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City Council Staff Report 
June 2, 2026 

  

 TEXT AMENDMENT PROPOSAL 

 

Background  

History of request and project area: 

The applicant is representing a neighborhood called “Renaissance at Indian Springs”, and the 
proposed text amendment has been applied for because the neighborhood is considering making 
future changes to their development. The applicant, Julie Smith, completed their application on 
December 10, 2025. There have been multiple applications for a rezone for this development in 
the past. None of the applications have ultimately been approved. 

The Renaissance at Indian Springs development is a Planned Development located on the 
southwest corner of 2600 North and 1300 West. This development is currently within the Rural 
Residential (RR) Zone with a Planned Development (PD) overlay and was subdivided in 1998 with 
cluster development in mind.   

Cluster development is a typical form of land development for Planned Developments (PD) in 
which principal buildings and structures are grouped together on a site. The remaining land within 
the development is then reserved and preserved in perpetuity for common open space, 
conservation, agriculture, recreation, and public and semipublic uses. In a Planned Development 
(PD) or in a Planned Unit Development that follows a cluster development, density is not 
compromised in the sense that the overall land as a whole meets the density required by the city 
code. The developer or applicant condenses all the residential units in one area of the parcel and 
then leaves open space to meet the density requirements of the City Code. In more simplistic 

REQUEST Request to amend City Code Section 10-13: Overlay Zones, to 
establish a new zone for residential cluster development called 
the “Springs District” (SDO) Overlay Zone.   

APPLICANT Julie Smith 

ZONE City Wide 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION Discuss the proposed amendment to the City Code. 

ATTACHMENTS Applicant’s Proposed Text 
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words, Planned Developments still meet the total number of units per acre restrictions by 
averaging the total acreage provided for the project.   

Homes within the Renaissance at Indian Springs development were permitted to be constructed 
on properties that were smaller than what the .5 acre lots in the RR Zone would require, so long as 
a portion of land was retained as “Perpetual Open Space”. This perpetual open space was noted 
on the recorded subdivision plat for the development and is largely located to the south of the 
constructed residences noted as Parcel A but also includes parcels B and C in the recorded 
subdivision plat.  

Where the current zoning ordinances would require ½ acre per lot (21,780 square feet) in this 
development per lot, the smallest property within the development is 6549 square feet (0.15 
acres), which is approximately 30% of a normal sized lot in the RR Zone; however, if we take the 
total acreage for the project which is approximately 20.63 acres at 42 residential units the density 
average is approximately .5 acres per lot, meeting the requirements of the now non-existing RR-
PD Zone.   

Planned developments were initially created for flexibility in development, but after a 
development was completed, property owners and homeowner associations would reach out to 
the City for maintenance, code enforcement, and to request changes to the development. 
Because of these issues, the City removed the section of City Code that allowed Planned 
Developments and Planned Unit Developments in residential zones. Residential Planned 
Developments are not allowed in Pleasant Grove City anymore.  

The applicant, representing the Home Owners Association for Renaissance at Indian Springs is 
proposing to create a new overlay zone, called the “Springs District” Overlay Zone with the intent 
to increase the density or reduce the required acreage per lot, in order to partition off 4 acres of 
land designated perpetually as open space and re-subdivide the property to create future 
buildable lots. If the proposed text amendment is approved, the applicant would then submit an 
application to apply this zone to the Renaissance at Indian Springs development, to have the 
opportunity to develop the land further.  

 

Analysis 

 

Cluster developments in Planned Developments have proven to cause more problems than offer 
solutions. These types of development have been a tool used by developers when designing 
subdivisions to reduce the cost of utilities as the residential area is grouped together and to 
provide future residents with communal open space or to preserve natural features. If the City 
was willing to approve cluster development as a tool to be used in residential development, then 
the City must stand firm on preserving the open space as proposed by the original developer and 
approved by the City.  
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Strengths and Weaknesses of Cluster Development: 

Strengths of cluster development: 

One of the primary reasons cluster developments are often more efficient for developers than 
traditional subdivisions is that they utilize a smaller development footprint. This reduced footprint 
can make projects more cost-effective to the applicant or developer by lowering the cost of 
extending utilities and infrastructure. However, challenges arise once the subdivision is 
transferred to the residents. In cluster developments, the responsibility for maintaining and 
managing infrastructure—including roads, utilities, and common areas—is typically assigned to a 
Homeowners Association (HOA) in perpetuity. In these cases, the City does not assume 
responsibility for the maintenance of road improvements or utility systems within the residential 
development.  

Cluster developments also offer important benefits when designed and used as intended. By 
preserving larger areas of open space, they can protect natural drainage systems, vegetation, 
wildlife habitats, and other significant natural features, helping to manage stormwater runoff and 
reduce soil erosion. These benefits, however, depend entirely on the preservation of the 
designated open space. If the open space is not maintained or protected, the primary outcome of 
the development is simply an increase in density, without the intended environmental or 
community advantages.    

The quality of life within a neighborhood can be enhanced in cluster developments by naturally 
creating opportunities for neighborhoods to be near to natural amenities such as trails, parks, or 
open space in general, as these developments create such areas for recreation within the 
subdivision. Furthermore, cluster developments increase community distinctiveness, 
cohesiveness, and sense of place.  

Cluster development also allows developers and the City to determine housing density for an 
entire area rather than on a lot-by-lot basis. This allows for greater flexibility in the design and 
placement of structures within the cluster zone.  

Weaknesses of cluster development: 

First, cluster developments cannot be maintained by the City or by developers: they must be 
managed by an established entity such as a Homeowner’s Association (HOA) or a corporation. To 
this point:  

• Common areas, open space areas, and private roads all require maintenance. If an HOA 
does not manage costs effectively, it could lead to a situation where the HOA does not 
have enough funds to cover their costs. In such cases, the HOA may reach out to the City 
for assistance in the maintenance of their neighborhood. Then, if the City does not provide 
services to the development, the residents within the development are stuck with 
substantially higher fees and may view both the HOA and the City more negatively. On the 
other hand, if the City obliges the HOA and provides the necessary maintenance, it would 
be at the City’s expense and would create an opportunity for the HOA to reach out again in 
the future to ask for more help.  
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• If an HOA is unable to provide maintenance to the neighborhood or disbands, then what 
remains are several potentially odd-shaped lots that may not meet the minimum 
requirements of the underlying zone and unusable parcels with nobody to manage them, 
and the neighborhood becomes blighted.  

• If cluster developments are approved, then similar issues from Planned Developments 
may redevelop, such as maintenance for private roads and utilities, code enforcement for 
HOA laws, and requests to make changes to the development that would require Planning 
Commission approval.  

• However, if cluster developments are not approved, then it preserves the potential burden 
of maintenance costs for the residents within the development; and if the  HOA dues have 
historically not been enough to cover the needed maintenance and improvements, then 
future costs to the residents could be substantial.  

 

Second, if the natural features and open spaces that cluster developments are intended to 
produce are not preserved, there could be instances where higher density “zones” are 
unintentionally created by those who are not aware of or do not understand the City’s 
development process. Prospective developers who are not aware of the requirement for open 
space may feel that there is an opportunity for the open space to be developed further, even if that 
common or open space is necessary for detention basins.  

Third, the vision for the rural residential and single family very low designations in the General 
Plan are based on the public’s input to retain larger properties instead of allowing for higher 
density areas. Cluster development creates higher density areas while retaining open space; but 
the approval of a new cluster development zone may face some resistance from members of the 
public who are opposed to having any form of higher density areas, even if open space is 
provided.  

While not necessarily a weakness, cluster development is not a feasible planning or zoning tool to 
the City when focusing on moderate income housing or providing opportunities for more 
residential development. For example, instead of considering cluster development, the City could 
approve additional flexibility to lot size averaging to allow for a handful of smaller lots to be 
developed. The remaining land that would have otherwise been used as common open space 
could then be incorporated into other existing property owners’ land as evenly as possible. Doing 
so would place more of a burden on larger properties in terms of maintenance and property taxes, 
but would remove the need to establish an HOA. Alternatively, if lot size averaging is too 
burdensome on a few property owners, and if maintaining open space is too difficult for the 
approval of cluster development, there may be an opportunity to consider creating standardized 
higher density zones without any open space.  

General Plan Recommendations: 

The Renaissance at Indian Springs development is located in the Single-Family Residential (Very 
Low Density) designation on the Future Land Use Map in the General Plan. This designation is 
characterized by “single-family homes on large lots. Properties here are intended to be a 
minimum of 1/3-acre in size to accommodate a slightly more compact subdivision layout while 
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still maintaining the semi-rural character of the area. Rural zoning still applies to existing zones 
within this area, allowing for limited agricultural use.” In order to meet the intention of a cluster 
development in this area, the open space shall be preserved in perpetuity.  

Proposed changes by applicant 

As mentioned earlier, the applicant is proposing to create a new overlay zone, called the “Springs 
District” Zone, with the intention of later submitting an application to apply this zone to the 
Renaissance at Indian Springs development, to have the opportunity to develop the land further 
into more residential  lots. Minimum lot sizes and widths are provided that would allow for the 
applicant’s neighborhood to exist in conformity  with the new zoning ordinances without needing 
to make any changes to property lines.  

Staff’s Analysis of Proposed Text: 

According to the applicant’s proposed text, the stated purpose of the new overlay zone is to 
promote the health, safety, and welfare of the area. However, the proposal does not clearly 
identify how these objectives will be achieved or how the reduction of open space and the 
increase of density meet that goal, nor does it demonstrate in what specific ways the health, 
safety, and general welfare of the community would be enhanced. Additionally, the proposal does 
not articulate how the overlay zone aligns with or advances the goals and objectives outlined in 
the City’s adopted General Plan. 

The applicant has indicated that the primary motivation for creating the overlay zone, along with 
the associated rezoning and development of the existing open space, is to generate revenue to 
offset the Homeowners Association’s future obligations for maintaining private infrastructure, 
including roads and utility lines. While this may address internal financial considerations for the 
HOA, it does not constitute a land use justification grounded in sound planning principles or 
broader community benefit. 

The applicant establishes geographic boundaries for the proposed overlay zone, which are highly 
localized and specific to the existing subdivision. The proposed boundaries include 1300 West to 
the east, 1500 West (not currently a constructed street) to the west, 2600 North to the north, and 
2300 North (also not a constructed street) to the south. This narrowly defined applicability 
suggests that the proposed overlay is tailored to a single development area rather than intended 
as a generally applicable regulatory tool.  

The proposed code language further reinforces this concern, as it references and appears to be 
designed for a specific development. City Code provisions should be broadly applicable and not 
tailored to individual projects and not general areas, as doing so is inconsistent with accepted 
planning practices and may create inequities and unintended precedents. 

The applicant also proposes minimum lot widths of 58 feet and 35 feet for frontage, consistent 
with existing lots in the subdivision, along with setbacks of 20 feet in the front yard, 10 feet in the 
rear yard, and 6 feet for side yards. While these standards may reflect existing conditions, they 
further indicate that the proposed code is designed to accommodate a specific project rather 
than establish general development standards. A key concern for staff is that the proposal 
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effectively seeks to create a retroactive zoning framework for an existing development in order to 
facilitate additional development on a parcel that was originally designated and approved as open 
space in perpetuity. From a planning perspective, retrofitting zoning regulations to accommodate 
a specific proposal—particularly when it alters previously established open space 
commitments—raises significant concerns related to consistency, transparency, and long-term 
community planning objectives. 

Based on these considerations and established planning principles, staff recommends denial of 
the proposal. 

While a code text amendment—recommended by staff—serves as the appropriate vehicle to 
initiate legislative discussion by the City Council, the Council ultimately retains the authority to 
approve or deny the applicant’s proposal. If the Council is inclined to support eliminating the 
required open space in favor of additional lots, a more suitable approach may be to pursue a 
development agreement drafted collaboratively by the applicant, staff, and the legal department. 

Recommendation from Planning Commission  

Pleasant Grove City Planning Commission took the following action on the described application at 

their meeting on April 9, 2026. 

          

3. Public Hearing: Code Text Amendment – Section 10-13: Overlay Zones 
(City Wide) 
Public Hearing to consider the request of Julie Smith to amend Section 10-13: Overlay Zones. 
The proposed text establishes the creation of a new overlay called the “Residential Cluster 
Development (RCD) Overlay” and provides provisions throughout the chapter for the proposed 
zone. (Legislative Item) 

RECOMMEND DENIAL 

MOTION: Commissioner Trickler moved that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of 

DENIAL to the City Council for the request of Julie Smith for a Code Text Amendment to City Code Section 

10-13: Overlay Zones to add a new Overlay Zone, “Article G”, called the “Springs District Overlay Zone”, 

based on the following findings: 

1. The proposal does not fit the current zoning.   
 

Commissioner Nelson seconded the motion.  The Commissioners unanimously voted “Yes”.  The motion 

carried. 

Motion by: Commissioner Trickler 

Seconded by: Commissioner Nelson 
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AYE VOTES: Chair Martineau, Commissioners Shirley, Trickler, Nelson 

NAY VOTES:  







































































































































Pleasant Grove Redevelopment Agency 
Special Revenue Fund

Actual- 2025

Beginning FY 2026 

Budget

Amended FY 

2026 Budget

Estimated 

Actual 

Expenditures

Adopted FY 

2027 Budget

Revenues

Gateway Project

Property Tax Revenue                               -                                   -                              -                          -                          -   

Tax Increment Revenue                1,398,041                     600,000                 600,000         1,400,000 

Grove Tower

Tax Increment Revenue CDA1                    207,725                     210,000                 210,000             210,000 

Tax Increment Revenue CDA2                    140,666                     150,000                 150,000             150,000 

1300 West CDA

Tax Increment Revenue                    457,090                     515,000                 515,000             515,000 

Miscellaneous Revenue                               -                              -                          -                          -   

   Total Revenues                2,203,522                  1,475,000             1,475,000                        -           2,275,000 

Expenditures

Gateway Project

Operating Expenditures 600,000                    600,000               -                            1,400,000 

Professional Services -                             -                        -                    

Grove Tower

 Operating Expenditures 304,842                  360,000                    360,000               360,000           

1300 West CDA

Operating Expenditures 434,235                  515,000                    515,000               515,000           

Other Operating Expenitures 4,750                      -                             -                        -                    -                    

   Total Expenditures 743,827                  1,475,000                1,475,000           -                    2,275,000       

Transfers in/(Out)

Transfer to General Fund -                           -                             -                        -                    -                    

Total Transfers -                           -                            -                        -                    -                    

Contribution to/(Use of) FB 1,459,695              -                            -                        -                    -                    

Beginning Fund Balance 4,761,339              6,221,033                6,221,033            6,221,033        6,221,033        

Ending Fund Balance 6,221,033              6,221,033                6,221,033           6,221,033       6,221,033       





Pleasant Grove Local Building Authority
Special Revenue Fund

Actual - 2025

Beginning FY 2025 

Budget

Amended FY 

2025 Budget

Estimated 

Actual 

Expenditures

Adopted FY 

2026 Budget

Revenues

Capital Contributions  $          22,604,308  $           95,013 

Other Revenues             334,000 

The Ruth Theatre Lease Income                2,118,965  $            2,411,924  $         2,411,924         2,411,924  $     2,413,135 

Capitalized Interest                               -   

Interest Earnings                    276,797                            -               181,938 

   Total Revenues              25,000,070                2,411,924             2,411,924         3,022,875         2,413,135 

Expenditures

The Ruth Project 23,031,341            492,789           

Bond Issuance Costs -                           -                        

Bond Principal 913,000                  953,000                  956,000               953,000           995,000           

Bond Interest 1,498,000              1,458,924               1,458,924            1,458,924        1,418,135        

Other Expense 328,621                  -                        6,250                

   Total Expenditures 25,770,962            2,411,924              2,414,924           2,910,962       2,413,135       

Contribution to/(Use of) FB (770,892)                -                           (3,000)                  111,913           (0)                      

Beginning Fund Balance 5,018,215              4,247,322               4,247,322            4,247,322        4,359,235        

Ending Fund Balance  $            4,247,322  $            4,247,322  $         4,244,322  $     4,359,235  $     4,359,235 
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