


Francis City Council Meeting
Thursday, April 10th, 2025, 6:00 p.m.
2317 So. Spring Hollow Rd. Francis, Utah

The meeting will be streamed via Francis City YouTube Channel
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UC-9wahpEELShvGQZShXGIXg 
You can also comment by email to comments@francisutah.gov

Staff: Mayor Jeremie Forman and Councilmembers Sam Hunter, Shana Fryer, Clayton Querry and Clint Summers. Planner Katie Henneuse, City Recorder Suzanne Gillett, City Engineer Scott Kettle, and 
City Attorney Brad Christopherson

Others Attending: Greg Averett, Lori Burns, Jennifer Cann, Julie Keyes, Porter Spencer, David Sutherland, Lindsay Hancock, Korbie DeGray, James DeGray, Hollie Firth, Shelly Bingham, Brent Simmons, Annalee Zivkovich, Lisa Khajavi, and Clay Atkinson
    
1. Welcome, Call to Order and Pledge of Allegiance---The Mayor welcomed everyone out to the City Council meeting for April 10th, 2025. He explained that a couple of Councilmembers may be a little late.
He then asked Councilmember Hunter to lead in the pledge.

2. Consent Agenda---Approval of check register dated April 10th,  2025, and minutes from March 27th, 2025. The Mayor asked if there were any questions on the check register. There were none.

Councilmember Querry motioned to approve the minutes from the last meeting as well as the check register. Councilmember Fryer seconded the motion. The Mayor and Councilmembers Fryer Hunter and Querry voted in favor; Motion passed. Councilmember Summers had not made it to the  meeting yet. 

3. Public Comment---The Mayor explained how the public comment period would work and then opened to public comment.

David Sutherland said he had two comments. First he would like the Council to ask why code violations are continuing to be allowed. The site plan proposed is just the hotel and everything is being graded. He said he has heard there is some conflict to the code.

The other comment is the shared parking agreement. He said it should not qualify for the 25% reduction. He explained why it should not. He said the calculations give 25% reduction for three of the uses. And, three of the four uses overlap and should not be allowed. He said they are also seeking a conditional use permit from the city, and he feels instead of mitigating, he is causing further detriment to the city. He would strongly urge the City Council not to enter into the parking agreement. 

Clay Atkinson stated that he does not live in Francis and his comments are just comments and he has talked with Oakley and Kamas about the infrastructure in the whole valley. He just wanted to express his concerns. He explained what his background was in, and he has seen litigation and things come up that could impact our valley. He feels that things should differentiate more between commercial and residential. He shared his thoughts on a small-town environment. He feels with all the infrastructure that communities feel they are immune to that. He explained that he drives school bus, and he sees so many people running stop signs and things and he is really concerned about someone getting hurt.

He feels we should put things on pause until we have the infrastructure needed. He is worried about egresses and things like that. 

Planner Henneuse explained that we are doing a corridor study right now with the county and other cities in the valley. She explained that they have been having meetings and invited him to come to those meetings

Attorney Christopherson said that the ability to pause things he is a little confused with as this is the first time Francis has used the commercial code. Once an applicant submits an application we don’t have the ability to pause it. He explained the options that the city had. He explained that he and Planner Henneuse are working on the city code to review things. He explained State Code allowed them six months to get things corrected. We are looking at things and responding in ways that we can. He explained his thoughts on everything going on with the project and what the city can and can’t do.

Lindsay Hancock thanked the City Council for all of their hard work. She said the government process is all new to her. She is concerned with the General Plan, and she wanted to know when the last time the Council had actually looked at the General Plan and read and reviewed it. She thinks they need to slow down and take a pause and review things. She feels we need to address the General Plan. 

Councilmember Querry felt that they have paused, and he has reviewed the General Plan. The Mayor said another point that is crystal clear is that things are going on in other areas of the valley and we can’t pause anything because of what someone else is doing. 

Attorney Christopherson explained that they had a resident from the valley say how much money we would make, and it wasn’t worth it. He has looked at the numbers and the property tax differences and has reviewed things thoroughly and he explained all that he had done. He said what the city it getting now is $1800 a year on those parcels. He then reviewed the transient room tax and informed everyone that it would bring in a 12-13% increase in the total tax for the entire city. At a minimum, you are looking at a 12-13% increase, with the hotels, it will be $60,000.

Greg Averett thanked the City Attorney for the numbers. He said he has been on the City Council. He was on the City Council when they tried to build a city building for the community and a group of citizens fought it. Then we got the double wide. We have now paid over a million dollars for a building when we could have paid a lot less. He said we have needed commercial for a long, long time. He said if it brings 12-13% more, then take his taxes and send it to anyone against this. He said that we should not make the same mistake twice.

Lisa Khajavi said she was responding to the City Attorney land use code comments. She stated that we do need services in our valley and places where children are safe. She is looking out for the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects. She feels there are things that have not been considered. 

The Mayor closed the public comment section of the meeting and moved to the next item on the agenda.

4. Public Hearings
    A. Town Center Hotel CUP---Planner Henneuse said that all of these issues are intertwined with other items on the agenda. She is just giving an update of items that have been discussed. She explained what items were approved.

Going into the Commercial Development portion they still have the parking and drive through’s. She explained what the applicant would like for the parking. (See attached staff report). She explained that option one includes truck and trailer parking. She explained what the options were. (See attached staff report). She explained they are planning on 170 stalls on their site with option one. If they decide to approve the parking with option one they should have a shared parking agreement for at least 19 stalls with the city and with a total of 36 stalls planned.

Councilmember Querry asked for clarification on the reciprocal parking.

Attorney Christopherson explained that this is an agreement that the city can back out of. He said this agreement is at the applicants expense and will add two ADA stalls out front. He said by the shop the applicant will add another ADA parking spot. The immediate stall behind city hall will not be a part of the parking stalls. Again, he stated that this is revocable. He said they also have the ability to terminate the agreement. He said this wasn’t done without thinking or fore thought. He then explained that the tax rate hasn’t been raised since Covid. He said the important thing when a council sets a tax levy is there is no change or growth with that. He said one of the tools is to help create zones attractive for commercial development.

Planner Henneuse said option two had no shared parking. With this option, nine of the apartments will be converted to hotel suites. (See attached staff report.) This does not include truck and trailer parking. She reviewed how many stalls would be required. They would need 169 stalls, and they are providing 170. The downsides are no ADA parking or truck or trailer stalls.

Architectural Design—Planner Henneuse explained that the application originally proposed was a four-story building, but that was not approved, she explained that this was discussed with the building official. It was confirmed that the fourth level could possibly be considered an attic. (See a letter from the Attorney). They will comply with building code. They have assured the city they will not be above the 45-foot height limit. She reviewed the architectural renderings with all in attendance. (See staff report). 

She explained that the applicant is converting nine units to hotel suites and that they are on the second and third floor of the building. She reviewed photos of everything. The other buildings are all three stories and less than 45 feet. The applicant is utilizing a mountain design theme.

Conditional Use for Hotel---The drive through’s were tabled due to exhaust in the air. She explained there were several studies done on this, and she reviewed the studies with all. The Francis City Code does not have an idle free ordinance, but the applicant has agreed to posting signs of no idling. 

Noise disturbances can be further mitigated. Crime and safety concerns can be mitigated. The Planning Commission recommendation was negative 3-2 and they didn’t feel that it complied with  city code. She stated that someone had stated they had spoken with the State Ombudsmen, and they were against this. That was disputed by the State Ombudsman.

 She reviewed everything that the Planning Commission had discussed and their thoughts. She explained that a public hearing would be held.

The Mayor said before he opened to the Council he said one thing to keep in mind is whether or not the fourth story is a story and all of the plans. He wants to make sure they know that the question is do we allow the use of the hotel. 

Attorney Christopherson said that when the height came up for review and the Council approved to raise it to 45 feet, staff was not aware of the three-story limitation. There was no intent to prevent the four-story limitation. He explained that there is a little bit of tension here, but with everything that has happened the applicant will comply with the International Building Code. He said they will have utilities and equipment up there. But, that is not up for approval tonight. 

The Mayor opened up to City Council. 

Councilmember Querry wanted to know if there were the same conditions for safety as the other hotel  and he was told yes.

Attorney Nathan Bracken is representing Rusty Webster. He stated that for the record they are fine with everything. He just wanted to provide more context. He said they would like to have the shared parking agreement. He explained his thoughts. He wants to talk about the reciprocal 25% reduction. He explained his thoughts on this. He feels there will be more traffic during the day and not at night. Next he wants to talk about the attic, and what that constitutes. He said that the story and attic are explained in the International Building Code (IBC). He feels from his perspective that they can have an attic, and it’s provided under state law. They want the attic for the visual distinction and storage.

He then said when talking about conditional uses they can only impose for RADE’S. If they are complying with applicable standards they can’t be denied, and he feels they are complying with applicable standards.

The Mayor opened the meeting for public comment.

David Sutherland said he does want to talk about the four stories. He explained that it is a four-story building. He explained what was said in the letter and how things were explained. He reviewed the beams and what the IBC defines as a beam. He explained that the floor of the attic definitely meets this definition. He explained how he broke everything down and said this is definitely a four-story building and does not meet code. He said that the email from the Ombudsmen was right after Mr. Bracken’s email, and he reviewed what the Ombudsmen said about some of the areas. So, this application is creating residential commercial and residential attachment. He said these are physically attached and he said this does not meet the requirements as were required. He has given three ways for them to deny this application. He said they have repeatedly shown that the applicant is fully aware of these issues and instead of trying to work through these issues they keep bringing back the same thing. 

James DeGray stated that the facility does include the parking lot. That facility is required to be away. He feels this is objective; the residents are not away from the hotel. The Land Use Act requires two things, and it is objective meaning measurable. It is not a greater distance than zero from the facilities.

Lisa Khajavi said reasonably anticipated detrimental effects have not been addressed. She is not sure that this meets that. She said this is a tight intersection, but there are two drive throughs and seventy rooms it’s a lot. She is concerned with turning radius and given with measurement of turns she thinks there needs to be an additional study done on the traffic and given the safety concerns, this is a detrimental effect. She said yes we need commercial development, and that she worked in the hotel industry, and she doesn’t feel that it will be completely used.

Porter Spencer sent a letter to the city, and he read and reviewed it. He discussed delivery trucks like Sysco and there will be no where for them to park and how they have to park in Kamas. 

Shelly Bingham lives on Wild Willow Dr., and she said that most of the community wants commercial development, but we don’t need another hotel. She doesn’t feel that we need to grab this up, commercial will come. The other thing she is concerned about is the fourth floor. It looks like they could do a fourth floor in the future if they wanted. Those are her concerns.

Gabe Phillips said he has been following this for months and he is for it. It sounds like a bunch of loud mouths that just want a dog park and art studio.

Annie Zivkovich said this smells really bad and that’s all she hears from one end of the valley to the other. She got scared tonight because of the political comments and future interactions with the city. She said she talked with the irrigation guys, and they say the water is not there. 

Greg Averett said he appreciates the comments and concerns. He said if they were closed-minded then everyone would be happy, but we zoned that area for commercial development and we have someone willing to do it. So just say you don’t want it. He has a feeling that no matter what goes there people will speak in opposition.

Lindsay Hancock said it is so awesome to have all these people here. She said she runs and scales all sorts of businesses. She said that they may deny this because of the detrimental effects and that it is parking. 45% of the parking stalls are either shared or personal use. She said it seems like poor planning and a reason they could deny. Another question she has is whether this building should have less than 17 stalls. What is the biggest parking they are wanting the ADA stalls? 

Attorney Christopherson said no, and he tried to explain that a previous Council and Mayor made a handshake deal. The applicant knew that there was already something approved with the previous applicant. He explained what had gone on. He explained that it felt like a win. 

Lindsay asked about the city property and parking and shared her thoughts. The Mayor explained that the property still belongs to the city. The Mayor explained that while parking is a big part of this, if they build the commercial section first and there is no longer enough parking they cannot build the hotel. He explained his thoughts. 

Lindsay feels they have data that shows they don’t have enough parking. The Mayor again explained his thoughts. She said the applicant said they may turn some into residences or suites. She would suggest not approving and if approved they should have ten trailer stalls and snow removal. 

Greg Averett wanted to confirm the shared use, and that the applicant pays for everything parking wise.

The Mayor closed the public comment period.

Nathan Bracken reviewed the options that were given again with the Council. They believe that they meet applicable standards. The IBC has two separate definitions on what an attic is. He reviewed the different tables regarding the attic space. He said they will comply with the code. He also wanted to talk about the concerns with the residential structures on top. He said the away from statue he would read what the email from Marcy Jones said. 

The Mayor brought back to the Council.

Councilmember Summers feels there are some valid concerns about the other hotel and how does adding a second one amplify those concerns. He thinks the definition of story includes what they are calling  attic, but he would like clarification on that and if it is going to be made impossible to use a fourth story in the future. He would like to see a rendering of that. Nathan Bracken said that they are not to that phase yet and that it will not be finished in any way, and it won’t have a floor to walk on. The city will do a building inspection and that there are several code conditions that treat things differently. 

Attorney Christopherson explained his thoughts on the attic and the code. We have a use table when the application came in that says a hotel is a conditional use, and we have to process the application. We are dealing with a code that is here not what we wish we had.

Councilmember Summers said that they should have presented a plan with the attic in the paperwork tonight. Nathan Bracken said they will follow the IBC code. 

Councilmember Querry asked about how to approve the CUP when they have four stories. There was a brief discussion between Councilmember Querry and the City Attorney. The Mayor asked if they are talking about the use or the structures.

Councilmember Querry said that just looking at the building it is a four-story building. He feels there is a better way to deal with this. He feels that with the plans that are being presented they don’t feel genuine. The plans they are presenting show walls and things on the fourth floor, and you can’t just say its an attic when you can see walls on the plans.

Councilmember Summers would like to see something before he makes this decision. He is not sold on the parking, or across the board on this plan, it is very congested. He doesn’t want to vote on a two-option parking plan. He would like option two because he doesn’t think shared parking is a good idea. They are not even sure they are going to approve reciprocal parking. 

Attorney Christopherson said they have to follow the State Law. There was another brief discussion between  Attorney Christopherson and Councilmember Summers. Attorney Christopherson explained  they could table the parking if they want to think about it some more and he explained his thoughts on the whole project. Councilmember Summers just wants it to be right.

Engineer Kettle explained this is no different than the Route 32 project. The Mayor said the parking is solely based on the use. 

The Mayor explained that parking is based solely on the use. He tried explaining how he understood it.

Dave Stamler stated to clarify some things. They are coming with some experience, so there vision for this project is not to be the big bad developer. They are just trying to make the community better. At the same time, they need help on the parking decision tonight. He said they are looking to listen and be open and make a positive difference. They live here too. 

Councilmember Summers feels that the parking is a big part of this, and people are concerned whether it makes a detrimental effect. He doesn’t think both options are viable. 

Planner Henneuse explained that the applicant using a reciprocal number is a risk for the applicant. She explained that they need to come back and prove that they do have night time and day time uses that do not overlap. She said they are not approving reciprocal parking. She explained her thoughts on all of this. Reciprocal parking cannot be residential. She again reviewed the staff report parking. One stall per room even with the suite for the hotel.

Councilmember Hunter thinks part of the audience frustration is the drawing of the fourth floor. 

Attorney Christopherson explained that they met with the applicant after the last meeting, and he has had some family emergencies, and this is the best they can do right now. 

Councilmember Hunter shared he was also concerned when he was on the Planning Commission in mixed uses they were fine with commercial on the bottom and residential on the top. Now they are taking away from a potential residence. Attorney Christopherson again addressed this. 

Councilmember Querry asked if it is the opinion on the near residential that it doesn’t apply anywhere. 
Attorney Christopherson explained to him how it worked. It just says away from residential areas. He tried to educate the Council on the City and State codes. City Government is very sophisticated. The State is taking more away from the Cities these days.   

Councilmember Querry appreciates the work done on the parking agreement, but he feels that it needs to be separated parking.

Councilmember Fryer asked Lisa Khajavi to send her the paperwork that she has. She said they really do listen to everyone. She said if it is zoned commercial or city center we can’t say no just because there is another one down the road. She apologized to Annie Zivkovich if she thinks this smells bad and she is not getting anything out of this. She is afraid of getting sued and she doesn’t want to break the law. She then thanked Lindsay Hancock. She said she used to travel a lot, and she always had a horse trailer behind, and she said that a lot of hotels had shared parking. She is in favor of option one. She feels if they go with option two then they will have problems with trailer parking. 

The Mayor said his comments are that the decision they are faced with this moment is the decision on the land and then they can work out the remaining items. He thinks it’s important to note that in the staff report there are numerous conditions that are proposed, and he believes that they have adequately looked at the detrimental effects and they have been mitigated. He thinks that this needs to be consistent with the previous applicant on the hotel. He will hold his comments on parking until that discussion. He feels based on the code the proposed use meets the code. 

Councilmember Querry asked when it comes to the conditions placed on the Best Western they were not allowed street parking. He asked if there would be allowed parking on St. Rd. 35, and he was told no.

The Mayor clarified this motion is just for the use of the hotel.

Councilmember Summers motioned to align with the Planning Commision and to deny the conditional use permit. There was not a second, motion died.

Councilmember Fryer motioned to approve the conditional use permit with the staff recommended conditions 1-8 (See attached staff report) 4 being only if option one parking is accepted. Mayor Forman seconded the motion. Mayor Forman and Councilmembers Fryer, Hunter Querry voted in favor. Councilmember Summers voted against. Motion carried 4-1.

5. Discussion, Updates and Approval on Potential Action Items    
    A. Hotel Shared Parking Agreement---Planner Henneuse reviewed the parking agreement for shared parking. (See attached Development Agreement)

Councilmember Hunter asked if this was mute if they chose option two. The Mayor explained what the options were. 
	
Councilmember Fryer likes option one. Councilmember Querry is tapped out. Councilmember Hunter knows his vote. 

The Mayor said he understands mixing the private vs shared. He explained his thoughts. He is worried about enforcement of towing and things like that. He feels whether a shared agreement or not the parking will be used. He also likes the applicant paying for the parking lot. 

Attorney Christopherson said they needed to make sure the revokable language is very clear. He also said you could maybe charge a lease instead of the shared parking. He said they have had public concerns about the parking and is it a private entity using the property and letting just one person in the city benefit. Or are you looking for a dollar value. 

The Mayor is looking at this as he wants to get something out of it. The Mayor likes option one. 

Councilmember Querry does not like the personal with the city and it does stick in his craw for one person or business to use city property. He would like the lease option. There was another brief discussion. 

Councilmember Fryer said if we do the lease we would build the parking lot. Attorney Christopherson said no they would still build it and that it would be part of the lease. 

Councilmember Summers asked five years down the road, and they have maxed out the parking spaces then what does that do for the city? 

Nathan Bracken said they don’t want to spend all this money just to have it revoked. He shared his thoughts. Council and Nathan discussed all of their thoughts on how they could do the agreement. 
 
Councilmember Querry is not interested in a handshake decision. Councilmember Summers is not either. So, take out the way revocation is stated or just go with option two.   

Attorney Christopherson said he and Mr. Bracken can go back and work on the shared parking option verbiage or they can just go with option two.

Councilmember Hunter doesn’t feel with the shared parking that the city is getting much value out of it. He feels that leasing is a better option. The Mayors concern is with the lease they couldn’t use their parking. 

Nathan Bracken said the initial outlay would be doing the parking and then maintaining it. He asked if that is the direction they want to go. 

Councilmember Querry will not approve anything until this is down hard in writing and very specific. He would still be uncomfortable with it, but he would do it. 

Nathan Bracken explained they have other options. 

Councilmember Querry wants this down to where there is no ambiguity. 

Mayor Forman made a motion to re-work the shared parking agreement so that it is mutually agreeable with the condition that they come back to the City Council for final approval with the clarification of how the revocation and use occurs and the condition that if it’s not approved they go with option two by default approved on the conditions that the nine units be used as hotel space not apartments. Councilmember Fryer seconded the motion. All voted in favor.

    B. Town Center Drive Through 1---The Mayor asked if this was a conditional use permit, and he was told yes. Planner Henneuse reviewed the conditions. Attorney Christopherson said there is no idling standard that the city has. This is one of those things they will be working on. He said that the applicant voluntarily offered to place no idling signs at the drive throughs, but they cannot police it, the city would have to. 

The Mayor explained this was open for discussion on drive through one. There were no changes to the conditions from the last meeting. 

Councilmember Querry motioned to approve drive through restaurant one with staff recommendations and conditions. (See attached staff report) Councilmember Fryer seconded the motion. The Mayor and all Councilmembers voted in favor; Motion passed 5-0.

    C. Town Center Drive Through 2---Planner Henneuse said it had the same conditions with the exception of number eight being added. 

Councilmember Querry asked how far as possible is? They decided to put the mechanical equipment on the west side of the building.

Councilmember Hunter motioned to approve the conditional use permit for drive through number two and the west side verbiage to include number eight. Councilmember Fryer seconded the motion  Mayor Forman and Councilmembers Fryer, Hunter, Querry and Summers all voted in favor; motion passed 5-0.

    D. Town Center Commercial Development---Planner Henneuse informed City Council that two items have not been approved yet, the Parking and Architectural Design.

Parking---Nathan Bracken explained what he thought about the parking.

Councilmember Querry asked about the parking and is it in the back of the buildings and he was told yes. 

Mayor Forman asked if they should talk about the headlight mitigation issue right now or not. Is it something we should discuss? Nathan Bracken said it’s a challenge to install things on property they don’t own. Planner Henneuse asked if he would put that in writing and give it to the neighbor stating what they would do. 

The Mayor has concerns about putting it in a letter, he feels it would open a can of worms. He feels it needs to stay with the City Council. 

Nathan Bracken feels they shouldn’t be required to do more on the neighbor’s property than their own.

Mayor Forman moved that they approve the parking concept as proposed with the applicants obligation to work with the property owner across the street at 2240 Spring Hollow Rd.to install a landscape buffer determined by the City Planner if requested by the homeowner, consistent with city code but not greater than the obligation on the applicants property. Councilmember Hunter seconded. All in favor. 

Architectural Design---The Mayor does not feel they can approve this unless they are only talking about colors. They have balconies on the fourth floor so that can’t be approved. 

Planner Henneuse read her staff report. 

Councilmember Querry’s position is this is a 4-story building no matter how the code is interpreted, and it is disingenuous to say it’s not. He has shown this plan to countless people, and they all say it is a four-story building. 

Dave Stamler asked Councilmember Querry what he would like to see. Councilmember Querry explained he does not like the flat roofs, he would like more pitched roofs, he would like it to fit in with the surrounding area better, look more like the city building design. He explained all of his thoughts on the matter. Councilmember Summers agreed that this is a four-story building. 

Nathan Bracken suggested a new process where they send this to a third party and let them decide if it is a four-story building or not. He explained why they have done the things the way that they have. 

Councilmember Querry shared his thoughts again on everything. No matter how you look at it this is four stories. 

Attorney Christopherson explained the past history of everything with this property. He then asked if they wanted to try the route that Mr. Bracken spoke of. 

Councilmember Querry again explained his thoughts on everything. He also doesn’t think it is in harmony with surrounding structures, as the code requires.  

Dave Stamler explained that their architect designed the hotel with the flat roof. He said that’s how they do hotels. 

Councilmember Summers said that the Best Western look is more of what he is looking for. He doesn’t feel that this is even ready to be approved, the balconies on the fourth floor and the walls in the attic. 

Nathan Bracken said they should have the IBC Commission review. 

Attorney Christopherson explained that he has never used that process and asked if it was new. He was told fairly new. 

Councilmember Querry said this is not ok just because they assumed they would get a four-story hotel. 

Councilmember Hunter said he cannot approve this tonight because they show balconies on the fourth floor. 

Councilmember Summers made a motion to deny the Architectural Design. Councilmember Querry seconded the motion. Councilmember Hunter, Querry and Summers all voted to deny the Architectural Design. The Mayor and Councilmember Fryer voted aye. The motion to deny passed 3-2.

    E. Budget---Did not discuss due to time.

    F. Frontier Days---Did not discuss due to time.

 6. Council Business   
    A. Council Reports---None
    B. Planner Reports---None 
    C. Engineer Reports---None
    D. Mayor Reports---None

7. (As Needed) Closed Session to Discuss Pending or Reasonably Imminent Litigation, Purchase, Exchange, or Lease of Property and/or the Character, Professional Competence or Physical or Mental Health of an Individual. 

8. Adjourn---Councilmember Querry motioned to adjourn. Councilmember Fryer seconded the motion. All voted in favor; meeting adjourned. 




_____________________________________                   _____________________________________
Mayor Jeremie Forman			                      City Recorder Suzanne Gillett
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