






















Throughout the discussion, several council members acknowledged the Planning Commission's prior recommendation to deny the 

rezone request, but emphasized that the Commission's role is advisory and that the Council must make its own determination. 

Following the Council's comments, Mayor Vincent summarized the discussion, reiterating that the general plan designation of R-4 

had already been adopted the previous December and that the development agreement before the Council provided enforceable 

restrictions not otherwise available under standard zoning. He then called for a motion on Resolution No. 11-18-2025D. 

Council Member Judd motioned to approve Resolution No. 11-18-2025D, with the addition of language requiring a sidewalk be 

added to Street A. 

Council Member Chatterton seconded the motion 

In Favor: Council Member Swenson, Council Member Chatterton, Council Member Judd 

Opposed: Council Member Lee, Council Member Yarbrough 

The Council approved the Resolution by majority. 

12. Consideration of Ordinance No. 11-18-Z0ZSA, Rezoning Property at 3900 W 300 N from R-2 to R-4 - Mrs. Bryn MacDonald

Mayor Vincent explained that although the rezone and development agreement were connected, they required separate votes, and 

he invited the Council to offer additional comments specific to the zoning change. 

Council Member Chatterton began the discussion by stating that most of the concerns raised during the public hearing applied 

equally to both the development agreement and the rezone decision. He explained that he had reviewed the history of the

property's general plan designation and noted that the Council had already amended the general plan the previous year to show this

parcel as R-4. He reiterated that the general plan is a guiding document adopted after proper noticing and a public hearing, and once 

adopted, the Council is obligated to evaluate rezone requests consistent with that designation unless there is a compelling legal 

basis to deny them. He stated that while he understood residents' desire for the property to remain R-2, the City could not revert to 

R-2 simply because the development was unpopular. He emphasized that zoning decisions must be based on objective standards, 

not personal preference. 

Council Member Swenson added that she shared the neighborhood's fear of increasing traffic, especially near school routes, but 

reiterated that the City Engineer had found that the road network, including future connections, would adequately support the 

projected vehicles. She commented that denying the rezone would not prevent development; rather, it would shift the pattern to an 

R-2 configuration without the negotiated benefits secured through the development agreement. She stated that the R-4 designation

was intentional when adopted into the general plan and was intended to allow moderate, not high-density, development in

appropriate areas of the City.

Council Member Lee explained that he viewed the rezone as a necessary procedural step following the prior general plan 

amendment. He said the Council had spent "a lot of time" over the past several months discussing the best use of the parcel and 

that he believed the R-4 designation was consistent with how surrounding properties and future corridors were planned. He said he 

understood the concerns about changes to the area but noted that development pressures in West Point were not unique, and the 

City needed to balance preserving existing character with accommodating planned growth. 

Council Member Yarbrough noted that the rezone did not occur in a vacuum and that approving R-4 did not automatically mean the 

area would experience high density. He reiterated that the development agreement placed a firm cap at 3.5 units per acre, which is 

less than what R-4 normally allows. He stressed that the rezone itself does not create density; it simply aligns zoning with the 

adopted general plan. He said that in his evaluation, the developer's willingness to reduce density, remove twin homes, add 

pedestrian connections, and commit to owner-occupancy requirements demonstrated effort to meet the concerns of the residents 

and the City. He commented that while some residents felt the project should remain R-2, the property's general plan designation 

placed it in the R-4 category, and to ignore that would contradict the City's established planning process. 

Council Member Judd spoke next, saying she respected the Planning Commission's recommendation to deny the rezone request, but 

she wanted to clarify that the Council is the final land-use authority and must evaluate additional legal and policy considerations 

beyond the Planning Commission's advisory role. She stated that she had carefully reviewed the general plan history and believed 

the des1gnat1on of K-4 had been adopted correctly and with adequate public Involvement. She said she sympathized deeply with the 
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