotlonwoed Heghls (the “Cin') enscted its Ordinance No. 23 adopting o fnnd v=e ordinunce for
ihe City; eodifying such drdinance as Thle 19 of the Cliy"s code of ondinanees (the *Coda"); pnd
adopting a zoning mop (the “Zaning Map™) for the City; and

WHEREAS, thereafter, the Code was amended o melede Chopter 1951 (Planned
Development District) Chapter 9.5 creoting on overlay sone in the City whereunder ench of
the grarcels of realty desipnated in Chapter 19,51 {esch, an “wligifle purcel™) sould be re-roned to
6 umique “plarmed - development’” zone following development of a proposed castomized woming
ordinance Tor coch such parcel, recommendotion by the City's planning commission (the
“Planaing Commrission”), and spproval by the Council, all e provided in Chapler 19,51, the
balance of the Code, and the Act: and

WHEREAS, the approxmmately 21.56 acres parcel of realty located at opproximntely 6695
South Wisaich Blvd. in the Clty (the “ Prapern'™), which curmently is zoned F-1-21, (s an eligible
parced for which a cosiomized “planned development™ zoning orditance may be created and
imposed on the Property as provided in Chapter 1951 and

WHEREAS, following application by or on behalf of the owner of the Property. o
customized “planned development™ zaning cedinance (the =POR2 Erdingnee™ for the "PDO-2
(Wasatch Rock Redevelopment )™ wone (the “Zome™) was developed for pessible cosctosent and
impozition on the Progorty as providead m Chapter 19.51; snd

WHEREAS. a public bearing was held before the Plunning Commission whery citizens
were given the opportunity to provide wiitten or ol commens concemning the proposed PDO-2
Ondlinance and applivation of the Zone io the Property; and

PDD-2 (WASATCH ROCK REDEYELOPMENT) ZONE

A Planncd Development District Under
Cottonwood Heights Code Chapter 19.51

Section 1.  Purpose.

Section 2,  Findings.

Section 3. Approval of Development Plan; Phasing.
Section 4. Uses.

Section 5. Development requirements,

Seetion 6. Development and architectural standards.
Section 7. BMR units,

Section 8. Outdoor lighting.

Section 9. Signage.

Seetion 10. Environmentolly sustainable design.
Section 11. Reversionary clause.

Section 12. Contrary law.

Exhibit A Development Plan

Exhibit B Projeet Design Guidelines

Section 1. Purpose,

A. The purpose of this ordinance (the “ordinance”™} is to create a zone (the “POD-2 zone™)
to allow the phased development of approximately 21.56 acres ol real property (the “Froperiy™)
that is located al approximately 6695 South Wasaich Boulevard in the city of Cotionwood Heights,
Limh (the “cin™) as shown in the development plan attached as Exhibit A (the “Development
Plan™) and in the official zoning records of the city. The PDD-2 zone is applicable only to the
Property.

B. The project (the “FProject™) described in the Development Plan is a mixed-use project
located in a maenner and an environment thal refleets attention o the Property’s topography,
location, and speeitic fealures and sets forth the approved concepts for architectural, landscaping
and urban design principles consistent with the Cottonwood Heights Code of Ordinances (the
“Code™). The PDD-2 zone and the Project promote the goals and objectives set forth in Code
Section 19.51.020 and the city’s general and master plans. The Project as depicied on the
Development Plan will be adequately served by public streets, municipal services and public
utilities of adequate capacity.

C. This ordinance is a “PDZ ordinance™ as that term is defined in Code Scction
19.51.020(C), and the PDD-2 zone is a Tier | Planned Development District project as described
in Code Section 19.51.060.

Approved 8/3/2021




Apartments:
e 7 stories
e 325 units (later reduced to 300)

Retail Commercial
P i - A  4total buildings (A, B, E, F)
eI (V= S T S » 1storyeach

W

Mixed-Use Commercial

e 2total buildings (C, D)
00 e J3storieseach

Hotel

e 5Sstories

* 140 rooms

Condominium Building

 Use and location approval

* Massing, height, unit count
subject to approval
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Phasing Plan Key
Phase 1. Apartments

O Phase 2: Pad A and B

'i‘ _\' Phase 3: Pad C

- g

o Phase 6 Pad E and F

i o Phase 7: Condos
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Site Visual Renderings

Prepared during original PDD application process






Renﬁeing intended to depict massing and
height. Architecture is not representative.




Rendering intended to depict massing and height.
Architecture is not representative.




' Renderi'ng intended to depict massihg and
, - height. Architecture is not representative.




2025 - Proposed Amendment



Section 3. Approval of Development Plan: Phasing.

A, This ordinance constitutes the Council's legislative approval of the PDD-2 zone and the
Development Plan., subject to anv additional Council approvals required by this ordinance,

B. Construction of the Project improvements shown on the Development Plan may be done
i phases pursuant 1o a phasing plan reviewed and approved by the director of ciry’s commumiry
and economic development department or designee (the “Diracror™).

ihis ardmance and the-Development Phn reviewsd and approved by the Conncil i s
Tezelativediscrenon- fallonvmz reconmiendaton bythe ainy’s planmiae comnyssoen £ Fawing el
Copanpssian’ Lol s planpiz depammer i’T{-:E e i s B I —ﬁ-irylfs-«ieveinfm?em— TEVESTY- o
3 - C o T = [ I = i = - [ 5
citv-related wdividuals o advisory bodies o accordance with ol s sequarements and normal
development-review processes: ST773000"E 24.59—~ y \ N ;
C. This amendment to the PDD-2 zone approves a residential condomininm project NN T N %

(*Condo Project™) within the Project. The Condo Project is approved for a heisht berween nine T, 9 ’\"u_\.& LoT2 e b \\, ' \
(9 to ten (10) unit floors to be located above three (3) to four (4) parking levels on a building VAl .-s;\ -:Y'S’IE'.‘L'L.?EE N3 Mo 3 \. .
footprint located as depicted the site plan below on [Imaze X]. The parking allowed for the B \h ' EOM@EQMMS : ba e e B N
Conde Project is between a minimum of 1.25 parking stalls per unif to 2.0 parking stalls per unit. £ & .f X W‘h:‘ I e o ez
The total unit count for the Condo Project will be between seventy-five (75) units and 6P, 8 ; At TN
one-hundred ten (1107 units. Developer to detenmine the final unit story. parking level. unit = TS g St

2 = Wi \\gﬂ

: = o
— |
Y /A
NOOVOATE 42557 4 ; = .-
NO"1834" E 49,85 AL /8 s
W, = (.
SATCH BOUL gy g &N, e S

count, and parking stall configuration in accordance with this subsection. G R

D. Site plans for each phase, subdivision plats. densities. building heights, massing, site
lavout and vses shall confonn to the requirements of the Code, this ordinance and the Development
Plan. Prior 1o development, each phase shall be reviewed and approved by the city (including ARC
review and approval of the site plan for that phase) 1o ensure comphiance with this ordinance, the
Development Plan, Project-specific design gmidelmes, all relevant provisions of the Code, and
other relevant site plan requireinents,
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Next Steps

e Commission discussion, additional information

* Full technical staff analysis of proposed condominium details:

e Traffic impact study review

e Utility availability

e Geotechnical/ Geologic hazard mitigation requirements
* PDD-2 amended ordinance review

e City Master Plan compatibility

 Continued discussion at a subsequent commission meeting

* ARC consideration
e City Council consideration



Gravel Pit Planned Development District

Traffic Impact Summary

Proposal
The development is proposing two points of access:

1. The primary access point is located on the northwest portion of the project and will connect to
the existing, non-UDOT Wasatch Boulevard with dedicated lanes for traffic movement in any
direction. This road will also include all required bike lanes and sidewalks.

0 As proposed by the applicant, this intersection would be a 3-way stop. However, in
response to Holladay City’s concerns, the city and developer are willing to initially
construct the intersection with only two stops to allow south-bound traffic on Wasatch
Boulevard to flow unimpeded into the project site and to SR-190 (the star icon below
indicates the location that a stop sign will be removed)

0 Note —if the lack of a stop sign creates safety issues, the city will revisit the matter and
may install a stop sign at a future time.

2. The secondary access point currently exists and is located south of the development near the ski
rental shop. The property owner has legal right of access, and this will serve as a secondary
access point. This access will eventually be replaced by a permanent access to be constructed
with the southern portion of the gravel pit in the future.

0 The final design and configuration of this temporary intersection will be contingent on
UDOT'’s permitting process.

L.'i-ll.'al-h]IIDl—- .




Traffic Study Summary

Full traffic studies are available on the project’s web page, at the following links:

e https://www.cottonwoodheights.utah.gov/home/showdocument?id=2642

e https://www.cottonwoodheights.utah.gov/home/showdocument?id=2644

In summary, a full traffic impact study was completed for this project. Projected traffic, intersection wait
time, queuing, etc. in all directions was analyzed. The traffic study only accounts for existing traffic and
new traffic anticipated by this project. Future traffic studies will be required when the full gravel pit
property begins development.

The study concludes that the proposed intersection configuration and project traffic impact, for turns in
any direction, operates at a level of service C or higher. In transportation planning, a level of service D is
deemed acceptable and used as a minimum standard. Even given the full project traffic impact of
development, the proposed intersection, turn lanes, and road infrastructure are easily adequate to
handle the additional traffic.

Alternate Options Explored

At the recommendation of city staff and the request of Holladay officials, the developer’s traffic
engineer explored multiple alternative site access options and completed formal traffic analyses and
modeling for each alternative. Among alternatives explored were two round-about configurations (one
at the same location as the current intersection and one further north near the park-and-ride entrance)
and modified versions of the proposed intersection. After study, it was concluded that any of the
alternatives were comparable in levels of service as the proposed intersection. The round-about
concepts were problematic due to topography challenges and unfeasible designs, and the modified
intersections were found to be less ideal than the current solution.

Results of these studies were shared with staff from Cottonwood Heights and Holladay, and we have
recommended remaining with the current proposal as the preferred and ideal intersection design. As
detailed on page 1, one of the three intersections has been removed to accommodate unimpeded
southbound flow from the northern Holladay area through the project site and onto SR-190. City
engineering staff has expressed hesitancy supporting the removal of the stop sign and feel it may need
to be explored again soon if issues occur.

Conclusion

Staff finds the proposed intersection to meet all city standards and properly serve the traffic in the
project area. The road system is proposed to be dedicated to the city and will become a public street.
When the southern gravel pit property begins development, it is likely that this intersection will need to
be assessed again, in partnership with Holladay City and its long-range planning efforts. At that time,
further modifications may be justified. However, the current two-access proposal for this development
project is supported by traffic studies, city staff, and the Planning Commission. Staff recommends that
the Council support the proposed intersection configuration, which allows staff to move forward with
final design details to meet all proper standards.


https://www.cottonwoodheights.utah.gov/home/showdocument?id=2642
https://www.cottonwoodheights.utah.gov/home/showdocument?id=2644

‘ = S N c‘ [ | ‘ﬂ 14425 South Center Point Way, Bluffdale, Utah 84065
T: (801) 501-0583 ~ info@geostrata-lic.com

To: Michael Johnson
Director of Community and Economic Development
City of Cottonwood Heights

"'1/7/202-:5 TN
Adam Ginsberg 0/ 88449, \
Staff Engineer

Public Works, City of Cottonwood Heights

From: J. Scott Seal, P.E. ; :
Associate Principal Geotechnical Engineer 3

Timothy J. Thompson, P.G. /o
Principal Geologist W e W e

Date: January 7, 2025 L = i |

;f_"q, . _-::.f

Subject: Review of: Rockworth Development application to completethe mtitleméﬁf;ﬁf'oceﬁs on
their northern gravel pit development site

| ntroduction

At the request of Michael Johnson and Adam Ginsberg, GeoStrata reviewed the above referenced
Rockworth Development application that was submitted to Cottonwood Heights City for review. The
following documents were referenced as part of this review:

Site Context Plan - Wasatch Gravel Pit Aerial Exhibit, Sheet AE-02, prepared by Mc Neil Engineering
and dated September 28, 2020.

Site Plan and Constraints (updated land use table added) — Wasatch Gravel Pit Conceptual Site Plan,
Sheet SK-01A, prepared by McNeil Engineering and dated July 14, 2021.

Concept Grading Plan - Wasatch Gravel Pit Concept Grading Plan, Sheet SK-02, prepared by McNeil
Engineering and dated July 14, 2021.

Concept Phasing Plan - Wasatch Gravel Pit Aerial Exhibit, Sheet AE-02, prepared by McNell
Engineering and dated July 15, 2021.

Wasatch Condo Tower-R — Wasatch Rock Condos Architectural Site Plan, Sheet AS101, prepared by
Beecher Walker Architecture/Interiors and not dated.

Our review of the Rockworth Devel opment application was conducted on behalf of Cottonwood Heights
City to assist the city in protecting public health, safety, and welfare, and to reduce risks to future
property owners. The purposes of our review are to assess whether or not the Rockworth Devel opment
application and associated documents were prepared consistent with reasonable standards of practice
and in accordance with Cottonwood Heights City’s Sensitive Lands Evauation & Development
Standards (SLEDS) (Title 19 Chapter 19.72 of the Cottonwood Heights City Municipal code).

Previous Reviews
Previous geotechnical study and slope stability analysis reports and review response |etters, prepared by

Copyright © 2025 GeoStrata 1 Review of Rockworth Development application
to complete the entitlement process



Gordon Geotechnical, for the subject property have been submitted to Cottonwood Heights City for
review. These reports and letters include the following:

Geotechnical Report Liberty Mountain 6695 South Wasatch Boulevard Salt Lake City, Utah
(GSH Geotechnical Inc., July 29, 2016, Job No. 0283-015-16) (Reviewed September 12, 2019)
Report Geotechnical Study and Slope Stability Analysis Proposed Wasatch Rock Devel opment,
6695 South Wasatch Boulevard Cottonwood Heights, Utah (Gordon Geotechnical, May 13,
2020, Job No. 528-005-20) (Reviewed June 17, 2020)

Response Letter Review of Geotechnical Study and Slope Stability Analysis, Proposed Wasatch
Rock Development, 6695 South Wasatch Boulevard, Cottonwood Heights, Utah (Gordon
Geotechnical, July 9, 2020, Job No. 528-005-20) (Reviewed November 3, 2020)

Report Final Slope Stability Anaysis, Proposed Wasatch Rock Development 6695 South
Wasatch Boulevard, Cottonwood Heights, Utah (Gordon Geotechnical, October 7, 2020, Job No.
528-006-20) (Reviewed November 3, 2020)

Response Letter 3-revl, Review of Geotechnical Study and Slope Stability Analysis, Proposed
Wasatch Rock Development, 6695 South Wasatch Boulevard, Cottonwood Heights, Utah
(Gordon Geotechnical, December 16, 2020, Job No. 528-006-20) (Reviewed January 20, 2021)
Response Letter No. 4, Review of Geotechnical Study and Slope Stability Analysis, Proposed
Wasatch Rock Development, 6695 South Wasatch Boulevard, Cottonwood Heights, Utah
(Gordon Geotechnical, March 18, 2021, Job No. 528-006-20) (Reviewed April 8, 2021)

Report Final Geotechnical Study and Slope Stability Analysis Proposed Apartment Structure
Wasatch Rock Development, 6695 Wasatch Boulevard Cottonwood Heights, Utah” (Gordon
Geotechnical, October 16, 2023, Job No. 528-010-21) (Reviewed December 29, 2023)
Response Letter Report Final Geotechnical Study and Slope Stability Analysis Proposed
Apartment Structure Wasatch Rock Development, 6695 Wasatch Boulevard Cottonwood
Heights, Utah (Gordon Geotechnical, February 26, 2024, Job No. 528-010-21) (Reviewed March
26, 2024)

Revison No. 1 Report Final Geotechnical Study and Slope Stability Anaysis Proposed
Apartment Structure Wasatch Rock Development, 6695 Wasatch Boulevard Cottonwood
Heights, Utah (Gordon Geotechnical, February 26, 2024, Job No. 528-010-21) (Reviewed March
26, 2024)

Response L etter #2 Review of Final Geotechnical Study and Slope Stability Analysis Proposed
Wasatch Rock Apartment Structure, 6695 Wasatch Boulevard Cottonwood Heights, Utah”
(Gordon Geotechnical, April 1, 2024, Job No. 528-010-21) (Reviewed April 4, 2024)

The above cited geotechnical reports and review response letters were reviewed by GeoStrata on behalf
of Cottonwood Heights City and review letters were provided to Cottonwood Heights City by GeoStrata.

Previous geologic hazards evaluation reports, prepared by Western Geologic & Environmental, for the
subject property have been submitted to Cottonwood Heights City for review. These reports include the
following:

Surface Fault Rupture Hazard Evaluation AJ Dean Property 6700 South Wasatch Boulevard
Cottonwood Heights, Utah (June 10, 2009) (No review letter prepared for this report)

Report Surface Fault Rupture Hazard Evaluation AJ Rock LLC Property 6695 South Wasatch
Boulevard Cottonwood Heights, Utah (October 8, 2018) (Reviewed October 18, 2019)

Report Geologic Hazards Evaluation AJ Rock LLC Property 6695 South Wasatch Boulevard
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Cottonwood Heights, Utah (May 11, 2020) (Reviewed June 16, 2020)

e Supplemental Data Geologic Hazards Evaluation AJ Rock LLC Property 6695 South Wasatch
Boulevard Cottonwood Heights, Utah (October 4, 2020) (Reviewed December 2, 2020)

e Report Supplemental Surface Fault Rupture Hazards Evaluation Wasatch Rock 6695 South
Wasatch Boulevard Cottonwood Heights, Utah (May 19, 2022) (No review letter prepared for
this report)

e Report Supplemental Surface Fault Rupture Hazards Evaluation Part Two AJ Rock LLC
Property (AKA Wasatch Rock) 6695 South Wasatch Boulevard Cottonwood Heights, Utah
(September 1, 2022) (Reviewed October 10, 2022)

The above cited geologic reports were reviewed by GeoStrata on behalf of Cottonwood Heights City
and review letters were provided to Cottonwood Heights City by GeoStrata.

Review Discussion

In the April 4, 2024, GeoStratareview letter titled “ Response L etter #2 Review of Final Geotechnical
Study and Slope Stability Analysis Proposed Wasatch Rock Apartment Structure, 6695 Wasatch
Boulevard Cottonwood Heights, Utah” (Gordon Geotechnical, April 1, 2024, Job No. 528-010-
21)", GeoStrata' s Review Comment 2 is as follows:

“Review Comment 2 (June 17, 2020)

Section 2, Proposed Construction, of the May 13, 2020, Gordon Geotechnical report states:
“ Maximum column and wall loads for the condominium structure are anticipated to be very large,
on the order of 1,000 to 1,500 kips and 15 to 30 kips per lineal foot, respectively. Detailed structural
loads will be needed to finalize geotechnical recommendations for this structure.”

Following approval of buildable areas and final subdivision of lotsfor the subject property, GeoStrata
recommends that Cottonwood Heights City request that a design level geotechnical assessment be
performed for each of the proposed buildings, which incorporates detailed structural loads. Thisis
especialy critical for the proposed condominium structure.

Gordon Geotechnical Responseto Review Comment 2 (July 9, 2020)

“G? is planning to provide a detailed geotechnical assessment for each proposed building with
recommendations tailored to the structural loads when foundation plans or loading details become
available.”

GeoStrata Review Comment 2 (November 3, 2020)

GeoStrata recommends that the City require that a detailed geotechnical assessment be provided for
each proposed building with recommendations tailored to the structural 1oads when foundation plans
or loading details become available.

GeoStrata Review Comment 2 (January 20, 2021)

The GeoStrata November 3, 2020 Review Comment 2 was not addressed by Gordon Geotechnical
in their December 16, 2020 review response. GeoStrata recommends that Cottonwood Heights City
request that the consultant provide a response to this review comment.
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GeoStrata Review Comment 2 (December 29, 2023)

Section 2 Proposed Construction of the October 16, 2023 G? Final Geotechnical Study and Slope
Stability Analysis report states: “ Development plans for the site have evolved over the years.
Development at the site is complicated by the existence of several fault lines and a buried aqueduct
which render significant portions of the site as* un-buildable” for habitable structures. These fault
lines and buried aqueduct have been considered from the onset when designing the latest
development plans. The proposed structures have been strategically located in the* buildable” areas
defined in the surface fault rupture hazard reports.

Currently, an apartment structure is planned for the eastern portion of the site. Additionally,
Wasatch Boulevard along the western boundary of the site will be re-aligned to bi-sect the sitein a
generally north-south direction.

The proposed apartment structure will consist of a two-level reinforced concrete parking structure
with five-level s of wood-frame apartments on top. The lowest level of the parking structure will step-
down one level due to the sloping topography of the site. The lowest parking level on the western
portion of the site (Level P1) will be established at an elevation of 4,840 feet. The lowest parking
level on the east

side of the structure will be established at an elevation of 4,850 feet.

Detailed foundation plans have been provided by McNeil Engineering dated June 27, 2023. Based
on our review of the foundation plans, maximum column and wall loads will range from
approximately 100 to 800 kipsand 7 to 14 kips per lineal foot, respectively. For the purposes of slope
stability modeling, we have utilized a conservative estimate of an average uniform loading of 1,500
pounds per square foot across the building footprint. ...”

Based on the discussion presented by G? in their October 16, 2023 G? Final Geotechnical Study and
Slope Stability Analysis report, we consider this comment addressed for the proposed apartment
structure.”

In the April 4, 2024 GeoStratareview letter titled “ Response L etter #2 Review of Final Geotechnical
Study and Slope Stability Analysis Proposed Wasatch Rock Apartment Structure, 6695 Wasatch
Boulevard Cottonwood Heights, Utah” (Gordon Geotechnical, April 1, 2024, Job No. 528-010-
21)", GeoStrata' s Review Comment 4 is as follows:

“Review Comment 4 (June 17, 2020)

Section 5.1, Summary of Findings, of the May 13, 2020 Gordon Geotechnical report states: “ The
condominium structure at Section A-A’ incorporates a deep cut for below-grade parking. A
structural element must extend a minimum of 15 feet below the bottom of footings to assure an
adeguate factor of safety. This may consist of deep foundations, soil improvement, or a permanent
shoring solution such as soil nails.”

GeoStrata recommends that Cottonwood Heights City request that internal, external, and global
stability of the permanent shoring and/or retaining wall to be constructed on the uphill side of the
proposed condominium structure be evaluated prior to approva for construction. This evaluation
will likely be completed during the final design of this structure.
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Gordon Geotechnical Responseto Review Comment 4 (July 9, 2020)

“Internal, external, and global stability analyses will be performed in conjunction with the final
design of the condominium structure and required shoring design. Shoring designs are typically
provided by the specialty contractors performing the work.”

Review Comment 4 (November 3, 2020)

In the October 7, 2020 Gordon Geotechnical report, cross-section A-A’ was updated based on
additional subsurface data obtained from new boreholes. Section 6, Conclusions, of the October 7,
2020 Gordon Geotechnical report states:

“ The condominium structure at Section A-A’ incorporates a deep cut for below-grade parking. A
structural element must extend a minimum of 5 feet below the bottom of footings on the cut side to
assure an adequate factor of safety. This may consist of deep foundations, soil improvement, or a
permanent shoring solution such as soil nails. A depth of 5 feet is shallower than previously
recommended in the May 13, 2020 report. This is due to the lack of groundwater encountered to
depths of 81 feet at boring locations B-9 and B-10. The projected groundwater is deeper in the
updated slope stability models resulting in more favorable slope stability conditions.”

GeoStrata recommends that Cottonwood Heights City request that internal, external, and global
stability of the permanent shoring and/or retaining wall to be constructed on the uphill side of the
proposed condominium structure be evaluated prior to approva for construction. This evaluation
will likely be completed during final design of this structure and should include an assessment of
temporary cut and/or shoring during construction.

In addition, GeoStrata recommends that Cottonwood Heights City request that the constructability
of the required cuts for this structure be investigated for feasibility. It is likely that additional
geotechnical recommendationswill be required for this portion of the project in order to decrease the
potential for collapse of larger cuts within the unconsolidated granular sediments.

Gordon Geotechnical Responseto Review Comment 4 (December 16, 2020)

“ Our dlope stability analysisindicates that a shoring systemwill be required to maintain excavation
sidewall stability and global stability of the large cuts associated with the condominium structure.
Thereis most likely not sufficient space on the site to open cut this excavation. We recommend that
the structural element required be considered as part of the shoring of footing design since it would
likely be installed by drilling/shoring contractors.

Based on our understanding of the subsurface conditions and experience with below grade
construction, a top-down cut with a shoring system such as soldier pile and lagging, tieback, or soil
nail walls are feasible for this project. G works with several shoring contractorsin Salt Lake City
with extensive experience installing permanent and temporary shoring walls.

Temporary or permanent shoring systems are typically designed by the contractor performing the
work. The shoring system design requires a significant amount of engineering and therefore is
typically not performed until the building construction plans have been finalized. Minor changesin
the building layout or footing elevations would require a complete re-design of the shoring/deep
foundation system.

G? must review the shoring design to ensure that it conforms to the recommendations in our
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geotechnical study and slope stability analysis.”

GeoStrata Review Comment 4 (January 20, 2021)

We concur with the recommendations provided by Gordon Geotechnical in their December 16, 2020
response to review comment 4 and we recommend that Cottonwood Heights City require the
applicant to comply with these Gordon Geotechnical recommendations.

Based on the discussion presented by Gordon Geotechnical in their December 16, 2020 response to
review comment 4, we consider this comment addressed.

GeoStrata Review Comment 4 (December 29, 2023)

We note that the October 16, 2023, G? Final Geotechnical Study and Slope Stability Analysis report
was prepared to assess Phase 1 of the Wasatch Rock Development which includes the proposed
apartment structure planned for Lot 1. We understand that the proposed condominium structure
planned to be located on Lot 2 is no longer included in Phase 1 of the Wasatch Rock Development
and has not been assessed as part of the October 16, 2023 G? Final Geotechnical Study and Slope
Stability Analysisreport. GeoStratarecommends that Cottonwood Heights City require the applicant
to comply with the Gordon Geotechnical recommendations presented in the December 16, 2020,
Gordon Geotechnical Response to Review Comment 4 when the plans for the proposed
condominium structure are developed.”

In the April 4, 2024 GeoStratareview letter titled “ Response L etter #2 Review of Final Geotechnical
Study and Slope Stability Analysis Proposed Wasatch Rock Apartment Structure, 6695 Wasatch
Boulevard Cottonwood Heights, Utah” (Gordon Geotechnical, April 1, 2024, Job No. 528-010-
21)", GeoStrata's Review Comment 10 is asfollows:

“Gordon Geotechnical Response to Review Comment 10 (July 9, 2020)
“G? can provide a detailed geotechnical assessment for each proposed building, including the
condominium structure, when final foundation loading details become available.”

GeoStrata Review Comment 10 (November 3, 2020)

As part of fina design of the proposed structures and as recommended in Review Comment 2,
GeoStrata recommends that Cottonwood Heights City request that a design level geotechnical
assessment be performed for each of the proposed buildings, which incorporates detailed structural
loads. As part of preparation of these reports, a review of planned building foundations and
foundation loads should be completed by the geotechnical engineer.

Review Comment 10 (January 20, 2021)

In GeoStrata’s November 3, 2020 Review Comment 7, we recommended that Cottonwood Heights
City request that a design level geotechnical assessment be performed for each of the proposed
buildings, which incorporates detailed structural loads. As part of preparation of these reports, a
review of planned building foundations and foundation loads should be completed by the
geotechnical engineer. This comment needed no response by Gordon Geotechnical.”

In the October 10, 2022 GeoStrata review letter titled Review of: “ Supplemental Surface Fault
Rupture Hazard Evaluation Part Two AJ Rock LL C Property (AKA Wasatch Rock) 6695 South
Wasatch Boulevard Cottonwood Heights, Utah” (September 1, 2022)
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Supplemental Data Geologic Hazards Evaluation AJ Rock LLC Property 6695 South Wasatch
Boulevard Cottonwood Heights, Utah (October 4, 2020)

Geologic Hazards Evaluation AJ Rock LL C Property
6695 South Wasatch Boulevard Cottonwood Heights, Utah (May 11, 2020)

Surface Fault Rupture Hazard Evaluation AJ Rock LL C Property
6695 South Wasatch Boulevard Cottonwood Heights, Utah (October 8, 2018)”, GeoStrata’ s Review
Comment 9 isasfollows:

“Review Comment 9 (12/2/2022)

Based on the data and discussion presented by Western Geologic in their May 11, 2020 Geologic
Hazards Evaluation report regarding their subsurface investigation and surface fault rupture hazard
assessment, it is our opinion that due to the site constraints faced by Western Geologic during their
fieldwork, the surface fault rupture hazard assessment presented in their May 11, 2020 Geologic
Hazards Evaluation report is considered preliminary in nature. Western Geologic states that their
subsurface exploration was limited to accessible areas of the subject site not mantled by large gravel
piles, such as along roads, and further restricted by the easement for the agqueduct crossing the site
and that no exploration was conducted in steep areas of the eastern part of the Project (east of the
steep escarpments from gravel mining) and no long continuous trench exposures were feasible. They
also state that the ground surface elevation for significant faults were surveyed and tagged in blue on
Figure 4 in their May 11, 2020 report because the site has been and will be subject to significant
surface modification, which may change the ground surface intersection locations of faults
depending on dip direction, angle, and amount of surface material removed. They also state that a
lineament observed on the 1938 air photo was used to map fault F10 (Figure 4) trending to the
southeast and then bending eastward to converge with F9, however no trenching could be conducted
to confirm the fault location southeast of trench T-9 due to the aqueduct easement.

Western Geol ogic recommends the Project civil engineer should review the fault setbacks presented
on Figure 4 on a case-by-case basis to ensure that structures are setback a safe distance from active
faults in areas where significant cuts are planned. Western Geologic also states that it is their
understanding that minor adjustments will be made with regard to the condominium and Pad E
structures on Figure 4. They recommend that the most-recent grading plan be submitted to
Cottonwood Heights City at the time their report and the geotechnical engineering report are
submitted to the city, but they state that the site plans may change and may differ from the base
provided on Figure 4. GeoStrata recommends that Cottonwood Heights City require the applicant to
allow Western Geologic to review the final design site plans and make any necessary comments on
the grading plan and adjustments to their recommended fault setbacks. We further recommend that
Cottonwood Heights City require the applicant to allow Western Geologic to perform afinal surface
fault rupture hazard assessment of each proposed structure on a case-by-case basis to assess each
proposed buildable areafor active faults and make any necessary modifications to their surface fault
rupture hazard mitigation recommendations. We recommend that Western Geologic perform the
final surface fault rupture hazard assessment of each proposed structure once final grading plans and
design plans have been prepared and prior to final approval of the devel opment plans by Cottonwood
Heights City.

It should be noted that the setback areas as shown on Figure 4 are delineated around the mapped
locations of the surface rupture faults as shown on Figure 4. In Bowman and Lund (2016) Chapter 3
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Guidelines for Evaluating Surface-Fault-Rupture Hazards in Utah, under the section heading Fault
Mapping, subsection heading Trench Number and L ocation (page 44) it states. “ ... Trenches should
be oriented perpendicular, or as close to perpendicular as possible, to the trend of the mapped fault
trace at or near the site, and be of adequate length to intercept faults projecting toward proposed or
existing structures and potential setback areas....”
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Figure15. Faulttrenchlengthandorientationtoinvestigatea buil ding footprint. Trenching must extend beyond the footprint
of at least the expected setback distance for the IBC Building Risk Category class (from Christenson and others, 2003).

Based on the recommended practice as described by Bowman and Lund (2016), trenching must
extend beyond the proposed footprint of planned structures at least the distance of the expected or
calculated setback distance. This means that the setback areas as shown on Western Geologic's
Figure 4 should extend in from the ends of the trenches into the trench the distance of the calculated
setback distance. The boundaries of the setback areas and buildable area as shown on Western
Geologic’s Figure 4 should be determined considering the UGS recommendation that trenching must
extend beyond the footprint of each proposed structure a distance of at least the expected setback
distance for the IBC Building Risk Category class (from Christenson and others, 2003) as shown
above on the Bowman and Lund (2016) Figure 15. Setback areas and buildable areas for each
proposed structure should be established in accordance with the method described by Bowman and
Lund (2016) as part of the final surface fault rupture hazard assessment of each proposed structure.
We recommend that the Cottonwood Heights City require Western Geologic to delineate surface
fault rupture setback areas and buildable areas for the subject site on an updated Figure 4 in
accordance with the method described by Bowman and Lund (2016).”

In the October 10, 2022 GeoStrata review letter titled Review of: “ Supplemental Surface Fault
Rupture Hazard Evaluation Part Two AJ Rock LL C Property (AKA Wasatch Rock) 6695 South
Wasatch Boulevard Cottonwood Heights, Utah” (September 1, 2022)

Supplemental Data Geologic Hazards Evaluation AJ Rock LLC Property 6695 South Wasatch
Boulevard Cottonwood Heights, Utah (October 4, 2020)

Geologic Hazar ds Evaluation AJ Rock LL C Property
6695 South Wasatch Boulevard Cottonwood Heights, Utah (May 11, 2020)

Surface Fault Rupture Hazard Evaluation AJ Rock LL C Property
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6695 South Wasatch Boulevard Cottonwood Heights, Utah (October 8, 2018)”, GeoStrata’' s Review
Discussion is as follows:

“Current Review Discussion

Section 3.0 Purpose and Scope of the September 1, 2022 Western Geologic Supplemental Surface
Fault Rupture Hazard Evauation report states: “ The purpose of the supplemental investigation
herein wasto: (1) confirmthe location of fault F8 and determine if there is sufficient space to move
the proposed apartment building on Lot 1 to the south; (2) confirmthe location for faults F5 through
F7 in the area where they are believed to converge; and (3) confirmthat no active faults are present
crossing the building pads on Lots 3, 4, 5 and 6 in the west part of the site. The scope of our
investigation is outlined in the May 25, 2022 work plan prepared for Gordon Geotechnical. Four
trenches (T-18, T-19, T-20 and T-21) in our work plan were proposed to confirm the location for
fault F7 in the north part of the Project, aswell asto confirm that no active faults trend through the
building pads on Lots 2 and 7. However, deep fills were reportedly encountered in the north part of
the site that prevented completion of these trenches. Only the hazard from surface fault rupture
hazard was assessed in our investigation.”

In the October 10, 2022 GeoStrata review letter titled Review of: “ Supplemental Surface Fault
Rupture Hazard Evaluation Part Two AJ Rock LL C Property (AKA Wasatch Rock) 6695 South
Wasatch Boulevard Cottonwood Heights, Utah” (September 1, 2022)

Supplemental Data Geologic Hazards Evaluation AJ Rock LLC Property 6695 South Wasatch
Boulevard Cottonwood Heights, Utah (October 4, 2020)

Geologic Hazards Evaluation AJ Rock LL C Property
6695 South Wasatch Boulevard Cottonwood Heights, Utah (May 11, 2020)

Surface Fault Rupture Hazard Evaluation AJ Rock LL C Property
6695 South Wasatch Boulevard Cottonwood Heights, Utah (October 8, 2018)”, GeoStrata’' s Current
Review Comment 9 is as follows:

“Current Review Comment 9
In GeoStrata' s Review Comment 9 (12/2/2022), we recommended that:

1. Cottonwood Heights City require the applicant to allow Western Geologic to review the final
design site plans and make any necessary comments on the grading plan and adjustments to their
recommended fault setbacks.

2. Cottonwood Heights City require the applicant to allow Western Geologic to perform a final
surface fault rupture hazard assessment of each proposed structure on a case-by-case basis to
assess each proposed buildable area for active faults and make any necessary modifications to
their surface fault rupture hazard mitigation recommendations.

3. Western Geologic perform the final surface fault rupture hazard assessment of each
proposed structure once final grading plans and design plans have been prepared and prior to
fina approval of the development plans by Cottonwood Heights City.

4. Cottonwood Heights City require Western Geologic to delineate surface fault rupture setback
areas and buildable areas for the subject site on an updated Figure 4 in accordance with
the method described by Bowman and Lund (2016).
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Section 5.0 Supplemental Subsurface Investigation of the September 1, 2022 Western
Geologic Supplemental Surface Fault Rupture Hazard Evaluation report states. “ Sx trenches (T-
13, T-14, T-15, T- 16, T-17 and T-22) were excavated and logged at the site for the supplemental
subsurface investigation herein. Trench T-13 was located to find fault F8 in the southeast part of
the site and facilitate relocating the proposed apartment building on Lot 1. Trenches T-14, T-15,
T-16 and T-22 were located to confirmthat no active faults trend through the building pads on Lots
4,5 and 6 in the west part of the site. Trench T-17 was located to confirm that no active faults
trend through the building pads on Lot 3, as well as confirmthe location for faults F5 through F7
in the area where they were believed to converge. ...

Figure 3isasite plan at a scale of 1 inch equals 100 feet (1:1,200) showing the site boundary and
current development plan, as well as current (bright) and previous (dim) exploratory locations and
exposed faults in the trenches. Faults with displacement of less than 0.3 feet are shown in black,
whereas faults displaying more than 0.3 feet of displacement are shown in red. Bars and balls
mark the downthrown fault sides. Trench locations were field measured using a handheld GPSand
by trend and distance methods, and then subsequently surveyed for additional accuracy by the
Project civil engineer. GPS locations and trend are shown on the logs. Field measurements have
been corrected in some cases based on the survey data. Surveyed elevations for significant faults
are tagged in blue on Figure 3 to show the highest point of the fault in the trench exposure. Fault
elevation is shown because the site has been and will be subject to significant surface modification,
which may shift the fault location depending on dip direction, angle, and amount of surface material
removed.”

Section 6.0 Conclusions And Recommendations of the September 1, 2022 Western Geologic
Supplemental Surface Fault Rupture Hazard Evaluation report states: “ No evidence for faulting was
exposed in trenches T-14, T-15, T-16 and T-22. Trench T-13 exposed evidence for 3.2 feet of dtw
displacement on fault F8, which was also exposed in T-8 further north but not in Walker
Development trenches T-1W and T-1E. Trench T-17 exposed several small displacement faults in
two zones, as well as a zone of faulting bounded by faults F5, F6 and F7. Fault F5 displayed 1.2
feet of dtw displacement, F6 displayed 1.0 feet of dtw displacement, and F7 displayed more than
2.5 feet of dtw displacement. Although the displacement for F7 could not be directly measured in
T-17, displacement on F-7 was measured in T-8 about 114 feet to the north (5.2 feet).

Fault locations are shown on Figure 3 based on previous mapping and trenching evidence fromthis
study, as well as the first stage of the study in progress for the Walker Development property
(trenches T-1W and T-1E). Table 1A provides a compilation of fault data from the trenches at the
Project, log station for the highest location of each fault exposure, fault trend, and measured dip
angle. Dip angles are those measured in the exposure and are not corrected for apparent dip. This
would only besignificant for faultsthat display low dips because they wer e exposed at an acute angle.

Given the above, therisk from surface faulting ishigh at the site. Based on our current under standing
that surface fault rupture and deformation tend to follow past patterns, we recommend a non-
buildable (setback) zone around the projected traces of the fault crossing the site as shown on Figure
3. Calculated setback distances based on the fault parameters and guidelines in Lund and others
(2020) are also indicated on Table 1A. Recommended setback distances are shown on Table 1B. ...

Small displacement faults (< 0.3 feet of offset) are not listed on Table 1A. These faults show no
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evidence for Holocene reactivation that would suggest a future larger displacement is likely. We
believe the faults pose a low life-safety risk, but recommend structures located over small
displacement faults (such as Lot 3 trenches T-1 and T-17, for example) be designed to withstand up
to 0.3 feet of vertical offset to reduce the risk of costly repairs. Utility lines that cross faults should
also be engineered to withstand expected displacements and/or have design features to ensure life
safety. Setback areas based on the results of our investigation and recommended setbacks in Table
1B are shown on Figure 3. Narrow or isolated buildable areas between setbacks (such as between
F3-F4 on the north, and F6-F7 and F8/F9 on the south) have conservatively been combined into the
surrounding setback area.

The setback distances on Tables 1A-B and Figure 3 are cal culated assuming an 8-foot footing depth
from existing grade. However, the Project may require cuts to create level building pads that would
have deeper footing depths than we assume. We ther efore show a safety factor on Tables 1A and 1B
to help with assessing how much a fault will shift per 1-foot difference between the surveyed elevation
(or existing grade) and proposed grade elevation. ...”

Based on the data and discussion presented by Western Geologic in their September 1, 2022 Western
Geologic Supplemental Surface Fault Rupture Hazard Evaluation report, Western Geologic made
adjustments to their recommended fault setbacks for building pads on Lots 3, 4, 5 and 6. Western
Geologic has also delineated surface fault rupture setback areas and buildable areas for the subject
site in accordance with the method described by Bowman and Lund (2016 and 2020).However, the
current design site plan as presented by Western Geologic on their Figure 3 (updated from Figure 4
in the 12/2/2022 Western Geologic report) is not the final design site plan. GeoStrata recommends
that Cottonwood Heights City require the applicant to allow Western Geologic to review the find
design site plans, when they become available, and make any necessary comments on the site plan
and adjustments to their recommended fault setbacks.

Based on the data and discussion presented by Western Geologic in their September 1, 2022 Western
Geologic Supplemental Surface Fault Rupture Hazard Evaluation report, Western Geologic located
fault F8 in the southeast part of the site to facilitate relocating the proposed apartment building on
Lot 1. It is our understanding that an updated site plan prepared by McNeil Engineering and dated
March 11, 2022 is available which presents the current proposed relocation of the proposed
apartment building on Lot 1 that is different than the site plan shown on Western Geologic’s Figure
3 (McNeil Engineering July 14, 2021). GeoStratarecommends that Cottonwood Heights City require
the applicant to allow Western Geologic to review the updated design site plan and make any
necessary comments on the site plan and adjustments to their recommended fault setbacks.

Section 6.0 Conclusions And Recommendations of the September 1, 2022 Western Geologic
Supplemental Surface Fault Rupture Hazard Evaluation report states: “ We recommend not modifying
the defined setback areas on Figure 3 to avoid complexity and because development plans may
change. Instead, Western Geologic should review the site grading plan on a case-by-case basis to
ensure that structures will still be at a safe distance in areas where significant cuts are planned.

Based on the results of our investigation, we recommend the following:

1) Additional Subsurface Exploration — Four proposed trenches (T-18, T-19, T-20 and T- 21) were
not completed for our investigation due to deep fill materials encountered during excavation.
These trenches should be completed after the northern part of the Project has been cleared and
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the fill materials graded to manageable depths to confirm the location for fault F7 in the north
part of the site and that no active faults trend through the building pads on Lots 2 and 7.

2) Excavation Backfill Considerations — Should a structure be located above a trenched
area and the backfill may support the structure, the backfill must be replaced with structural fill
if the footings do not extend deeper than the excavation depth.

3) Report Availability — The report should be made available to architects, building contractors,
and in the event of a future property sale, real estate agents and potential buyers. This report
should be referenced for information on technical data only as interpreted from observations
and not as a warranty of conditions throughout the site. The report should be submitted in its
entirety, or referenced appropriately, as part of any document submittal to a gover nment agency
responsible for planning decisions or geologic review. Incomplete submittals void the
professional seals and signatures we provide herein. Although this report and the data herein
are the property of the client, the report format is the intellectual property of the authors and
should not be copied, used, or modified without their express permission.

No other changes are needed to the recommendations provided in our 2020 report.”

GeoStrata concurs with the recommendations presented by Western Geologic and we recommend
that Cottonwood Heights City require the applicant to comply with these Western Geologic
recommendations. This comment needed no response by Western Geologic.”

GeoStrata Review Comment 1
Based on the review discussion cited above GeoStrata notes the following:

G? plans to provide a detailed geotechnical assessment for each proposed building with
recommendations tailored to the structural loads when foundation plans or loading details become
available (G? July 9, 2020) and GeoStratarecommended that the City require that a detailed geotechnical
assessment be provided for each proposed building with recommendations tail ored to the structural loads
when foundation plans or loading detail s become available (GeoStrata November 3, 2020).

Section 2 Proposed Construction of the October 16, 2023 G? Final Geotechnical Study and Slope
Stability Analysisreport states: “Currently, an apartment structureis planned for the eastern portion of
the site. Additionally, Wasatch Boulevard along the western boundary of the site will be re-aligned to
bi-sect the site in a generally north-south direction.”

Section 5.1, Summary of Findings, of the May 13, 2020 Gordon Geotechnical report states: “ The
condominium structure at Section A-A’ incorporates a deep cut for below-grade parking. A structural
element must extend a minimum of 15 feet below the bottom of footings to assure an adequate factor of
safety. This may consist of deep foundations, soil improvement, or a permanent shoring solution such as
soil nails.”

GeoStrata recommended that Cottonwood Heights City request that internal, external, and global
stability of the permanent shoring and/or retaining wall to be constructed on the uphill side of the
proposed condominium structure be evaluated prior to approval for construction. This evaluation will
likely be completed during the final design of this structure. (GeoStrata June 17, 2020)
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G? stated that “ Internal, external, and global stability analyses will be performed in conjunction with
the final design of the condominium structure and required shoring design. Shoring designs aretypically
provided by the specialty contractors performing the work.” (G2 July 9, 2020)

Section 6, Conclusions of the October 7, 2020 Gordon Geotechnical report states: “ The condominium
structure at Section A-A’ incorporates a deep cut for below-grade parking. A structural element must
extend a minimum of 5 feet bel ow the bottom of footings on the cut side to assure an adequate factor of
safety. This may consist of deep foundations, soil improvement, or a permanent shoring solution such as
soil nails. A depth of 5 feet is shallower than previously recommended in the May 13, 2020 report. This
isdueto the lack of groundwater encountered to depths of 81 feet at boring locations B-9 and B-10. The
projected groundwater is deeper in the updated slope stability models resulting in more favorable slope
stability conditions.”

GeoStrata recommended that Cottonwood Heights City request that internal, external, and global
stability of the permanent shoring and/or retaining wall to be constructed on the uphill side of the
proposed condominium structure be evaluated prior to approval for construction. This evaluation will
likely be completed during final design of this structure and should include an assessment of temporary
cut and/or shoring during construction. Additionally, GeoStrata recommended that Cottonwood Heights
City request that the constructability of the required cuts for this structure be investigated for feasibility.
It islikely that additional geotechnical recommendations will be required for this portion of the project
in order to decrease the potential for collapse of larger cuts within the unconsolidated granular sediments.
(GeoStrata November 3, 2020)

GeoStrata noted that the October 16, 2023 G? Final Geotechnical Study and Slope Stability Analysis
report was prepared to assess Phase 1 of the Wasatch Rock Development which includes the proposed
apartment structure planned for Lot 1. The proposed condominium structure planned to be located on
Lot 2 was no longer included in Phase 1 of the Wasatch Rock Development and was not assessed as part
of the October 16, 2023 G? Final Geotechnical Study and Slope Stability Analysis report. GeoStrata
recommended that Cottonwood Heights City require the applicant to comply with the Gordon
Geotechnical recommendations presented in the December 16, 2020 Gordon Geotechnical Response to
Review Comment 4 when the plans for the proposed condominium structure are developed (GeoStrata
December 29, 2023).”

G? stated that “ G? can provide a detailed geotechnical assessment for each proposed building, including
the condominium structure, when final foundation loading details become available.” (G? July 9, 2020)

Aspart of final design of the proposed structures and as recommended in Review Comment 2, GeoStrata
recommended that Cottonwood Heights City request that a design level geotechnical assessment be
performed for each of the proposed buildings, which incorporates detailed structural loads. As part of
preparation of these reports, a review of planned building foundations and foundation loads should be
completed by the geotechnical engineer. (GeoStrata November 3, 2020)

In GeoStrata’ s November 3, 2020 Review Comment 7, we recommended that Cottonwood Heights City
request that a design level geotechnical assessment be performed for each of the proposed buildings,
which incorporates detailed structural loads. As part of preparation of these reports, areview of planned
building foundati ons and foundation |oads shoul d be compl eted by the geotechnical engineer. (GeoStrata
January 20, 2021)
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GeoStrata Review Comment 2
Based on the review discussion cited above GeoStrata notes the following:

Western Geologic recommended that the Project civil engineer should review the fault setbacks
presented on Figure 4 on a case-by-case basis to ensure that structures are setback a safe distance from
active faultsin areas where significant cuts are planned (Western Geol ogic September 1, 2022). Western
Geologic aso stated that it istheir understanding that minor adjustments will be made with regard to the
condominium and Pad E structures on Figure 4. They recommend that the most-recent grading plan be
submitted to Cottonwood Heights City at the time their report and the geotechnical engineering report
are submitted to the city, but they state that the site plans may change and may differ from the base
provided on Figure 4. GeoStrata recommended that Cottonwood Heights City require the applicant to
allow Western Geologic to review the final design site plans and make any necessary comments on the
grading plan and adjustments to their recommended fault setbacks (GeoStrata 12/2/2022). We further
recommended that Cottonwood Heights City require the applicant to allow Western Geol ogic to perform
afinal surface fault rupture hazard assessment of each proposed structure on a case-by-case basis to
assess each proposed buildable area for active faults and make any necessary modifications to their
surface fault rupture hazard mitigation recommendations. We recommended that Western Geologic
perform the final surface fault rupture hazard assessment of each proposed structure once final grading
plans and design plans have been prepared and prior to final approva of the development plans by
Cottonwood Heights City.

Section 3.0 Purpose and Scope of the September 1, 2022 Western Geologic Supplemental Surface Fault
Rupture Hazard Evaluation report states: “ The purpose of the supplemental investigation herein was to:
(1) confirm the location of fault F8 and determine if there is sufficient space to move the proposed
apartment building on Lot 1 to the south; (2) confirm the location for faults F5 through F7 in the area
where they are believed to converge; and (3) confirm that no active faults are present crossing the
building pads on Lots 3, 4, 5 and 6 in the west part of the site. The scope of our investigation is outlined
in the May 25, 2022 work plan prepared for Gordon Geotechnical. Four trenches (T-18, T-19, T-20 and
T-21) in our work plan were proposed to confirmthelocation for fault F7 in the north part of the Project,
as well as to confirm that no active faults trend through the building pads on Lots 2 and 7. However,
deep fills were reportedly encountered in the north part of the site that prevented completion of these
trenches. Only the hazard from surface fault rupture hazard was assessed in our investigation.”

In GeoStrata s Review Comment 9 (GeoStrata 12/2/2022), we recommended that:

1. Cottonwood Heights City require the applicant to allow Western Geologic to review the final design
site plans and make any necessary comments on the grading plan and adjustments to their
recommended fault setbacks.

2. Cottonwood Heights City require the applicant to allow Western Geologic to perform afinal surface
fault rupture hazard assessment of each proposed structure on a case-by-case basis to assess each
proposed buildable areafor active faults and make any necessary modifications to their surface fault
rupture hazard mitigation recommendations.

3. Western Geologic perform the final surface fault rupture hazard assessment of each proposed
structure once final grading plans and design plans have been prepared and prior to fina approval
of the development plans by Cottonwood Heights City.

Section 6.0 Conclusons And Recommendations of the September 1, 2022 Western Geologic
Supplemental Surface Fault Rupture Hazard Evaluation report states: “ We recommend not modifying
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the defined setback areas on Figure 3 to avoid complexity and because devel opment plans may change.
Instead, Western Geologic should review the site grading plan on a case-by-case basis to ensure that
structures will still be at a safe distance in areas where significant cuts are planned.

Based on the results of our investigation, we recommend the following:

1. Additional Subsurface Exploration — Four proposed trenches (T-18, T-19, T-20 and T- 21) were
not completed for our investigation due to deep fill materials encountered during excavation. These
trenches should be completed after the northern part of the Project has been cleared and the fill
materials graded to manageable depths to confirm the location for fault F7 in the north part of the
site and that no active faults trend through the building pads on Lots2 and 7.”

Review Summary

October 16, 2023 G? Final Geotechnical Study and Slope Stability Analysisreport was prepared to assess
Phase 1 of the Wasatch Rock Development which includes the proposed apartment structure planned for
Lot 1 and the Wasatch Boulevard re-alignment that bi-sect the site in a generally north-south direction.
No design level geotechnical assessment has been performed for the condominium building or any other
proposed buildings within the Wasatch Rock redevelopment Zone. GeoStrata recommends that
Cottonwood Heights City request that a design level geotechnical study and slope stability analysis be
performed for the proposed condominium building, which incorporates detailed structural loads and
proposed grading prior to approval of the proposed condominium building, approval for completing the
entitlement process on the Rockworth Development northern gravel pit development site, and approval
of the updated final ordinance proposal (PDD-2 Wasatch Redevelopment Zone).

The September 1, 2022 Western Geol ogic Supplemental Surface Fault Rupture Hazard Eval uation report
was prepared to assess the surface fault rupture hazard for the apartment building proposed for building
Lot 1 and building padson Lots 3, 4, 5 and 6 in the west part of the site. Deep fills prevented compl etion
of investigatory trenches to assess the surface fault rupture hazard for the building pads on Lot 2
(proposed condominium) and Lot 7 (proposed Hotel). Western Geologic recommends that the four
proposed trenches (T-18, T-19, T-20 and T- 21) should be completed after the northern part of the Project
has been cleared and the fill materials graded to manageabl e depths to confirm the location for fault F7
in the north part of the site and that no active faults trend through the building pads on Lots 2 and 7.
GeoStrata recommends that Cottonwood Heights City request that the four proposed trenches (T-18, T-
19, T-20 and T- 21) be completed and that Wester Geologic update their Surface Fault Rupture Hazard
Evaluation to include the data from these four trenches and confirm the location for fault F7 in the north
part of the site and provide an assessment of whether or not active faults trend through the building pads
on Lots 2 and 7 prior to approval of the proposed condominium building, approval for completing the
entitlement process on the Rockworth Devel opment northern gravel pit development site, and approval
of the updated final ordinance proposal (PDD-2 Wasatch Redevelopment Zone).

Closure

This review letter is issued in response to the Rockworth Development application and associated
documents referenced above. Comments and recommendations in this review |etter are based on data
presented in the Rockworth Development application and associated documents referenced above.
GeoStrata has not performed an independent site assessment. GeoStrata has relied on Consultant reports
in performing its services. Consequently, it does not represent or warrant that the Consultant reports
contain accurate data or proper recommendations. Recommendations and Comments presented in this
review letter are provided to Cottonwood Heights City to assist the city in reducing risks from geologic
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hazards. GeoStrata makes no warranty; either expressed or implied and shall not be liable for any direct,
special, incidental, or consequential damages with respect to claims by users of this review.

All services performed by GeoStrata for this review were provided for the exclusive use and benefit of
Cottonwood Heights City. No other person or entity isentitled to rely on GeoStrata' s services or use the
information contained in this letter without the express written consent of GeoStrata.

If there are any questions concerning the contents of this review, please feel free to contact our office at
(801) 501-0583.
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Design Theme and Architectural Standards:

The Project offers a variety of land uses including retail, office, hotel, for rent residential, for sale
residential, and senior housing in a modern mountain village setting. The Modern Mountain
architectural theme will be woven throughout the project knitting together a wide variety of building
types, heights and massing to create a unified feel for the overall project. The theme will incorporate
modern and rustic design elements including steel, wood beams, concrete, and glass to ground the
design while incorporating exposed structural and decorative concrete in strategic places to pay homage
to the former use of the site. Earth tone colors will be prevalent throughout the project to blend into the
mountain backdrop. The variety of land uses, building heights and massing knit together through
modern mountain architectural theme will enhance the dynamic and vibrant community at Wasatch
Rock.



Master Sign Program Narrative

The site shall feature signs consistent with a first class mixed use project to provide adequate signage
and wayfinding for the variety of uses being proposed in the application, Multiple signage types
including but not limited to blade, crown, storefront, and monument signage will be located through out
the proposed project to enhance visual connection and recognition for patrons, residents, retailers,
tenants, and guests. As the sign plan is developed it will be included with site plans associated with
individual phases of the project. Examples of the signage and monument locations are included in the
landscape submission package.

Retail signage:

Sign structure or sign display area allowed: The aggregate area of the wall signs displayed on a premises
shall not exceed 15% of the aggregate area of the walls where signs are to be located.

How displayed: The sign structure or sign display area may be displayed as one or divided among two or
more wall signs,

Residential/Hospitality/Office Signage:

Sign structure or sign display area allowed: The aggregate area of the wall signs displayed on a premises
shall not exceed 15% of the aggregate area of the walls where signs are to be located.

How displayed: The sign structure or sign display area may be displayed as one or divided among two or
more wall signs.

Wayfinding and Internal Signage:

Monument and directional signs shall be placed strategically to allow pedestrians to easily identify and
navigate the property. Each entrance to a building shall be allowed a directional sign if desired and
deemed to be useful for pedestrians. See Master Signage Plan for heights and locations of signs.

Additional Limitations:

All signs must be compatible to the overarching theme and architecture of the project.



iii McNEIL ENGINEERING

Economic and Sustainable Designs, Professionals You Know and Trustc

B&10 South Sandy Parkway, Suite 200 Sandy, Utah B4070 801.255.7700 menellengineering.com

December 12, 2019

Adam Davis

Rockworth Companies

4655 South 2300 East, Suite 205
Holladay, UT 84117

RE: Wasatch Rock Redevelopment
Site Sustainability List

Adam,

Below is a list of items that we feel would be considered "sustainable” practices regarding the
proposed site development at the Wasatch Rock Redevelopment project.

Water efficient landscaping

Maximize open space

Protect or restore native habitat

Access to public transportation

Connectivity between development parcels
Pedestrian and bicycle paths

Low-emitting and fuel-efficient vehicle parking
Storage and collection of recyclables

Use of regional materials where appropriate

000 N LR b G e

This listing only includes items for the site and not the buildings. These items will need to be
handled by the architect. If you have any questions or need additional information, please do not
hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

A1~

Scott “Skip" Schoonover, PLA, ASLA
Principal Landscape Architect

Providing Quality Engineering & Surveying for Over 30 Years
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In addition to the landscaping design above, the follovang are green build design
recommendations that we will consider during construction of the project;

GREEN BUILD

Principles of Sustainability for this project are proposed to inclade:

1.

b

Tholh I=

Conserve eter gy short term and explore renewrable energy sowrces lofg term

Farilitate reuse and recyeling of natural resources and synthetic materials,

Dresign sites, structures and landscapes that are resowrce efficient and environmentally regponshle owver
their entire life cycle.

FPractice eco-friendy maintenance and cleating

Optimize fuel efficiency of and i ize pollutants.

Uze high efficient, low-toxintmaterids, supplies atd equipen ent that are produced and transported
tesponsibly.

Thisproject is proposed to have an emphasis on sustainability, inchading:

1.

Efficient site design with mired-use component atid detsity supporting sustaimability principles.

2 Weeting of ex ceeding Ener gy Conservation C odes including the 2015 International Ener gy C onservation

S LA

Code.

Implem erting tight exterior ervvelopes and efficient mechard cal system s with inadation, caulking and
sealing methodsmeeting or excesding HERS ratines of Energy Star compliance.

Installing full- cavity insul dion at both walls and roof elements that exceed code mindmum s,

Installing ki gh ener gy efficient appliances, mechardcal HY AT equipment, water heaters, and electrical light
fixtares, with each compotient having Energy Star compliance of better.

Installing low-water use plunbing fixtoares ex ceeding code mirmom s

Installing low-E high efficient double-pane window systems with tight 4- sided flashing at the exterior
etrvel ope.



Wasatch Rock

Design Theme and Architectural Standards

Wasatch Rock offers a variety of land uses including retail, office, hotel, for rent residential, for sale residen-
tial, and senior housing in a modern mountain village setting to meet the needs of the Cottonwood Heights
community. The Modern Mountain architectural theme will be woven throughout the project knitting
together a wide variety of building types, heights and massing to create a unified feel for the overall project.
Architecturally, the Modern Mountain theme will incorporate both current and rustic design elements and
materials such as wood beams, steel, metal panel, glass, stone, and concrete to ground the design while
incorporating exposed structural and decorative concrete used strategically to pay homage to the former
use of the site. Earth tone colors will be prevalent throughout the project to complement and blend into the
mountain backdrop. The wide variety of building types, heights and massing will be unified by the Modern
Mountain design theme creating Wasatch Rock, a new vibrant community within Cottonwood Heights.

Overall Village Inspiration Images
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Retail Inspiration Images
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Senior Housing Inspiration Images
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Parking Structure Screening Inspiration Images




	ARC Agenda 3.27.2025.pdf
	ZTA-24-005 ARC Memo w Attachments - 3.27.25-compressed.pdf
	ZTA-24-005 ARC Memo - 3-27-25
	Request
	Background
	ARC Purview
	Findings and Recommendation
	Attachments

	ZTA-24-005 Staff Report - 2.5-25 w attachments
	ZTA-24-005 Staff Report - 2-5-25
	Summary
	Context
	Request
	Background / Context
	Planning Commission Role / Review Process
	Impact Analysis
	PDD-2 Ordinance Amendment

	Projected Traffic Impact
	Geotechnical / Geologic Hazard Review
	Utility Impact / Availability
	Proposed Building Height and Massing
	Recommendation & Model Motions
	Attachments

	ZTA-24-005 Staff Memo 1-8-25
	ZTA-24-005 Staff Memo (Project overview and introduction) - 1-8-25
	Request
	Background
	Recommendation
	Attachments

	ZTA-24-005 Final Ordinance Proposal
	24.12.12.wasatch_rock_aerial_master_plan_FINAL_002
	21650 Wasatch Rock - Site Section HEIGHTS
	Model


	ZTA-24-005 Presentation - 1-8-25
	ZTA-24-005
	Site Context
	Slide Number 3
	1-8-25 Meeting
	PDD-2 Zone Background
	Adopted PDD-2 Ordinance
	Planned Development Zone
	Development Plan
	Slide Number 9
	Slide Number 10
	Site Visual Renderings
	Slide Number 12
	Slide Number 13
	Slide Number 14
	Slide Number 15
	2025 - Proposed Amendment
	Slide Number 17
	Slide Number 18
	Slide Number 19
	Next Steps

	Gravel Pit Traffic Summary Memo
	Proposal
	Traffic Study Summary
	Alternate Options Explored
	Conclusion

	ZTA-24-005 Preliminary GeoStrata Review 1-7-25

	PDD-2 Project Design Guidelines


