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ZM-26-012 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
 STAFF REPORT 

 
Date:  June 17, 2026 
 
Re:    Rezone  

 
Property Address: 3757 South 2300 East  
Zone: From: R-1-10, To: R-1-8 
 
Applicant:   Thomas Moffat  
Prepared By: Brad Sanderson, AICP 
 

Scope of Decision: Discretionary. This is a legislative matter, to be decided by the Millcreek City Council 
upon receiving a recommendation from the Millcreek Planning Commission. While 
your recommendation can be broad in scope it should consider prior adopted policies, 
especially the Millcreek General Plan. 

   

REQUEST AND SYNOPSIS 
 

Thomas Moffat has filed an application seeking approval from Millcreek to rezone property located at 
3757 South 2300 East from the Single Household R-1-10 Residential Zone to the Single Household R-1-
8 Residential Zone. If approved, the R-1-8 Zone would allow the property to be further subdivided into 
two single family (min. 8,000sqft) lots.  

FINDINGS:  

1. The property is approximately 0.50 acres in size and is roughly 146 feet by 143 feet.  
2. The property contains a single-family residential and detached accessory structure.  
3. The applicant has indicated their plans to keep the structure and further subdivide the property into 

an east and west lot. If approved, a subdivision of property would require a separate administrative 
review process. 

4. If subdivided, the house could remain on the east lot as long as it continues to meet all current 
setbacks. The detached accessory structure would likely be removed due to its current dilapidated 
condition. Additionally, an accessory structure needs a primary structure and otherwise cannot remain 
on its own for any extended period.  

5. According to the City Future Land Use Map as contained within Millcreek’s Geneal Plan, the property 
is designated as ‘Neighborhood 1’, which anticipates single-family detached homes, ranging between 
1-6 units per acre (see Millcreek General Plan). 

6. A Neighborhood meeting was held May 2026 followed by an Open House held June 2, 2026 
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CONCLUSIONS:  

1. Changing the zone from the Single Household R-1-10 Residential Zone to the Single Household 
R-1-8 Residential Zone does not increase the density of the overall property but instead would 
allow lots lines to be straight and perpendicular to the right of way, if further subdivided, due to 
min. frontage width requirements established with the zoning code. 

2. The R-1-8 Zone meets the intent of the ‘Neighborhood 1’ Land Use designation, according to the 
Millcreek General Plan.   

3. Any nonconformities with respect to setbacks can be resolved prior to the subdivision of land and are 
not necessarily relevant to the zoning application.   
 

RECOMMENDATIONS:  

Based on the Findings and Conclusions listed above, the following is recommended:  

 

Staff Recommendation: That the Planning Commission take public comments during the public 

hearing and recommend approval of application file number ZM-26-012, to rezone property 

generally located at approximately 3757 South 2300 East, from the Single Household R-1-10 

Residential Zone to the Single Household R-1-8 Residential Zone, as presented, unless during the 

meeting facts are presented that contradict these findings or new facts are presented, either of which 

would warrant further investigation by Staff.  

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS 
 

• Zoning Map 
• Land Use Map 
• Applicant’s Letter 
• Proposed Concept Plan 
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Delia Court LLC
PO Box 672
Lehi, Utah 84043

April 29, 2026

Millcreek Planning Division
3330 South 1300 East
Millcreek, Utah 84106

Re: Letter of Intent - Proposed Zoning Map Amendment
Property: 3757 South 2300 East, Millcreek, Utah 84109
Proposed Rezone: R-1-10 (Single Family Residential) to R-1-8 (Single Family 
Residential)

Dear Millcreek Planning Division,

Delia Court LLC, as owner of the above-referenced property, respectfully submits this 
Letter of Intent in support of an application to amend the Millcreek Zoning Map. 
Specifically, we are requesting that the property located at 3757 South 2300 East (the 
“Property”) be rezoned from Single Family Residential R-1-10 to Single Family 
Residential R-1-8.

Description of Proposed Amendment

The applicant proposes to rezone the Property from R-1-10 to R-1-8. Both designations 
are Single Family Residential zones; this amendment would reduce the minimum lot 
size requirement from 10,000 square feet to 8,000 square feet. The proposed 
amendment does not seek a change in use. The existing residential use of the Property 
will continue unchanged.

Justification for the Proposed Rezone

The applicant believes the proposed rezone is appropriate and consistent with sound 
land use planning for the following reasons:

1.  Neighborhood Compatibility. The surrounding neighborhood includes a mix of lot 
sizes, including parcels consistent with the proposed R-1-8 standard. Rezoning this 
Property to R-1-8 brings it into closer alignment with the existing fabric of the 
neighborhood and reflects development patterns already present in the immediate area.

2.  Lot Size Alignment. The Property’s physical dimensions are more consistent with 
R-1-8 standards than with the current R-1-10 designation. The proposed rezone better 
reflects the practical use and development potential of the site.



3.  Infill Development and Housing Policy. Millcreek’s General Plan and broader Utah 
housing policy encourage thoughtful infill development and the efficient use of existing 
urban land. The proposed rezone supports these goals by allowing for residential 
development that is appropriately scaled to the Property and consistent with the city’s 
housing needs.

4.  No Adverse Impact. The proposed amendment is a minor adjustment between two 
closely related single family residential designations. It does not propose a change in 
use, increase in density beyond what is already compatible with surrounding properties, 
or any modification that would adversely affect traffic, utilities, or neighboring land uses.

The applicant respectfully requests that the Millcreek Planning Division and Planning 
Commission review and approve this proposed Zoning Map Amendment. We welcome 
the opportunity to provide any additional information or to meet with staff to discuss the 
application.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Delia Court LLC

Thomas Moffat, Manager

Joshua Moffat, Manager

joshm
Stamp
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Millcreek City Hall 
1330 E Chambers Ave 
Millcreek, Utah 84106 

millcreekut.gov 

Planning & Zoning 
(801) 214-2700 

planner@millcreekut.gov 

 

 

ZM-26-013 

PLANNING COMMISSION  
STAFF REPORT 

 
Date:  June 17, 2026 
 
Re:    Rezone  

 
Property Address: 3705 South 1300 East  
Zone: From: R-1-8 To: R-2-6.5 
 
Applicant:   Ryan Reynolds w/Brad Reynolds Construction 
Prepared By: Brad Sanderson, AICP 
 

Scope of Decision: Discretionary. This is a legislative matter, to be decided by the Millcreek City Council 
upon receiving a recommendation from the Millcreek Planning Commission. While 
your recommendation can be broad in scope it should consider prior adopted policies, 
especially the Millcreek General Plan. 

   

REQUEST AND SYNOPSIS 
 

Ryan Reynolds, on behalf of Brad Reynolds Construction, has filed a land use application seeking 
approval form Millcreek to rezone the eastern 1.23 acres of property (approx.), generally located at 3507 
South 1300 East, from the Single-Household Residential (R-1-8) Zone to the Two-Household Residential 
(R-2-6.5) Zone.  

The portion of property being considered within this rezone application, is located directly south of 
Melvina Street, which is currently a dead-end public stub-street. If the zone change is approved, 
according to the applicant’s concept plan, a subsequent proposal would be made to further subdivide and 
develop the subject property as four duplex buildings, each containing two units, totaling eight (8) 
residential dwelling units.   

FINDINGS:  

1. The size of the entire parcel is 2.47 acres, previously owned by the Baily Family. The west portion of 
this parcel is already zoned as R-2-6.5  

2. The property contains a single-family residence as well as several detached accessory structures, all of 
which are planned to be removed upon further development of the property.  

3. The applicant has provided two concepts showing how the east and west portions of property might 
be developed as two separate developments. However, only the east portion is proposed as being 
rezoned by this application.  
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4. Under the current R-1-8 Zone, the east 1.23 acres has potential to be subdivided into six - 8,000 sqft 
lots. However, due to minimum frontage, width and access requirements, as set forth within Millcreek 
Code, the property would be limited to approximately four to five single family lots. 

5. If rezoned and, if developed according to the applicant’s concept plan, the difference in density would 
be between three and four dwelling units.   

6. The building setbacks between the R-1-8 and R-2-6.5 zones are identical. Furthermore, both zones 
allow a maximum building height of 30 feet tall; however, the R-1-8 zone requires a 45-degree 
building height envelope verses a 60-degrees building height envelope as is required within the R-2-6.5 
zone. (refer to 18.36.050 Building Height And Building Envelopes & 18.37.050 Building Height And 
Envelopes) 

7. Regardless of zoning, the development or subdivision of property is required to be processed as a 
separate application.  

8. According to the City Future Land Use Map as contained within Millcreek’s Geneal Plan, the entire 
property including the surrounding area, is designated as ‘Neighborhood 1’, which anticipates single-
family detached homes, ranging between 1-6 units per acre (see Millcreek General Plan). 

9. A neighborhood meeting was held earlier this year followed by an Open House held recently (June 2, 
2026) to discuss various concepts with surrounding property owners and other interested parties.   

 

CONCLUSIONS:  

1. The primary difference between the two zones is three to four dwelling units. 
2. Based on the number of units, the applicant’s concept plan and other surrounding circumstances, a 

traffic study is not warranted.  
3. The proposed zone is out of harmony with the ‘Neighborhood 1’ Land Use designation, according to 

the Millcreek General Plan.  
4. The spatial requirements including building height and setbacks are near identical between the two 

zones.  
 

RECOMMENDATIONS:  

Based on the Findings and Conclusions listed above, the following is recommended:  

 

Staff Recommendation: That the Planning Commission take public comments during the public 

hearing and recommend approval of application file number ZM-26-013, to rezone property 

generally located at 3507 South 1300 East, from the Single-Household Residential (R-1-8) Zone 

to the Two-Household Residential (R-2-6.5) Zone, as presented, unless during the meeting facts 

are presented that contradict these findings or new facts are presented, either of which would warrant 

further investigation by Staff.  

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS 
 

• Zoning Map 
• Land Use Map 
• Proposed Concept Plan 
• Written Comments Received 

https://millcreek.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=planzone#name=18.36.050_Building_Height_And_Building_Envelopes
https://millcreek.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=planzone#name=18.37.050_Building_Height_And_Envelopes
https://millcreek.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=planzone#name=18.37.050_Building_Height_And_Envelopes
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Brad Sanderson

From: Kim Bouck <kbouck@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 1, 2026 9:29 AM
To: Brad Sanderson
Subject: [Ext] Opposition to Project Number ZM-26-013 - Rezone of 3507 S 1300 E

Dear Mayor and Members of the City Council: 

I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed rezone of the property located at 3507 S 1300 E 
from R-1-8 to R-2-8. 

The existing R-1-8 zoning reflects the character and expectations of this neighborhood. Residents 
purchased homes and invested in this area with the understanding that the zoning designation provided 
a degree of certainty regarding future development. If developers can routinely obtain rezones whenever 
a project does not fit the existing zoning, it calls into question the purpose and integrity of the City's 
zoning ordinances. 

In October 2025, my husband Daryl Bouck contacted our Council Member Thom Desirant regarding 
concerns about the possibility of higher-density development in this area. At that time, Mr. Desirant 
assured us that the City Council was taking a very strict approach to rezoning requests moving forward 
and was not inclined to rezone established neighborhoods to accommodate increased density. We 
relied on those statements and believed the City was committed to preserving the integrity of its adopted 
zoning map. 

This proposed rezone would also have real impacts on traffic and neighborhood livability. The property 
fronts 1300 East, which is already a heavily traveled corridor. Residents of our neighborhood regularly 
experience significant delays when attempting to turn left onto 1300 East, particularly during peak 
commuting hours. Increasing residential density on this property will inevitably generate additional 
vehicle trips and place further strain on an already congested roadway.  

More broadly, Millcreek has experienced substantial growth and densification over the past several 
years. Numerous higher-density projects have already been approved throughout the city. There are 
appropriate locations for that type of development, particularly along major commercial corridors such 
as 3300 South and 3900 South, where infrastructure and planning objectives are better aligned with 
increased density. Not every neighborhood should be expected to absorb additional density simply 
because a developer requests it. 

I am also concerned about the precedent this rezone would establish. Each approval makes it easier for 
the next developer to argue that similar rezonings should be granted elsewhere. Over time, incremental 
exceptions can fundamentally alter the character of established neighborhoods and erode public 
confidence in the City's planning process. 

I respectfully urge the City Council to uphold the existing zoning designation and deny the requested 
rezone. Maintaining the R-1-8 zoning preserves neighborhood character, respects the expectations of 
current residents, addresses legitimate traffic concerns, and reinforces the principle that zoning 



2

decisions should be guided by long-term community planning rather than individual development 
proposals. 

Thank you for your time, consideration, and service to the residents of Millcreek. 

Sincerely, 

Kim Bouck, J.D 
1268 E Ash Tree Cv 
Millcreek, UT 84016 
801-441-0979 

 

 

  

This email has been scanned for spam and viruses by Proofpoint Essentials. Click here to report this 
email as spam. 
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Brad Sanderson

From: Timothy Berggren <timothy.r.berggren@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 1, 2026 9:49 AM
To: Brad Sanderson
Subject: Re: FW: [Ext] Bailey Family Property - 3500 S 1300 E

Hi Brad, 
 
Thanks for the reply. In talking with my neighbor, Tod Peers at 1243 E Lorrain Dr, I learned that a letter 
went out regarding the rezone application for 3507 South 1300 East. As an FYI, neither I nor three other 
adjacent neighbors received it. 
 
A couple of clarifying questions: Is this application only for the parcel(s) east of 1300 E? And has Brad R. 
still not submitted anything for the parcel(s) west of 1300 E? I did find what looks like the formal rezone 
application online here: https://www.millcreekut.gov/616/Upcoming-Planning-Applications#docaccess-
0c4f0ec5de46d578e84d9cacc6bbdf8d 
 
I plan to attend the public meeting tomorrow, since my main concern is the traffic impact from this 
portion of the project. After talking with our neighbors, there is real concern across the neighborhood 
about these applications and the effect they could have on the area. Any further insight or findings on 
your end would be much appreciated. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Tim Berggren 
 
On Wed, Apr 8, 2026 at 3:24 PM Brad Sanderson <bsanderson@millcreekut.gov> wrote: 

Thanks for checking-in.  

While Brad R. has been in consistent communication with me, he has not applied/submitted an application. My 
understanding is that the backhoe was for a geotechnical study as part of their due diligence.  

  

Brad Sanderson, AICP 

Current Planning Project Manager 

Office: 801.214.2750 

bsanderson@millcreekut.gov 
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SD-26-004 

PLANNING COMMISSION  
STAFF REPORT 

 
Date:  June 17, 2026 
 
Re:    Condominium/Subdivision 

 
Property Address: 3210 South Highland Drive 
Zone: CCOZ-DA 
 
Applicant:   Millcreek Staff 
Prepared By: Brad Sanderson, AICP 
 

Scope of Decision: Administrative. This is an administrative matter, to be decided by the Millcreek 
Planning Commission. Your recommendation should be narrow in scope and should 
primarily be made on the basis of state statue and adopted local zoning land use 
development codes. 

   

REQUEST AND SYNOPSIS 
 

Millcreek Staff, on behalf of Millcreek City, has filed a land use application seeking to further subdivide 
property generally located at 3210 South Highland Drive, into commercial condominiums. The 
subdivision/condominium of property is in relation to previous application(s) pertaining to the East 
Common Mixed-Use Development (hotel, parking structure, retail and residential etc.). The subdivision 
of property will create four primary condominiums, each uniquely designed and intended for each of the 
above listed uses.  

The purpose of this condominium plat is primarily to create individual ownership. It is anticipated that, 
once ownership is created, all parties can then secure funding and close on their respective portions of 
property. The development agreement will then be finalized, followed by final design plans which can 
then be further processed. It is anticipated that one of the units will eventually be further subdivided into 
25 individual residential condominiums. 

FINDINGS:  

1. By way of a subdivision amendment, a separate subdivision plat amendment is being processed for 
the purpose of consolidating all lots and parcels into a single subdivision and single lot. The 
subdivision amendment will also address all right-of-way dedication, vacation, easements and any 
other property line/right of way alignments.  

2. The condominium plat will designate all common, limited common and private ownership spaces.  
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3. It is anticipated that a subsequent plat will be created at a later date to further subdivide the residential 
condominiums.  

4. A major subdivision [including a condominium subdivision] is required for a proposed division of 
land when one (1) or more of the following conditions exist: 

a. The resultant subdivision will produce four (4) or more lots; or 
b. The subdivision is not otherwise eligible for approval as a Minor Subdivision.  

 
5. The Planning Commission shall approve the request if: 

a. The Preliminary Subdivision is consistent with and complies with the requirements of the 
specific zoning district in which the Preliminary Subdivision is located and the applicable 
requirements of this Code and other applicable Millcreek and State requirements. 

b. As applicable, the Preliminary Subdivision is consistent with the terms and conditions of any 
previously approved development plan or Development Agreements. 

c. Provides a layout of lots, streets, blocks, driveways, utilities, drainage, and other public 
facilities as required by all applicable standards of this Code and applicable regulations and 
standards. 

d. The project preserves, protects, integrates, or mitigates impacts to any identified sensitive 
lands or geologic hazards associated with the property. 

e. The Subdivision will not impair the ability of Millcreek or any public utility provider to 
provide facilities or services effectively. 

f. The engineering drawings and subdivision improvement plans comply with all applicable 
standards of this Title and other applicable Millcreek and State requirements. 

g. The Planning Commission may not approve a Preliminary Subdivision with a noncomplying 
structure or a structure occupied by a nonconforming use. 

 
6. There is no minimum lot size, width, or other prohibition for subdividing a parcel or lot, as a 

condominium plat, within the CCOZ_DA Zone.  
7. Separate easements have been or are currently being drafted with respect to access, maintenance, 

parking, etc.   
8. A preliminary minor subdivision application was recently processed, as a subdivision amendment, and 

approved by the Planning Director to the extent of 1) consolidating all parcels of property into a 
single lot, 2) adjusting subdivision boundaries 3) recording utility easements and 4) aligning property 
lines with right of way lines via property dedication.  

9. During the month of May of 2026, the Planning Commission made a recommendation, and the City 
Council approved, by way of ordinance, the vacation of a portion of the Chambers Avenue right of 
way, which will also be added to the property.   

10. Site plans, including civil, architectural, landscaping, lighting, etc., are still being developed and will 
eventually require administrative approval by the Planning Commission at a later date, in subsequent 
months.  

11. All existing structures will be removed as part of the development of this property. 
12. An Open House was recently held June 2, 2026, to discuss the proposal with surrounding property 

owners and other interested parties.  
 

CONCLUSIONS:  

1. The purpose of the condominium plat is to create individual ownership.  
2. The proposal complies with the requirements of the specific zoning district in which the Preliminary 

Subdivision is located and the applicable requirements of this Code and other applicable Millcreek and 
State requirements.   
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3. All easements are being handled by way of a separate subdivision plat or through other individual 
documents.  

4. No nonconformities will be created as a result of the condo plat. 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS:  

Based on the Findings and Conclusions listed above, the following is recommended: 

  

Staff Recommendation: That the Planning Commission take public comments during the public 

hearing and recommend approval of application file number SD-26-004, to subdivide property 

generally located at 3210 South Highland Drive, into condominiums, as presented, unless during 

the meeting facts are presented that contradict these findings or new facts are presented, either of 

which would warrant further investigation by Staff.  

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS 
 

• Aerial Map 
• Proposed Condominium Plat 
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ADJACENT PROPERTY

STREET CENTERLINE EXISTING

EASEMENT

SET 24" x 5/8"  REBAR WITH

PLASTIC CAP MARKED

"BENCHMARK ENG."

OR NAIL & WASHER

SECTION CORNER (FOUND)

NOT SET

MANY AREAS IN MILLCREEK HAVE GROUNDWATER PROBLEMS DUE TO A FLUCTUATING WATER
TABLE. APPROVAL OF THIS PLAT DOES NOT CONSTITUTE REPRESENTATION BY THE CITY THAT
BUILDING AT ANY SPECIFIED ELEVATION WILL SOLVE GROUNDWATER PROBLEMS, IF ANY.

OWNERS AND POTENTIAL PURCHASERS OF PROPERTY LEGALLY DESCRIBED BY THIS PLAT (THE
"PROPERTY") SHOULD FAMILIARIZE THEMSELVES WITH ALL NOTES, LOT INFORMATION,
EASEMENTS, AND OTHER PERTINENT INFORMATION CONTAINED ON THIS PLAT, IN ADDITION TO
ANY AGREEMENTS, CONDITIONS, COVENANTS AND RESTRICTIONS (CC&R'S) DOCUMENTS
CURRENTLY EXISTING AND AS MAY BE CHANGED OR AMENDED FROM TIME TO TIME. FAILURE TO
COMPLY AND ADHERE TO THESE ITEMS COULD RESULT IN FINANCIAL LOSS OR CHANGES IN
EXPECTED PROPERTY USE.

A GEOTECHNICAL REPORT HAS BEEN PREPARED BY                                                                     , AND
DATED                             . THIS INFORMATION IS ON FILE WITH MILLCREEK AND ALSO AT THE
OFFICE OF                                                                           .
FOUNDATION AND PAVEMENT DESIGN AND SITE PREPARATION TO BE REVIEWED BY QUALIFIED
A GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER.

THIS PLAT IS SUBJECT TO THOSE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF A  DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
MADE BETWEEN                                                                        AND/OR AS ASSIGNED AND MILLCREEK,
RECORDED ON                                  , AS ENTRY NUMBER                            , IN BOOK                        ,
PAGE                    , OF THE SALT LAKE COUNTY RECORDER'S OFFICE OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

THE SURVEYOR AND/OR ENGINEER LISTED, CERTIFIES THAT LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE
PROPERTY REFERENCED WITHIN A CERTAIN TITLE REPORT FILE#                           PREPARED BY
_                                                                           , MATCHES THE DESCRIPTION SHOWN ON THIS PLAT
AND FURTHER CERTIFIES THAT ALL KNOWN OR RECORDED EASEMENTS, CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS
OR ENCUMBRANCES, AS LISTED WITHIN THIS SAME TITLE REPORT, ARE SHOWN OR NOTED ON
THIS PLAT.

NOTES

THE SUBDIVISION PLAT WAS PREPARED AT THE REQUEST OF                          , IN BEHALF OF
_                          FOR THE PURPOSE OF THE SUBDIVIDING THE PARCEL OF LAND KNOWN BY
THE ASSESSOR AS PARCEL NUMBER _                  (SALT LAKE COUNTY ASSESSOR'S OFFICE)
INTO SEPARATE LOTS. EXISTING MONUMENTS SHOWN ON THIS PLAT WERE RECOVERED IN
THEIR RECORD LOCATIONS. THE BASIS OF BEARING FOR THIS SUBDIVISION PLAT IS S
89°23'21" E  BETWEEN WEST QUARTER CORNER OF SECTION 25, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH,
RANGE 1 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN AND EAST QUARTER CORNER OF SECTION
25, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 1 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN, AS SHOWN
HEREON.

NARRATIVE

MILLCREEK COMMON EAST CONDOMINIUMS
AMENDING LOT 2 OF MILLCREEK COMMON EAST

 A PART OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 28,
TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 1 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN, U.S. SURVEY

MILLCREEK CITY, SALT LAKE COUNTY, UTAH
JUNE 2026

EX. STREET MONUMENT

NOTES:

1) ALL AREA NOT OCCUPIED BY A STRUCTURE ARE HEREBY A
PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT SUBJECT TO SHARED PRIVATE
UTILITIES THAT SERVE MORE THAN ONE UNIT, INCLUDING WATER,
SEWER, STORM DRAIN AND SURFACE DRAINAGE.SAID AREAS ARE
ALSO EASEMENTS FOR SHARED SURFACE DRAINAGE FROM ALL
LOTS. THIS AREA WILL ALSO BE CONSIDERED A COMMON AREA.
EFFECTUATED BY THE RECORDING OF THIS PLAT.

2) UTILITIES TO BE MAINTAINED BY THE HOA.

3) ALL COMMON AREAS ARE CONVEYED TO THE HOA.

4) BENCHMARK:BRASS CAP MONUMENT, LOCATED AT THE WEST
QUARTER CORNER OF SECTION 28, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 1
EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN. ELEVATION = 4417.74'

BENCHMARK
WEST QUARTER CORNER OF SECTION 28,
TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH,RANGE 1 EAST,
SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN.
(FOUND BRASS CAP)
ELEV.=4417.74 (NAVD 88) DATUM

CENTER OF SECTION 28,
TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH,RANGE 1 EAST,
SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN.
(FOUND BRASS CAP)

BASIS OF BEARINGS
S 89°23'21" E 2634.58' (MEASURED) 2634.62' (RECORD)
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NOTES:

SEE SHEETS
2-7 FOR
MORE DETAIL

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE

BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION

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

MILLCREEK COMMON EAST CONDOMINIUMS
AMENDING LOT 2 OF MILLCREEK COMMON EAST

DO HEREBY DEDICATE FOR PERPETUAL USE OF THE PUBLIC, ALL PARCELS OF LAND
SHOWN ON THIS PLAT AS INTENDED FOR PUBLIC USE, AND WARRANT, DEFEND, AND SAVE
THE CITY HARMLESS AGAINST ANY EASEMENT OR OTHER ENCUMBRANCES ON THE
DEDICATED STREETS WHICH WILL INTERFERE WITH THE CITY’S USE, OPERATION, AND
MAINTENANCE OF THE STREETS AND DO FURTHER DEDICATE THE EASEMENT AS SHOWN
FOR HE USE BY ALL SUPPLIERS OF UTILITY OR NECESSARY SERVICES.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, WE HAVE HERETO SET ASIDE OUR HANDS THIS _________ DAY OF
___________. A.D. 20_____.

                                                 .
        CHERI JACKSON
             MAYOR

OWNERS DEDICATION

PART OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 25
TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 1 EAST, S.L. BASE & MERIDIAN

MILLCREEK, SALT LAKE COUNTY, UTAH

RECORDED # _______________________________________
STATE OF UTAH, COUNTY OF SALT LAKE, RECORDED AND FILED AT THE REQUEST OF

________________________________________________________________________________
DATE:_______  TIME:_________  BOOK:__________  PAGE:____________

_______________                              _____________________________________________
FEE$                                                            DEPUTY, SALT LAKE COUNTY RECORDER

SALT LAKE COUNTY RECORDER
______________________________________________________________
COMMUNICATION/CABLE CO. DATE

______________________________________________________________
POWER COMPANY DATE

______________________________________________________________
FUEL/ENERGY COMPANY DATE

______________________________________________________________
OTHER DATE

UTILITY APPROVAL

___________________________________                 ___________________
SIGNED DATE

SALT LAKE COUNTY ADDRESSING
APPROVAL

UNIFIED FIRE AUTHORITY

APPROVED THIS ______ DAY OF _________________  20____
BY THE UNIFIED FIRE AUTHORITY.

_____________________________________________________
UNIFIED FIRE AUTHORITY

APPROVED THIS ______ DAY OF _________________  20____
BY MILLCREEK ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT.

_____________________________________________________
MILLCREEK ENGINEER

MILLCREEK ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT

APPROVED THIS ______ DAY OF _________________  20____
BY MILLCREEK PLANNING COMMISSION.

_____________________________________________________
MILLCREEK PLANNING COMMISSION CHAIR

MILLCREEK PLANNING COMMISSION

APPROVED THIS ______ DAY OF _________________  20____
BY MILLCREEK PLANNING DEPARTMENT.

_____________________________________________________
MILLCREEK PLANNING AND ZONING DIRECTOR

MILLCREEK PLANNING AND ZONING
DEPARTMENT

APPROVED THIS ______ DAY OF _________________  20____
.

_____________________________________________________
MILLCREEK ATTORNEY

APPROVAL AS TO FORM

ENGINEER & SURVEYOR
BENCHMARK ENGINEERING &
LAND SURVEYING
9138 SOUTH STATE ST. SUITE #100
SANDY, UT
(801) 542-7192
SURVEY MANAGER: DALE K.
BENNETT

OWNER/DEVELOPER
THE CITY OF MILLCREEK
1330 E CHAMBERS AVE. MILLCREEK,
UT 84106
801-214-2750
CONTACT: BRAD SANDERS, AICP

CONTACTS

PRESENTED TO THE MAYOR AND MILLCREEK COUNCIL
THIS ________ DAY OF _______________ A.D., 20____ AT WHICH
TIME THIS SUBDIVISION WAS APPROVED AND ACCEPTED.

________________________________               _______________________
MAYOR ATTEST: CITY RECORDER

MILLCREEK MAYOR

MOUNT OLYMPUS IMPROVEMENT
DISTRICT

APPROVED THIS ______ DAY OF _________________  20____
BY SEWER DEPARTMENT (SPECIFY SPECIFIC SEWER AGENCY)

_____________________________________________________
(SPECIFY) SEWER DEPARTMENT

SEAL

SHEET

SHEETS

1
7
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APPROVED THIS ______ DAY OF _________________ A.D., 20____
BY THE SALT LAKE COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT.

_____________________________________________________
DIRECTOR, HEALTH DEPARTMENT

SALT LAKE COUNTY
HEALTH DEPARTMENT

NOTE:
SALT LAKE COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT REQUIRES WILL SERVE
LETTERS FROM BOTH SEWER AND WATER AGENCIES.

MILLCREEK COMMON EAST CONDOMINIUMS
AMENDING LOT 2 OF MILLCREEK COMMON EAST

LOT 2, MILLCREEK COMMON EAST SUBDIVISION ON FILE WITH THE OFFICE OF THE SALT LAKE COUNTY
RECORDER.

CONTAINS 52,548 SQ. FT. IN AREA OR 1.206 ACRES MORE OR LESS

I, DALE K. BENNETT, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I AM A PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR, AND I HOLD
CERTIFICATE NO. 103381 AS PRESCRIBED BY THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF UTAH, AND THAT THIS PLAT IS
BASED ON A SURVEY (SUBDIVISION) OF LAND FILED (RECORDED) ON 2024, AS NO. S2024-06-0344 WITHIN
THE OFFICE OF THE SALT LAKE COUNTY SURVEYOR (RECORDER) AS SHOWN ON THIS CONDOMINIUM PLAT
OF IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION 57-8-13 OF THE UTAH CONDOMINIUM OWNERSHIP
ACT.
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CITY ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

ON ____________________, 2026, PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME, A NOTARY PUBLIC,
_________________ AND __________ THE MAYOR AND RECORDER, RESPECTFULLY OF  MILLCREEK,
PERSONALLY KNOWN OR PROVED TO ME TO BE THE PERSON WHOSE NAME IS SUBSCRIBED TO THE
ABOVE INSTRUMENT, WHO ACKNOWLEDGED TO ME THAT HE EXECUTED THE ABOVE INSTRUMENT ON
BEHALF OF MILLCREEK.

________________________________________
NOTARY PUBLIC
RESIDING IN: _____________________________

STATE OF UTAH
County of Salt Lake } S.S.
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9138 SOUTH STATE STREET SUITE # 100 
 SANDY, UTAH 84070  (801) 542-7192

www.benchmarkcivil.com 
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UNIT P0
UNIT P1
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UNIT R1-03

UTILITY

TRASH

PART OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 28
TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 1 EAST, S.L. BASE & MERIDIAN

MILLCREEK, SALT LAKE COUNTY, UTAH

MILLCREEK COMMON EAST CONDOMINIUMS
AMENDING LOT 2 OF MILLCREEK COMMON EAST

MILLCREEK COMMON EAST CONDOMINIUMS
AMENDING LOT 2 OF MILLCREEK COMMON EAST

 A PART OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 28,
TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 1 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN, U.S. SURVEY

MILLCREEK CITY, SALT LAKE COUNTY, UTAH
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ZM-26-011 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT  
(~continued from 5/20/26~) 

  
Meeting Date: 6/17/2026 

Applicant: Millcreek City Staff 

Re: Development Agreement/Rezone 

Property Address: 3962 S Wasatch Blvd 

Prepared By: Brad Sanderson, AICP, Planning Manager 
 

REQUEST: 
 

Lee Dial, on behalf of Cowboy Partners, has filed a Rezone land use application seeking approval to modify 

the Olympus Hills West Village Center Special District (OHW-VCSD) Zone by adding a 

Development Agreement to a parcel already within the zone, located at 3962 South Wasatch Blvd 

(immediately north of the Porche Dealership).  

The Development Agreement pertains to a mixed-use development proposal which includes design criteria 

standards; specifying uses (office, residential, and retail) along with conceptual designs for site plan layout, 

building mass, scale, height and materials, landscaping, lighting, signage, and frontage improvements along 

Wasatch Blvd, etc. (see supporting documents, attached) 

FINDINGS: 

 

1. The Olympus Hills West Village Center Special District (OHW-VCSD) Zone was created in 2003 

along with a Master Development Agreement, at the time when the Porche Dealership was proposed.  

2. The Master Development Agreement required the owner/developer to produce design concepts 

showing general uses, building forms, streetscapes, open spaces, etc. for the multiuse portion of the 

project. 

 

 

 

Scope of Decision: Discretionary. This is a legislative matter, to be decided by the Millcreek City 

Council upon receiving a recommendation from the Millcreek Planning Commission. 

Your recommendation can be broad in scope, but should consider prior adopted 

policies, especially the Millcreek General Plan. 
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3. The Master Development Agreement contemplated an extensive public outreach period and process 

together public input and a later additional development agreement that would need to be approved 

for each individual phase of property development, located within the (OHW-VCSD) Zone. 

4. Near the end of 2024 and into early 2025, Cowboy Partners held multiple open houses, and public 

meetings to gather public input.  

5. The site plan layout has since been updated and modified to include a second vehicular access near 

the northeast corner of the property. Building materials have been updated. There is an overall 

decrease in building square footage - including residential units.  

6. By comparison, the original concept plans contemplated 7,000 square feet of Commercial space 

(4,000sqft of restaurant and 3,000sqft of a retail), 11,000 sqft of Office, 10,000sqft of Open Space, 74 

Residential units.  

7. The ratio of uses and parking is relatively similar between the previous and current proposals.  

8. The proposed concepts maintain the same open space and building heights as previously 

contemplated.   

9. Staff is suggesting the following item or ‘terms and exhibits’ be considered and recommended to the City 
Council as part of a Development Agreement:  

1. Uses shall include the following: 
a. Restaurant    - Minimum 4,000 sqft. sit-down restaurant(s), 
b. Office    - Between 5,000-8,000sqft of Professional Office Space, 
c. Open Space  - Minimum 10,000sqft of contiguous landscaped usable area,  
d. Residential    - Between 65 to 70 residential units, 
e. Parking    - Minimum of 220 Parking Spaces.   

 
2. Exhibit A - Site Plan Layout  
3. Exhibit B - Building Mass, Orientation, Elevations including materials and colors  
4. Exhibit C - Landscape Plan  
5. Exhibit D - Lighting Plan  
6. Exhibit E - Signage Plan  
7. Exhibit F - Amenities Plan 
8. Exhibit G - Frontage Improvements  

 
10. The intensity of the development has been decreased, thus reducing anticipated traffic impacts 

generated from this development. 

11. The city is in process of making improvements to Wasatch Blvd. some of these improvements will 

begin Summer 2026, however, due to timing, only temporary improvements are anticipated along the 

frontage of this project. The developer will be expected to remove such temporary improvements and 

replace them with permanent frontage improvements as part of their project. 

12. A Neighborhood meeting was held April 27th on the adjacent property, with less than ten attendees.  

13. An Open House was held on May 5th to discuss the proposed updated concept plans. There were 

more individuals in attendance. Concerns generally include viewshed obstructions, light, sound 

reflection, building reflection, privacy, frontage improvements, and traffic impacts. (see comments) 
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CONCLUSIONS: 

Based on the findings stated above, the following conclusions can be made: 

1. Concept design and public outreach/input took place over a period of several months, resulting in the 

establishment of the OHW-VCSD Zone, mixture of uses, site plan layout, and building height & 

massing, as well as the Master Development Agreement.   

2. The developer is required to process a secondary development agreement for this specific phase of the 
development for the purpose of including more detailed concept plans.  

3. While the intensity of the proposed development has decreased, the overall proposed concepts seem to 
meet the general intent of the Master Development Agreement in terms of uses, layout, open space, and 
building(s) – setbacks, height, massing, and scale.  

4. General impact on public infrastructure and services is anticipated to remain the same and even decrease 
from the development that was originally anticipated for this site, when considered a year ago.  

5. If approved the owner/developer will still need to obtain site plan approval involving addition public 
hearings and meetings. 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

 

Based on the Findings and Conclusions listed above, the following is recommended:  

 

Staff Recommendation: That the Planning Commission take public comments, consider the 

proposed exhibits and recommend approval of application file number ZM-26-011 by adding a 

Development Agreement (including exhibits and terms) to the already existing Olympus Hills West 

Village Center Special District (OHW-VCSD) Zone specifically pertaining to property located at 

approximately 3962 S Wasatch Blvd, as presented, unless during the meeting facts are presented that 

contradict these findings or new facts are presented, either of which would warrant further 

investigation by Staff.  

 

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS: 

• Location Map 

• Original Concept Plans 

• Proposed Concept Plans 

• Written Public Comments 
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ELEVATIONS

SOUTH BLDG. - NORTH ELEVATION

MATERIAL CALCULATION:

BRICK: 47% APROX.
F.C. SIDING: 10%  APROX.
HARDIE BOARD: 43% APROX.

OPENING  CALCULATION:

WINDOWS: 33% APROX.
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LIGHTING FIXTURE SCHEDULE

Mark Description Manufacturer Model Wattage Lamp Count

EF2 6" Square wall downlight Bruck EXT-6QD-SW-30LM-30K-90-35D 27 W LED 49

EF3 4" recessed can Alphabet NU4-RA-SW-15LM-30K-90CRI-35D-NA-DL-UNV-LUT 13 W LED 98

1. GRID VALUES SHOWN ARE FOOT-
CANDLES AT GROUND LEVEL.

2. CONTRIBUTION OF LIGHT FROM EXISTING 
PARKING LOT POLE LIGHTS AND STREET 
LIGHTS IS NOT INCLUDED IN ANALYSIS.

N

1" = 20'-0"
1

PHOTOMETRIC LIGHTING PLAN

18.68.030 Outdoor Lighting Design 

A.     Location. Outdoor lighting shall be designed at the minimum necessary to provide for the 
safety and functionality of the property. Outdoor lighting shall be limited to areas with a functional 

purpose (including but not limited to doors, pathways, driveways, parking areas, 

outdoor gathering areas). The following outdoor lighting is permitted: 

1. Entrances to buildings (including garages)  
2. Pathways and walkways 

3. Outdoor gathering areas 

4. Architectural and landscape lighting provided the following are met:  
a.    The light fixture is mounted on and directed onto the front of a commercial building so that the 

light falls on the building, not on the 

ground abutting the building or into the night sky.  
b.    The light fixture is sufficiently shielded so that the light source does not trespass beyond the 

property lines.  

c.    The light fixture uses a low lumen count (less than 2,000 degrees Kelvin).  
5. Lighting for security purposes shall satisfy the following: 

a.    Lighting is activated by motion sensor and does not stay on for longer than five (5) minutes.

b.    Lighting is placed and directed so that no direct illumination surpasses property lines and 

satisfies the standards outlined in MKZ 
18.68.030 (D). 

6. Outdoor water features may be illuminated shall satisfy the following:  

a.    The light fixtures are angled at or below the horizontal plane. 
b.    The light fixture is placed underneath or behind the water so that the water diffuses the light 

from all points where the light is visible. 

c.    The light source is 1,000 lumens or less. 
B.     Light Color Temperature. All outdoor lighting shall be a warm light temperature color. All light 

sources for outdoor lighting temperature shall be equal to or less than 3,000 degrees Kelvin.  

C.      Fully Shielded Fixture Requirements. Unless otherwise stated in this section, all outdoor 
lighting shall include fully shielded fixtures and shall be installed so light is directed downward 

with no light emitting above the horizontal plane extending from the bottom of the light fixture. The 

following characteristics shall qualify as “fully shielded”: 

1. The top and sides of the fixture shall be made of completely opaque material, so light escapes 
only from the bottom of the fixture.  

2. For fixtures mounted on or attached to a building or structure other than a parking lot light pole 

or a sign, the bottom of the light source shall be at least two inches higher than the bottom of the 
fixture housing.  

3. Structures such as eaves, overhangs, canopies, or patio convers are not considered when 

determining whether a fixture is fully shielded.  
4. If mounted on or attached to a building or structure to a building other than a parking lot light 

pole, the light source of the fixture shall not be visible from any point not on the property where 

the fixture is located. 

D.     Light Trespass Standards. The following standards apply to all outdoor lighting fixtures with 
the intent to limit light trespass from one property to another:  

1. All outdoor light fixtures shall be located, aimed, and shielded so that any direct illumination 

from the light fixture is confined to the property in which the fixture is installed. Permissible light 
shielding configurations are illustrated in Figure 18.68.1. 

2. Any light fixture with an output of 10,000 lumens that is located within 50 feet of a residential 

property line (including but not limited to multiple-household development) or public right-of-way 
shall utilize either an internal or external shield, in which the light fixture is oriented to prevent 

direct illumination over the adjacent property or right-of-way and the shield shall be painted in a 

way that minimizes reflections. 
E.     Exemptions. An outdoor light fixture with a total light output of less than 1,000 lumens is 

exempt from the shielding requirements, provided the following are satisfied:  

1. The fixture has a top that is entirely opaque to ensure that no light is directed upwards.  

2. The fixture’s sides completely cover the light that is made of semi-opaque to opaque material 
and may have incidental decorative perforations that emit small amount of light. Completely 

transparent materials, such as glass, are not allowed.  

3. The light source shall not be visible from any point outside of the property in which the fixture is 
located.    

REVISIONS

MARK DATE  DESCRIPTION

TOTAL LUMENS OF EXTERIOR FIXTURES
49 @ 2700 LUMENS (EF2) = 132,300 LUMENS
98 @ 1080 LUMENS (EF3) = 105,840 LUMENS
238,140 LUMENS TOTAL
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1

2ND LVL EXTERIOR LIGHTING
1" = 20'-0"

2
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LIGHTING FIXTURE SCHEDULE

Mark Description Manufacturer Model Wattage Lamp Count

EF2 6" Square wall downlight Bruck EXT-6QD-SW-30LM-30K-90-35D 27 W LED 49

EF3 4" recessed can Alphabet NU4-RA-SW-15LM-30K-90CRI-35D-NA-DL-UNV-LUT 13 W LED 98
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Amenities anticipated for the development include the following: 

• Clubhouse room 
• Fitness center 
• Cow-work space 
• Dog spa 
• Pet Relief area 
• Roof top amenity deck on both buildings including BBQ’s possibly a fire pit, seating 

areas, yoga areas 
• Courtyard with tables and benches as well as space to lounge and relax  
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Minutes of the  
Millcreek Planning Commission 

May 20, 2026 
5:00 p.m. 

Regular Meeting 
 

The Planning Commission of Millcreek, Utah, met in a regular public meeting on Wednesday, 
May 20, 2026, at City Hall, located at 1330 E. Chambers Avenue, Millcreek, Utah 84106. The 
meeting was conducted electronically and live streamed via the City’s website with an option for 
online public comment.  
 
PRESENT:          
   
Commissioners     City Staff  
Shawn LaMar, Chair     Elyse Sullivan, City Recorder 
Christian Larsen, Vice Chair    Francis Lilly, Planning & Zoning Director 
Steven Anderson (left at 7:05pm) Brad Sanderson, Current Planning Manager  
Jenny Burgess      Jake Green, Dev. Review Specialist  
Nils Per Lofgren (absent)    Carlos Estudillo, Planner  
Jacob Richardson Sean Muray, Planner 
Victoria Reid  Zack Wendel, Planner 
Diane Soule   
Ian Wright  
  
Attendees: Dale Reeves, Mike Gleason, Allen Parkinson, Marg Johns, Jane Woolley, Margaret 
Littlefield, Steven Ott, Barbara Stevenson, Sandra Walker, Wayne Simpson, Steve & Vicky 
DiGregorio, Rick Hansen, Todd Larsen, Barbara Berry, Jeff Fillmore, Tom Swegle, Peter 
Gamvroulas, Brent Harman, Tyler Affleck, Katherine Pretlow, Jo-Ann Wong, Matt Knight, 
Brady & Candace Hartzog, Bob & Deb Tueller, Joe & Jen Romero, Inge-Lise Goss, Chris Brain, 
Andy Johnson, Caye Wycoff, Joe Johnson, Jamie Allyn, Lee Dial 
 
 
REGULAR MEETING – 5:00 p.m. 
TIME COMMENCED – 5:02 p.m. 
 
Chair LaMar called the meeting to order and briefly explained the duties of the planning 
commission.  
 
1.  Public Hearing 

1.1 Consideration of ZM-26-007, Rezone Request from Residential Mixed (RM) Zone to 
Commercial (C) Zone Location: 765 E 4500 S Applicant: Allen Parkinson Planner: Sean 
Murray 
Sean Murray presented application ZM-26-007, a request to rezone approximately 0.43 acres 
located at 765 East 4500 South from Residential Mixed (RM) to Commercial (C). He 
explained that the property, currently occupied by an older home converted into office space 
for Think Tank Creative, is surrounded by an office building to the east, 4500 South to the 
south, and residential uses to the north and west. Due to the company’s continued growth and 



Millcreek Planning Commission Meeting Minutes                     20 May 2026   Page 2 of 22 
 
 

need for a larger, more modern office environment, the applicant is seeking commercial 
zoning, as the current RM zoning no longer permits the construction of new office buildings. 
The proposal includes a new two-story, approximately 6,800-square-foot office building with 
a basement that could be used for storage or future office space, with parking calculations 
based on the basement’s potential office use. 
 
Murray reviewed the proposed site plan and conceptual building rendering, noting that 
additional design details would be evaluated during a future site plan review if the rezone is 
approved. He explained that the proposal is consistent with the city’s General Plan and Future 
Land Use Map designation of Mixed Use 1, which supports office, retail, and medium-density 
residential uses. He further stated that the request aligns with city goals of supporting local 
business retention and expansion within Millcreek. He outlined the approval process, noting 
that any new development would be required to meet commercial zoning standards related to 
landscaping, access, design, and other development requirements, followed by detailed review 
by city departments before building permits could be issued. 
 
Murray reported that a required neighborhood meeting was held, although no residents 
attended. He also noted that only a few individuals asked general questions about the project 
during the Planning Open House on May 5, and staff had received no public comments, 
questions, or concerns regarding the application. Additionally, the Millcreek Community 
Council voted 5-0 on May 5 to recommend approval of the rezone request. Based on the 
application’s consistency with the General Plan and the findings outlined in the staff report, 
staff recommended that the Planning Commission forward a positive recommendation for 
approval of the rezone to the City Council. 
 
Allen Parkinson, applicant, declined to comment.  
 
Chair LaMar opened the public hearing. 
 
There were no comments.  
 
Chair LaMar closed the public hearing. 
 

Commissioner Soule confirmed no comments had been received by the public.  
 

Commissioner Reid moved that the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council 
rezoning the property based on the findings and conclusions found in the staff report. 
Commissioner Larsen seconded. Chair LaMar called for the vote. Chair LaMar voted yes, 
Commissioner Anderson voted yes, Commissioner Burgess voted yes, Commissioner 
Larsen voted yes, Commissioner Reid voted yes, Commissioner Richardson voted yes, 
Commissioner Soule voted yes, and Commissioner Wright voted yes. The motion passed 
unanimously.  

 
1.2  Consideration of ZM-26-011, Request for a Development Agreement Through an 
Olympus Hills West Village Center Special District (OHW-VCSD) Zone Rezone 
Application Location: 3962 S Wasatch Boulevard Applicant: Lee Dial of Cowboy 
Partners Planner: Brad Sanderson 
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Brad Sanderson presented a development agreement proposal for property located within the 
Olympus Hills West Village Center Special District (OHW-VCSD) Zone, situated 
immediately north of the recently completed Porsche dealership along Wasatch Boulevard 
between Interstate 215 and Wasatch Boulevard. He explained that the zoning for the broader 
area was approved approximately two years ago and included a master development 
agreement that envisioned a future mixed-use development on the subject property. As part of 
the original zoning process, the applicant conducted extensive public outreach and community 
engagement, including meetings, public input sessions, and site visits to comparable 
developments, to help shape the overall vision for the area. 
 
Sanderson reviewed the conceptual plans that were included in the master development 
agreement, noting that the proposed development area is intended to accommodate a mix of 
uses, including restaurant, retail, office, residential, and open space components. He explained 
that the plans presented during the earlier approval process were conceptual in nature and 
were intended to illustrate the scale, massing, building orientation, and arrangement of uses 
throughout the site. He further noted that significant public discussion during the outreach 
process focused on building height and visual impacts, particularly from the east side of 
Wasatch Boulevard. As a result, height limitations were established based on a designated 
reference point on the site, ensuring that future development would remain below an agreed-
upon elevation despite the property’s significant topographic changes. 
 
Sanderson also reviewed additional conceptual diagrams showing the distribution of retail, 
office, residential, and open space areas, along with preliminary information regarding 
building square footage, residential units, and parking. He clarified that the current application 
represents a more detailed phase of the planning process through a subordinate development 
agreement that further refines the concepts previously approved in the master development 
agreement. He emphasized that the proposal remains conceptual and that more detailed design 
review and public hearings will occur during future site plan and development approval 
processes. 
 
Lee Dial of Cowboy Partners presented the proposed Liberty Cove mixed-use development, 
noting that the project has been shaped through approximately a year of community 
engagement and feedback. He expressed appreciation to the community councils and city staff 
for their participation and assistance throughout the process. Dial explained that Cowboy 
Partners purchased the property with the existing zoning in place and has worked extensively 
with residents and community organizations to refine the project concept. The development is 
intended to include office space, retail and restaurant opportunities, residential units, and 
public open space. He noted that Cowboy Partners plans to relocate its own offices to the 
project, emphasizing the company’s commitment to creating a high-quality, long-term asset 
that complements the surrounding neighborhood. Based on community feedback, the project 
has been reduced in overall scale, including decreases in residential units, office space, and 
commercial square footage compared to earlier concepts. 
 
Dial described the revised site plan, which consists of two primary buildings separated by a 
central view corridor designed to preserve views toward the valley. He explained that two 
levels of structured parking would be constructed below grade, utilizing the site's natural 
elevation changes to minimize the visual impact of parking from Wasatch Boulevard. The 
design also incorporates a rooftop amenity deck, landscaped public courtyard, and open-space 
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areas intended for both residents and the public. He stated that these features were developed 
in response to concerns raised during public outreach regarding building massing, view 
preservation, privacy, lighting, and neighborhood compatibility. Additional design measures 
include setbacks for rooftop amenities, landscape screening, and consideration of building 
materials and glazing to reduce visual impacts on neighboring properties. 
 
Dial reviewed conceptual renderings and architectural themes for the project, explaining that 
the development is envisioned as a mountain-modern design utilizing high-quality materials 
such as stone, brick, metal, and wood-look fiber cement siding. He highlighted plans for 
approximately 10,000 square feet of publicly accessible open space, including a landscaped 
courtyard intended to serve as a gathering place for residents and visitors. He also presented 
studies demonstrating the project's relationship to nearby properties, including the Macey’s 
shopping center, Interstate 215, and adjacent residential neighborhoods. According to the 
analysis, the proposed building heights would remain below established elevation benchmarks 
and would preserve significant view corridors while minimizing impacts on surrounding 
homes. 
 
Dial further outlined the proposed mix of uses within the development, including office space, 
apartment homes, residential amenities, and ground-floor commercial space. He stated that the 
project team would actively seek a restaurant tenant for the commercial area but requested 
flexibility to accommodate other retail or commercial uses if market conditions or parking 
requirements make restaurant use impractical. He emphasized that maintaining flexibility 
would help ensure the long-term success and occupancy of the development while avoiding 
vacant commercial space. He concluded by reviewing the preliminary landscape plan, 
building materials palette, and design objectives, reiterating Cowboy Partners’ commitment to 
creating a high-quality development that serves as a positive addition to the community while 
responding to concerns raised throughout the public engagement process. 
 
Brad Sanderson concluded the staff presentation by summarizing key considerations and 
recommendations regarding the proposed Liberty Cove development. He explained that staff 
had compared the current proposal with earlier concepts and noted that the amount of 
commercial and retail space had been reduced from approximately 7,000 square feet to about 
3,000 square feet. While acknowledging the applicant’s request for flexibility in future 
commercial uses, staff expressed a preference that the remaining retail space be developed as 
a sit-down restaurant or similar dining establishment rather than smaller, less impactful 
commercial uses. Sanderson noted that this recommendation was included for the Planning 
Commission’s consideration and that the commission could determine what recommendation 
to forward to the City Council. 
 
Sanderson also reviewed preliminary concepts related to signage and lighting. He explained 
that staff had few concerns regarding most of the proposed signage locations but requested 
additional review of proposed illuminated signage located near the top of the building facing 
Interstate 215. Staff felt that further details would be necessary to evaluate the appearance and 
potential impacts of the signage before final approval. Regarding lighting, he noted that the 
applicant had proposed primarily downward-directed wall-mounted fixtures rather than 
traditional street lighting. Staff did not anticipate significant concerns with the lighting plan, 
as most illuminations would be attached to the buildings and designed to minimize light spill 
beyond the site. 
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Sanderson highlighted staff report findings related to the project’s development agreement, 
including proposed open space, office square footage, residential units, and commercial 
components. Sanderson noted that comments received during a recent open house included 
concerns regarding traffic, noise, lighting, signage, and view preservation. He explained that a 
traffic study had been completed for the larger development area in 2023 and indicated that 
staff could provide additional information if questions arose. He concluded by encouraging 
the Planning Commission to carefully consider the proposed development agreement exhibits, 
provide input on the project details, and receive any additional public comment before 
forwarding a recommendation to the City Council. 
 
Chair LaMar wondered if the project would come back as a conditional use permit. Sanderson 
said it would, but it would be administrative in nature with less discretion so any concerns 
should be addressed with the development agreement. Chair LaMar asked about the 
preference for a sit-down restaurant. Sanderson noted a restaurant was originally proposed and 
it was a viable location for one.  
 
Commissioner Burgess wondered about the traffic changing since the Porsche dealership 
opened in March. Sanderson said the 2023 traffic study did contemplate this project as a 
higher intensity. Jake Green acknowledged existing conditions and everything that was 
scheduled for 2025. There was a 2030 projection where a traffic light might be warranted. 
 
Commissioner Soule asked about two access roads to the property. Sanderson said the main 
entrance was shared with the Porsche dealership, but splitting the entrance would actually 
help diversify access.  
 
Commissioner Burgess acknowledged the high school students that walk up to the Olympus 
Hills Shopping Center. Green said UDOT was going to work on a warrant study for the traffic 
light but noted one may not be installed if it does not fit the location even if it is warranted. 
Sanderson brought up the multi-use path being installed on the west side of Wasatch 
Boulevard for pedestrian and bicycle use. 

 
Commissioner Larsen asked about the glass reducing reflection. Sanderson explained that 
concerns regarding glass on the building were primarily related to the possibility of reflecting 
freeway noise back toward nearby residential neighborhoods rather than noise generated from 
within the development itself. He noted that existing sound walls along the freeway are 
designed to help redirect and disperse traffic noise, and that larger, continuous building 
masses could potentially have a similar reflective effect. However, he observed that the 
proposed design consists of two separate buildings rather than one continuous structure, which 
would help break up any potential sound reflection and reduce concerns associated with a 
larger uninterrupted wall along the freeway corridor. 
 
Sanderson stated that, based on the proposed building configuration and its relationship to 
existing development, including the nearby Porsche dealership, he did not have significant 
concerns about adverse noise impacts. He noted that the separation between the two buildings 
and the presence of existing sound walls would likely lessen any reflective effects. While 
acknowledging that the precise impact on surrounding neighborhoods could not be determined 
with certainty at this stage, he indicated that the current design appeared preferable to a single 
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continuous building extending the length of the site. He also reminded the Commission that 
portions of the lower levels of the proposed structures would be screened by existing sound 
walls, further reducing their visual and potential acoustic impact. 
 
Commissioner Larsen brought up flexibility with specific trees along Wasatch Blvd. 
Sanderson said continuity with the Porsche dealership was preferred.  
 
Commissioner Reid asked if a fake stone façade would be allowed instead of brick and asked 
if illuminated signs could be eliminated. Sanderson said materials and signs should be 
discussed if there was concern.  
 
Chair LaMar opened the public hearing. 
 
Dale Reeves, 2890 E, expressed concern about pedestrian safety and recommended a 
pedestrian bridge over Wasatch Boulevard. 
 
Chris Brain, a Holladay resident whose property was shown during the presentation as one of 
the neighboring homes west of Interstate 215, expressed concerns regarding the visual impacts 
of the proposed development. He stated that his primary concern was the extent to which the 
new buildings would affect views from his backyard and how much of the structure would be 
visible from his property. He specifically questioned the proposed building height, seeking 
clarification on whether the stated height of approximately 42 feet included rooftop features 
such as parapets and elevator overruns. He also asked whether those architectural elements 
would extend above the maximum building height permitted under the zoning regulations and 
requested clarification regarding the applicable height limitations. Brain additionally raised 
concerns about existing traffic conditions in the area, describing congestion along Wasatch 
Boulevard and nearby intersections during peak travel periods. He noted that traffic is already 
heavily impacted by vehicles exiting Interstate 215, nearby commercial developments, 
financial institutions, and the shopping center, with many drivers attempting to travel 
northbound. He expressed concern that the proposed development and additional access 
points could further increase traffic congestion and complicate circulation in an area that 
already experiences significant traffic challenges. 
 
Vicky DeGregorio, Holladay resident of Aura Circle whose property is located west of the 
proposed development, thanked city staff and the applicant for their efforts to address 
neighborhood concerns throughout the planning process. She expressed several ongoing 
concerns related to the project’s potential impacts on nearby residents. DeGregorio stated that 
she was particularly concerned about the placement and illumination of proposed signage, 
noting that signs on the west and south sides of the buildings appeared to be located near the 
highest points of the structures. She requested that lighting and signage be designed to 
minimize intrusion into surrounding neighborhoods, citing existing concerns with the 
illuminated signage and lighting at the nearby Porsche dealership, which she said remains 
visible throughout the night and affects residents’ ability to enjoy their homes and the night 
sky. DeGregorio also raised concerns regarding the proposed exterior color palette, noting that 
lighter-colored materials on the west-facing façades could create greater visual contrast when 
viewed against the mountains. She suggested incorporating more earth-tone and brown-
colored materials on the west elevations to better blend with the natural surroundings and 
reduce visual impacts on neighboring properties. Additionally, she addressed concerns about 
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noise, stating that residents have already observed increased traffic noise and sound reflection 
associated with nearby development. She requested that the city and UDOT consider 
conducting a sound study to evaluate whether modifications to existing freeway sound walls 
or other mitigation measures could help address potential increases in reflected noise resulting 
from the proposed buildings. DeGregorio expressed concern regarding the increased height 
proposed for the south building compared to the north building. She stated that the additional 
height could further affect mountain views, increase opportunities for sound reflection, and 
contribute to greater light intrusion into nearby homes and yards. She encouraged the city and 
applicant to consider ways to mitigate these impacts and balance project objectives with the 
preservation of views, neighborhood character, and residents’ enjoyment of their properties. 
She concluded by reiterating concerns regarding noise, lighting, and view obstruction and 
requested that those impacts be minimized as the project moves forward.  
 
Todd Larsen, Holladay resident, expressed concerns regarding the visual and traffic impacts 
of the proposed development. He stated that residents in the neighborhood already experience 
significant light impacts from the illuminated signage at the nearby Porsche dealership, which 
he described as highly visible during nighttime hours. Larsen indicated that the existing 
signage has changed the nighttime character of the area and expressed concern that additional 
elevated signage on the proposed development could further increase light intrusion into 
surrounding residential neighborhoods. He encouraged the city to carefully review lighting 
and signage standards and to consider measures that would minimize impacts on nearby 
homes. Larsen also voiced concerns about the potential loss of views that many residents have 
enjoyed since purchasing their homes decades ago. He noted that preserving neighborhood 
views remains an important issue for surrounding property owners. In addition, he raised 
concerns regarding traffic conditions in the area, stating that existing congestion is already 
significant and that the addition of residential units and commercial uses could further strain 
local roadways and access points. He thanked the Planning Commission and staff for their 
time and consideration and encouraged continued attention to neighborhood concerns as the 
project moves through the review process. 

 
Bob Tueller, Holladay resident, said he sees neon red lights out his window. He was not 
excited about increased signage or sound and expressed concern about traffic.  
 
Sanderson said he put other emailed public comments and community council 
recommendations in the staff report. 
 
Chair LaMar closed the public hearing. 
 

In response to questions regarding building materials, Lee Dial explained that the project team 
is currently leaning toward the use of brick as the primary exterior material, particularly brick 
products that incorporate color variation and texture intended to resemble natural stone. He 
noted that the development is designed to achieve a mountain-modern architectural character 
and emphasized that the building would not utilize stucco, instead relying on higher-quality 
materials such as brick, stone accents, and fiber cement siding. Dial stated that while natural 
stone had been considered, cost and moisture-related concerns may limit its use, and any stone 
elements would likely be manufactured stone products used selectively as architectural 
accents. 
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When asked whether the development agreement could specify brick as the required exterior 
material, Dial expressed a preference for maintaining flexibility in the final material selection. 
He indicated that while brick would likely be the dominant material, the ability to incorporate 
stone accents in selected areas could enhance the overall design and architectural character of 
the project. He therefore requested flexibility to use a combination of complementary 
materials while remaining consistent with the proposed mountain-modern aesthetic. 

Commissioner Reid asked Dial about the need for illuminated signs on the west side. Dial 
explained that the development team has not yet finalized branding, including a logo, and that 
specific tenants for the retail and restaurant spaces are also not yet identified. He noted that 
future tenants will require visible and likely illuminated signage for wayfinding and business 
identification, particularly given seasonal conditions and early evening darkness during winter 
months. Dial stated that, given the site’s frontage along Interstate 215, some level of signage 
visibility and illumination would be necessary to ensure tenant success and effective customer 
access. He clarified that illustrative diagrams showing potential signage locations were not 
intended to depict continuous or excessive signage, but rather to represent the range of 
potential uses, depending on future tenants. He emphasized that the intent is to minimize 
visual impact while still allowing necessary business identification and branding, including a 
possible illuminated project logo for wayfinding purposes. 

Dial also addressed questions regarding the rooftop amenity deck, noting that the exact 
setback distance from the western edge had not yet been precisely calculated but would be 
located east of the elevator lobby and set significantly back toward the interior of the building. 
He stated that, based on preliminary design elevations and site geometry, the rooftop deck 
would be positioned far enough from the western edge that it would not be readily visible or 
intrusive to neighboring properties and there would be planter boxes along west edge. City 
staff requested that the applicant provide more specific dimensional information regarding the 
rooftop deck setback for clarity in the record.  

The commission briefly discussed the finish, building height for utilities, and placement of 
signage.   

Chair LaMar expressed concerns about the proposed signage, noting that significant details 
remain unknown. He referred to the development agreement as an important tool for 
providing guidance to the developer and ensuring that any recommendation forwarded to the 
City Council clearly outlines expectations. Chair LaMar suggested that the development 
agreement include provisions requiring future review and approval of signage by the Planning 
Commission, whether through the conditional use permit process, site plan review, or another 
applicable review process. He emphasized the need for signage that supports the success of 
future businesses while also addressing concerns related to light pollution, spillover effects, 
and other potential impacts on surrounding properties. Given the unique nature of the location, 
he indicated that additional scrutiny beyond standard sign regulations may be warranted. 
 
Chair LaMar also noted comments raised during the discussion regarding the incorporation of 
brown tones on the west side of the building. While he did not support prescribing specific 
percentages or exact color requirements, he suggested that the development agreement could 
include language encouraging adherence to the design recommendations discussed by the 
commission as the project advances. Additionally, he referenced the suggestion of conducting 
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a sound study and asked staff to clarify whether such a study could be required as part of the 
review process upfront or whether sound mitigation measures would only be addressed if 
issues arise after development occurs. 
 
Sanderson explained that because the proposal is currently being considered as a legislative 
matter through the rezone process, the Planning Commission and City Council have broad 
discretion regarding recommendations and conditions associated with the project. He noted 
that once decisions are finalized at the City Council level, staff's ability to require additional 
studies becomes more limited. Regarding a potential sound study, Sanderson stated that it is 
generally preferable to conduct studies before development occurs, as they can help identify 
anticipated impacts and recommend mitigation measures during the design phase. He 
explained that while post-construction studies can also be conducted, mitigation is often more 
difficult and costly to implement after a project has already been built. Sanderson further 
noted that a sound study performed by a qualified sound engineer would typically evaluate 
existing and projected noise conditions and recommend measures to reduce potential impacts. 
However, he emphasized that such studies provide projections rather than guarantees, and he 
could not predict what conclusions a study might reach. He added that existing noise sources, 
such as Interstate 215 and nearby commercial activity, could influence the findings and the 
overall assessment of the project's potential noise impacts. 
 
The commission discussed signage and illumination and restaurant/retail space. The 
commission would like to know more details and see a draft development agreement.  
 

Commissioner Larsen moved to continue ZM-26-011 until the next available Planning 
Commission meeting. Commissioner Wright seconded. Chair LaMar called for the vote. 
Chair LaMar voted yes, Commissioner Anderson voted yes, Commissioner Burgess voted 
yes, Commissioner Larsen voted yes, Commissioner Reid voted yes, Commissioner 
Richardson voted yes, Commissioner Soule voted yes, and Commissioner Wright voted yes. 
The motion passed unanimously.  

 
1.3  Consideration of ZM-26-008, Rezone Request from Residential Mixed (RM) Zone to 
Commercial (C) Zone Location: 2785 E 3300 S Applicant: Tyler Affleck Planner: Zack 
Wendel 
Zack Wendel presented a rezone application for the property located at 2785 East 3300 South, 
submitted by applicant Tyler Affleck. He explained that the property is currently split between 
two zoning designations, with the western portion zoned Residential Mixed and the eastern 
portion zoned Commercial. The applicant is requesting that the entire property be rezoned to 
Commercial in order to consolidate the site under a single zoning designation, simplify 
administration, and provide greater clarity regarding permitted uses and applicable 
development requirements. Wendel emphasized that no new development is proposed as part 
of the application. The site currently contains an approximately 5,400-square-foot building 
with 21 surface parking stalls and is occupied by an existing medical office tenant, which is 
expected to remain until future use changes occur. 
 
Wendel reviewed the property's zoning history and noted that the split zoning designation 
likely originated during Salt Lake County administration. He explained that the Residential 
Mixed and Commercial zones previously shared many similar uses and standards; however, 
following the City's recent comprehensive zoning code update, the two zones now contain 
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significantly different permitted uses and development requirements. As a result, the property 
owner must currently navigate two distinct zoning regulations on a single parcel. The 
proposed rezone would eliminate that inconsistency and allow the property to be regulated 
entirely under the Commercial zone. He further noted that the property's future land use 
designation is Mixed Use and that the proposed commercial zoning remains consistent with 
that designation, eliminating the need for a General Plan amendment. 
 
Wendel stated that staff included a comparison of permitted and conditional uses for both 
zoning districts in the staff report. He noted that the Residential Mixed zone now permits 
fewer commercial uses, with many requiring conditional use approval, while the Commercial 
zone allows a broader range of uses. Consequently, rezoning the entire property to 
Commercial would expand the list of potential future uses available on the site. He reported 
that a public open house was held, during which nearby residents primarily asked clarifying 
questions regarding whether new development was planned and the current use of the 
property. Staff explained that no redevelopment is proposed at this time and that the existing 
building and tenant will remain. He also reported that the East Mill Creek Community 
Council reviewed the application and forwarded a positive recommendation to the Planning 
Commission. In conclusion, Wendel stated that the proposed rezone is intended to clean up 
the split zoning designation, would not create or increase any nonconformities, remains 
consistent with the Future Land Use Map, and does not involve any new development at this 
time. 
 
Chair LaMar asked if properties with split zones, at least 40%, could have an automatic 
rezone process in code without having to go through the regular process. Francis Lilly noted 
the legislative decision would need to be decided by the council but thought a split zone 
ordinance was an interesting idea.  
 
Chair LaMar opened the public hearing. 
 
There were no comments.  
 
Chair LaMar closed the public hearing. 
 

Commissioner Larsen, based on the findings and conclusions listed in the staff report, 
moved that the Planning Commission recommend approval of application ZM-26-008 as 
presented. Commissioner Richardson seconded. Chair LaMar called for the vote. Chair 
LaMar voted yes, Commissioner Anderson voted yes, Commissioner Burgess voted yes, 
Commissioner Larsen voted yes, Commissioner Reid voted yes, Commissioner Richardson 
voted yes, Commissioner Soule voted yes, and Commissioner Wright voted yes. The motion 
passed unanimously.  

 
1.4  Consideration of SV-26-002, Request to Vacate Right-of-Way on Chambers Avenue 
Location: Approximately 3200 S 1400 E  Applicant: Millcreek Planner: Brad Sanderson 
Brad Sanderson presented application SV-26-002, a request to vacate a portion of right-of-
way on Chambers Avenue. He explained that city code currently requires Planning 
Commission review of street and right-of-way vacation requests, a requirement added during 
a code revision in April 2025. Although a future code amendment may remove that 
requirement, the application was before the commission under the current regulations. 



Millcreek Planning Commission Meeting Minutes                     20 May 2026   Page 11 of 22 
 
 

 
Sanderson described the proposal as part of planned improvements associated with the nearby 
mixed-use hotel and condominium development at the intersection of Chambers Avenue and 
Highland Drive. He explained that the existing intersection configuration includes a median, 
commonly referred to as a “pork chop,” which can create confusion for motorists turning 
between Chambers Avenue and Highland Drive. The proposal would remove the existing 
median and shift the intersection alignment northward, creating a more perpendicular and 
intuitive connection with Highland Drive. The existing traffic movements would remain 
unchanged, including a single ingress lane from Highland Drive and designated left-turn and 
right-turn exit lanes. No travel lanes would be eliminated as part of the vacation. 
 
Sanderson noted that the vacated area consists primarily of the existing median area and 
would be incorporated into the adjacent development parcel, where it would become part of a 
corner plaza. He further explained that all existing utilities, including gas, water, and sewer 
infrastructure, would remain within the public right-of-way and would not be impacted by the 
proposed vacation. 
 
Reviewing the applicable criteria for right-of-way vacations, Sanderson stated that the 
proposal satisfied the requirements of state and local code. He identified improved pedestrian 
safety as the primary benefit, as narrowing the crossing area would make it easier and safer 
for pedestrians to cross Chambers Avenue. He also noted that the realignment would improve 
traffic flow and safety for vehicles entering and exiting the intersection. Because no other 
properties directly rely on access through the affected area, he concluded that the proposal 
would not materially injure any person or property. Based on these findings, staff 
recommended that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval to the 
City Council for the proposed right-of-way vacation. In response to a commissioner’s 
question, Sanderson clarified that the revised intersection would maintain the same traffic 
configuration currently in place, with the alignment simply shifted northward following 
removal of the median. 

 
Chair LaMar opened the public hearing. 
 
There were no comments.  
 
Chair LaMar closed the public hearing. 

 
Commissioner Soule, based on the findings and conclusions listed in the staff report, moved 
that the Planning Commission recommend approval of file number SV-26-002 as 
presented. Commissioner Anderson seconded. Chair LaMar called for the vote. Chair 
LaMar voted yes, Commissioner Anderson voted yes, Commissioner Burgess voted yes, 
Commissioner Larsen voted yes, Commissioner Reid voted yes, Commissioner Richardson 
voted yes, Commissioner Soule voted yes, and Commissioner Wright voted yes. The motion 
passed unanimously.  

 
1.5  Consideration of SV-26-003, Request to Vacate a Public Utility Easement Location: 
3785 S Ash Circle Applicant: Jared Hackett Planner: Brad Sanderson 
Brad Sanderson presented application SV-26-003, a request to vacate a public utility easement 
within the Maple Hills Subdivision. He explained that the easement is a five-foot-wide public 
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utility easement located along the eastern property line of Lot 42, as originally recorded with 
the subdivision plat in the 1950s. The property owner has since acquired additional adjacent 
land through a quiet title process, effectively squaring off and enlarging the lot. The owner 
now intends to expand the rear portion of the existing home, and the utility easement currently 
bisects the newly consolidated property, creating a constraint on future improvements. 
 
Sanderson noted that the associated lot consolidation had already been reviewed and approved 
by staff without issue. He explained that while the updated plat reflects the newly configured 
property boundaries, the original utility easement remains in place and therefore must be 
formally vacated to accommodate the proposed expansion. He further stated that modern 
subdivision design typically places utilities within roadway corridors rather than along rear 
property lines and noted that a new ten-foot public utility easement exists along Ash Circle, 
providing an alternative location for future utility service if needed. 
 
Sanderson reported that all affected utility providers had reviewed the request and provided 
written consent to vacate the easement. He also clarified that other existing easements in the 
area, including aqueduct and major transmission line easements located east of the property, 
would remain unaffected and in place. Applying the criteria established by state and local 
code, staff found that good cause existed for the vacation and that neither the public interest 
nor any affected parties would be materially injured by the request. Based on these findings 
and the consent of the utility providers, staff recommended approval of the easement vacation 
and forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council. 
 
Chair LaMar opened the public hearing. 
 
There were no comments.  
 
Chair LaMar closed the public hearing. 

 
Commissioner Richardson, based on the findings and conclusions listed in the staff report, 
moved that the Planning Commission recommend approval of file number SV-26-003, as 
presented. Commissioner Burgess seconded. Chair LaMar called for the vote. Chair 
LaMar voted yes, Commissioner Anderson voted yes, Commissioner Burgess voted yes, 
Commissioner Larsen voted yes, Commissioner Reid voted yes, Commissioner Richardson 
voted yes, Commissioner Soule voted yes, and Commissioner Wright voted yes. The motion 
passed unanimously.  
 
The commission took a break from 7:05-7:18pm. 
 
2. New Item 

2.1 Consideration of SD-25-007, Request for a 9-Lot Subdivision Location: 4122 S Old 
Farm Way Applicant: Matt Knight Planner: Sean Murray 
Sean Murray presented application SD-25-007, a major subdivision request for property 
located at 4122 South Old Farm Way. He explained that the proposal qualifies as a major 
subdivision because it would create more than three lots. The property is located within the 
Old Farm Planned Unit Development (PUD) community and is currently zoned Residential 
Mixed (RM), consistent with the surrounding area. The site presently contains a single-family 
home that predates the creation of the Old Farm PUD in the 1970s. Murray noted that 
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although the property was originally part of the larger Old Farm property, it was not 
incorporated into the homeowners association (HOA) when the PUD was established and has 
remained an enclave outside of the HOA since that time. 
 
Murray explained that the applicant is seeking approval to subdivide the property into nine 
lots to accommodate nine townhome units arranged as three triplex buildings. Access to the 
development would be provided from Old Farm Way, replacing the existing driveway access. 
He stated that the proposed development is a permitted use within the RM zoning district and 
that the commission’s review is limited to the subdivision application, while compliance with 
landscaping, engineering, fire, and other development standards is reviewed administratively 
by staff through the site plan review process. 
 
A key component of the proposal is the applicant’s effort to incorporate the property into the 
surrounding Lexington Village HOA. Murray reported that the applicant has received 
preliminary approval from the HOA, although final approval has not yet been granted. He 
explained that inclusion in the HOA is necessary for the project to function as proposed 
because residents would rely on the HOA’s private road network, amenities, open spaces, and 
maintenance agreements. Incorporation into the HOA would also allow the existing property 
boundaries to be integrated into the larger common area system, helping the project satisfy 
open space and other zoning requirements. He noted that final subdivision approval would be 
contingent upon the property’s successful incorporation into the HOA and completion of staff 
review to ensure compliance with all applicable standards. 
 
Murray outlined the review process, explaining that the subdivision and site plan reviews are 
interconnected and must progress concurrently. While preliminary subdivision approval is 
being requested at this stage, final approval cannot be granted until HOA incorporation and all 
site plan requirements are satisfied. He also reported that a public open house was held earlier 
in the month, attended by approximately 18-20 residents from the surrounding Old Farm PUD 
community. During the meeting, residents discussed concerns related to building height, 
parking, guest parking availability, traffic circulation, access, landscaping, architecture, and 
the project’s relationship to the HOA. Additional written comments from residents were 
received and included in the staff report. Murray noted that the East Mill Creek Community 
Council reviewed the proposal and voted 4-0, with one abstention, to forward a positive 
recommendation. Based on the findings outlined in the staff report and the project's 
compliance with applicable subdivision requirements, staff recommended approval of the 
preliminary subdivision application. 
 
Chair LaMar discussed why the proposed nine-unit subdivision at Old Farm only functions if 
the parcel is brought into the HOA. Chair LaMar asked Murray to clarify how joining the 
HOA affects property lines and setbacks. Murray explained that, as a stand-alone parcel, the 
lot must independently meet all RM zoning standards—setbacks, open space, and amenities—
within its current boundaries. However, if the parcel is inducted into the Old Farm HOA, its 
existing internal property lines are effectively dissolved into the larger PUD’s common area. 
At that point, required setbacks and open space are measured against the broader HOA 
boundaries and shared open spaces, rather than the original single-lot lines. This change in 
how the land is configured and measured is what allows the specific nine-unit townhome 
layout to comply with RM zoning standards. 
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Joe Johnson, developer/owner working with the property owner, explained the history and 
intent of the project. He said the original owner approached J Development about two and a 
half years ago, wanting to move and explore development options because the property is 
zoned for multifamily. Johnson emphasized that from the outset they chose to work directly 
with the Old Farm HOA, meeting repeatedly at both his office and onsite to try to align the 
project with the existing community. He acknowledged that development is often unpopular 
but stressed their effort to balance the property rights of the individual owner with the 
character and expectations of the “legacy” Old Farm subdivision, which he described as a 
well-known, high-quality, 1970s community. He highlighted that there has been “give and 
take” on both sides over many months, and that they see the proposed nine units as an 
addition to, not a detriment to, Old Farm’s legacy. Johnson closed by saying he is excited to 
bring the project to Millcreek and to contribute positively to the neighborhood with new 
homeowners who will enjoy living there. 
 
Chair LaMar asked for public comment.  
 
Caye Wycoff, Lexington Village resident, acknowledged that while the developer has worked 
diligently with the Old Farm management committee, many residents remain concerned. She 
stated that a significant group of homeowners believes the management committee lacks 
authority to act on the HOA’s behalf and that the process has not been transparent to the 
broader membership. She gave examples, including that key information—such as the actual 
building heights—was not shared with residents until just before this meeting, even though 
the developer had already provided it to the committee. She also described the earlier “straw 
vote” among residents as confusing and suggested that some older residents felt pressured 
with arguments that, if they did not support the project, the property might become all rentals. 
She emphasized that the proposed two‑story units are inconsistent with Lexington Village’s 
established character of single‑story homes, generous open space, and mature landscaping. 
Her core objection was that squeezing nine units into this small lot, with taller buildings and 
loss of trees, does not fit visually or functionally with the existing development. 
 
Inge-Lise Goss, 635 E, focused on the scale and height of the proposed buildings relative to 
the site and existing neighborhood character. She explained that the buildable portion of the 
lot is only about 0.81 acres, yet the developer plans nine relatively large units. She noted that 
at a prior meeting on May 5 the units were described as potentially 32 feet tall, and although 
the latest information indicates 26 feet, they would still visually dominate adjacent homes. 
She contrasted this with the existing Lexington Village buildings, whose roofs slope away 
from the street so that the visible front height is closer to 10 or 11 feet. By comparison, the 
new units’ roofs would slope upward, presenting their full height toward the viewer and 
“towering” over the neighborhood. She argued that residents chose Lexington Village for its 
current ambiance—low, one‑story forms and openness—and warned that the proposed 
buildings, if approved as designed, would stand out starkly and undermine that established 
character. 
 
Andy Johnson, Lexington Village, explained why the HOA leadership has tried to work 
constructively with the developer despite residents’ mixed feelings. He said the key driver is 
that the existing zoning already allows this type of development, so even though change is 
unpopular, the board felt it was better to engage and shape the outcome focusing on exterior 
finishes, layout, and overall ambiance than oppose it outright. He reported results of a 
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nonbinding straw poll: 69 votes in favor and 1 against annexing the project into the HOA, and 
61 in favor and 9 against using the proposed middle access, which is crucial to enabling nine 
units rather than a smaller, differently accessed project. He emphasized that these votes 
followed multiple meetings and information-sharing sessions. Johnson concluded by noting 
that a formal annexation still requires a two-thirds vote under the CC&Rs, and that the board 
is working to secure terms that provide as much benefit as possible for the HOA and its 
residents. 
 
Wayne Simpson, Old Farm Way, introduced himself as a resident whose home is immediately 
adjacent to the proposed townhome site and expressed support for the project. He noted that 
the developer has gone way beyond the original concept—reducing from 10 units to 9 and 
modifying the design to better match Old Farm—based on feedback from neighbors and the 
HOA. He acknowledged that some residents remain opposed, but characterized them as a 
relatively small group, pointing out that there have been multiple meetings and that a clear 
majority of owners support moving forward. He emphasized the practical reality that some 
form of development will occur on this parcel regardless, and argued that, given that fact, it is 
in the community’s best interest to work with this particular developer, who has shown a 
willingness to compromise and to produce something that blends with the existing 
neighborhood. 
 
Jane Woolley, 632 E, questioned the legitimacy of the earlier straw vote used to gauge HOA 
sentiment on the project. She said many homeowners—particularly older residents—found the 
ballot wording confusing and were unsure what a “yes” vote actually meant (for example, 
whether it referred to annexation into the HOA or to specific project elements). Because of 
that confusion, she argued the straw poll results do not accurately reflect the community’s true 
views or priorities. In her view, the process and communication around that vote were 
inadequate, and the outcome should not be treated as a reliable indicator of broad resident 
support for the development. 
 
Candace Hartzog, 670 E, described learning about the project only recently from a neighbor, 
despite living just about a half block away. She expressed concern that nine condominium 
units on such a small lot, located at a favored quiet spot on the lake where residents enjoy 
mature trees, wildlife, and tranquility, would significantly change the character of that area. 
Her main worries were that the development is too dense for the site, that it would disrupt the 
quiet enjoyment of that lakeside space, and that many mature trees on the lot would be 
removed and could not be meaningfully replaced for many years. She invited decisionmakers 
to walk or drive through the existing complex and look at the site firsthand, arguing that it 
would become obvious that the proposed number and size of units are out of scale and not 
well-suited to the current setting. 
 
Chair LaMar responded to the public comments by first thanking residents for their input and 
then clarifying the Planning Commission’s role and legal constraints. He emphasized that, in 
this case, the property is already zoned RM, so the commission’s job is to apply the existing 
zoning ordinance—setbacks, height limits, open space, and permitted uses—not to renegotiate 
those standards or redesign the project. He explained that, unlike earlier legislative items on 
the agenda (such as the mixed‑use project where the city had broad discretion through a 
rezone and development agreement), this is an administrative subdivision review. The 
commission cannot, for example, arbitrarily lower the allowed building height below what the 
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RM zone permits or deny a layout that otherwise complies with code. He underscored that 
questions about whether the parcel should join the HOA, or whether its design is a good fit for 
the HOA’s internal standards, are primarily matters between the applicant and the HOA, 
whereas the city must focus on whether the subdivision, as proposed, meets the objective 
requirements of Millcreek’s zoning and subdivision ordinances. 
 
Murray explained that this application differs from a rezoning request because the property is 
already zoned RM, which grants the property owner certain established development rights. 
Unlike a rezoning process, where the city has broader discretion over factors such as site 
layout, building placement, and project design, the city’s role in this case is more limited. The 
city must evaluate the proposal based on whether it complies with the standards and 
requirements of the existing RM zoning designation. Murray noted that because the 
surrounding properties share the same zoning classification, certain additional development 
standards that might apply when adjacent to differently zoned residential areas do not apply 
here. He further clarified that matters involving the homeowner’s association are outside the 
city’s authority and must be resolved directly between the applicant, the property owner, and 
the HOA. The city’s responsibility is confined to determining whether the project meets 
applicable zoning requirements and identifying any necessary modifications to achieve 
compliance. Any negotiations, conditions, or agreements related to HOA approval remain a 
private matter between the applicant and the HOA. The commission briefly discussed the 
code provisions for replacing mature trees that get removed.  
 

Commissioner Larsen moved that the Planning Commission, based on the findings and 
conclusions of the staff report, grant preliminary approval of the major subdivision file SD-
25-007. Commissioner Reid seconded. Chair LaMar called for the vote. Chair LaMar voted 
yes, Commissioner Burgess voted yes, Commissioner Larsen voted yes, Commissioner Reid 
voted yes, Commissioner Richardson voted yes, Commissioner Soule voted yes, and 
Commissioner Wright voted yes. The motion passed unanimously.  

 
2.2 Consideration of SD-25-011, Request for a 21-Lot Subdivision Location: 2965 E 
Evergreen Avenue Applicant: Ivory Development, LLC Planner: Zack Wendel 
Zack Wendel presented a major subdivision application submitted by Ivory Homes for the 
redevelopment of the former Reed School property located at 2965 East Evergreen Avenue. 
The proposal seeks approval for a 21-lot single-family residential subdivision on 
approximately six acres of land. The property is currently zoned for single-house residential 
development, and the applicant is not requesting any zoning changes. Lot sizes are proposed 
to range from approximately 8,000 to 15,000 square feet, and the surrounding area is 
predominantly composed of single-family residential uses, making the proposed development 
consistent with the character of the neighborhood. 
 
Wendel explained that the subdivision layout includes seven lots fronting 2940 East, while the 
remaining lots will be accessed from a newly constructed cul-de-sac. A unique aspect of the 
project is the presence of an existing cell tower near the center of the property. Because the 
tower remains under lease for several more years, the development will be completed in two 
phases. Phase One includes the lots along 2940 East and the first portion of the cul-de-sac. 
Once the cell tower lease expires and the tower is removed, Phase Two will allow completion 
of the cul-de-sac and development of the remaining lots. 
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The applicant also addressed the site's significant east-to-west slope by proposing a retaining 
wall between portions of the subdivision. The wall would reach a maximum height of 12 feet 
at its highest point, consistent with city code allowances for a single retaining wall. The wall's 
height would vary across the property, with the tallest section located near the center and 
lower sections extending toward the north and south ends. In response to questions from the 
Planning Commission, staff clarified that the wall is proposed as a single retaining wall rather 
than a terraced design, and that the 12-foot height applies only to the highest point rather than 
the entire length of the structure. 
 
Wendel noted that a neighborhood open house generated significant public interest, with 
residents raising questions regarding the retaining wall, project phasing, drainage, zoning 
requirements, sidewalk improvements, impacts on adjacent properties, dust control, and other 
development-related concerns. City staff and the applicant worked to address these questions 
throughout the review process. Although the property is designated as Public/Quasi-Public on 
the Future Land Use Map, staff explained that the existing residential zoning remains 
controlling, eliminating the need for a rezoning application, general plan amendment, or 
future land use map change as part of this proposal. Based on its review, staff concluded that 
the preliminary subdivision complies with the applicable zoning district requirements, 
subdivision regulations, and relevant city and state standards. Accordingly, staff 
recommended that the Planning Commission approve SD-25-011. 
 
Wendel clarified that the retaining wall would be a single wall up to 12 feet tall with a 
wrought iron fence on top.  
 
Commissioner Reid wondered if there was a process by which the city could identify 
prospective park space in areas that lacked one. Lilly had suggested higher density in 
exchange for part of a park to Ivory Homes. Commissioner Reid questioned the public/quasi-
public space zoning. Lilly explained that requiring a General Plan amendment in this case 
would create broader implications, potentially necessitating the rezoning of similarly situated 
properties to Public or Quasi-Public and Open Space designations. He emphasized that a 
Future Land Use Map designation by itself does not carry regulatory authority or override 
existing zoning. Lilly noted that some rapidly growing communities, such as Herriman, are 
able to implement long-range parks planning because they are developing largely 
undeveloped land and can require park acreage as new residential units are constructed. In 
contrast, Millcreek is primarily an infill community, where development occurs on already 
developed land, making it difficult to establish the policy and legal nexus necessary to require 
park dedications from developers. He further explained that cities may have greater authority 
to require such contributions when constructing new infrastructure, imposing impact fees, or 
undertaking large-scale growth planning. However, under the current statutory framework, 
Millcreek’s parks impact fee is limited and calculated according to state requirements, 
resulting in a fee of approximately $400 per residential unit, which constrains the city’s ability 
to secure additional parkland through the development process. 
 
Peter Gamvroulas, Ivory Development representative, declined to comment. 
 
Chair LaMar asked for public comment. 
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Jamie Allyn, East Mill Creek Community Council, stated that the Council did not issue a 
formal recommendation regarding the proposed subdivision but had submitted a letter 
outlining its observations and concerns. Allyn expressed appreciation to city staff, particularly 
Zack Wendel, for providing additional information regarding fugitive dust control measures, 
noting that the explanation was helpful both for the community council and nearby residents. 
He also highlighted concerns that were raised about the proposed retaining wall, 
acknowledging that some of those issues may be more appropriately addressed later in the 
development process. Allyn explained that the prospect of a retaining wall reaching up to 12 
feet in height within relatively close proximity to residential backyards raised concerns about 
its visual and spatial impact. To illustrate the scale, he described measuring a 12-foot height in 
his own backyard and noted that the wall’s potential presence within a limited setback area 
created concerns about a confined or imposing environment for neighboring properties. While 
not suggesting any structural concerns, he indicated that the size and character of the retaining 
wall remained an issue of interest for the community council and nearby residents. 
 
Jake Green, city staff, addressed concerns regarding the proposed retaining wall, explaining 
that the structure has been professionally engineered and is currently undergoing the building 
permit review process. He noted that the project's geotechnical report recommends that no 
structures be constructed within 25 feet of the retaining wall. To ensure long-term compliance 
with this recommendation, the developer intends to record an easement on the subdivision plat 
identifying the restricted area. While the setback falls outside the primary buildable area for 
homes, Green explained that the easement is intended to prevent future property owners from 
constructing accessory structures, such as sheds or accessory dwelling units, too close to the 
wall. By formally documenting the restriction on the plat, future owners and builders will be 
aware of the limitation, helping to preserve the integrity and stability of the retaining wall. 
Green added that the restriction effectively moves any potential future development farther 
away from the wall and serves as an additional safeguard against activities that could 
compromise the engineered structure. 
 
Jo-Ann Wong, Evergreen Avenue, expressed appreciation for a fence that was installed 
around the property. Chair LaMar asked about controlling fugitive dust.   
 
Peter Gamvroulas, Ivory Development, explained that the undeveloped portion of the project 
designated as Phase Two will likely be hydroseeded to establish temporary vegetation and 
help control dust until construction proceeds. He noted that a fugitive dust control plan has 
already been prepared and approved as part of the site's demolition activities and is therefore 
already in place. The developer intends to continue implementing and maintaining dust-
control measures throughout subsequent stages of the project, including during grading, 
infrastructure installation, and subdivision development. Gamvroulas stated that these 
requirements will be incorporated into the project's ongoing stormwater and construction 
compliance processes to ensure that dust mitigation remains in effect throughout the 
development. 
 

Commissioner Larsen, based on the findings and conclusions of the staff report, moved the 
Planning Commission approve file number SD-25-011 as proposed. Commissioner Reid 
seconded. Chair LaMar called for the vote. Chair LaMar voted yes, Commissioner Burgess 
voted yes, Commissioner Larsen voted yes, Commissioner Reid voted yes, Commissioner 
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Richardson voted yes, Commissioner Soule voted yes, and Commissioner Wright voted yes. 
The motion passed unanimously.  

 
3. Continuing Business 

3.1 Consideration of ZT-26-001, Amending Various Provisions of Title 18 of the 
Millcreek Code of Ordinances Planners: Francis Lilly and Sean Murray 
Francis Lilly said the Commission saw the presentation last month and continued the 
application.  
 
Sean Murray explained that the proposed code amendments had previously been continued to 
allow additional time for community councils to review and provide meaningful feedback. He 
noted that the original review timeline was challenging because several community councils 
received extensive amendment materials shortly before they were expected to formulate 
recommendations. Recognizing the complexity and volume of the proposed changes, the 
Planning Commission approved a continuation to facilitate more thorough public review. 
Since that time, the Millcreek Community Council requested an additional continuation so 
that members could further evaluate the amendments and discuss them with planning staff at 
an upcoming meeting. The East Mill Creek Community Council did not submit a formal 
recommendation but were supportive of the proposed amendments and expressed concerns 
regarding the size of some proposed lots and associated setback requirements. The council 
also voiced support for a tree-preservation “look-back” provision included in the draft 
amendments. Murray noted that no additional feedback had been received from the Canyon 
Rim or Mount Olympus community councils. 
 
Murray then outlined several revisions made since the previous hearing. One amendment 
addresses a gap in the city's landscaping standards by extending existing requirements for 
single-family and duplex developments to include three-unit and four-unit residential 
buildings, ensuring that triplexes and fourplexes are subject to clear and consistent 
landscaping regulations. Another revision responds to concerns raised by the Planning 
Commission regarding tree preservation. The proposed language would require developers to 
replace trees that are damaged or destroyed during construction and cannot be restored, with 
replacement standards based on the city's existing tree preservation guidelines. 
 
Murray described a new proposal affecting neighborhood streets within the City Center 
Overlay Zone. The amendment was developed in response to discussions with local business 
owners who expressed interest in creating outdoor dining areas along certain east-west 
neighborhood streets. The proposal would allow features such as shaded seating areas and 
pergolas while establishing design standards that ensure compatibility with surrounding 
development. Rather than relying on rigid setback requirements that may be difficult to apply 
consistently due to varying property configurations, the proposed standards focus on design 
and functionality, providing flexibility while maintaining the intended character of the 
streetscape. Murray emphasized that staff remains open to additional suggestions and 
feedback as the amendment process continues. 
 
Francis Lilly explained that one of the proposed code amendments originated from a business 
owner's interest in making private investments that would enhance the public streetscape 
within the City Center Overlay Zone. He noted that this type of initiative is relatively 
uncommon and reflects the kind of community-oriented investment and activation the city 
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hopes to encourage. While staff was not necessarily endorsing a specific design solution, Lilly 
emphasized the broader goal of fostering a more vibrant, pedestrian-friendly environment 
where businesses actively engage with and improve the public realm. 
 
Lilly then turned to a separate proposed amendment involving the calculation of lot and parcel 
coverage. During the review of a building permit application, staff identified an opportunity to 
modify the city's lot coverage methodology in a manner that could be more equitable for 
property owners without significantly affecting the city's development objectives. He 
explained that lot coverage regulations play an important role in preserving neighborhood 
character and work alongside setbacks, building envelopes, and massing standards to ensure 
compatibility with surrounding development. These regulations originated with the city's 
former R-1 zoning standards and have been strengthened over time through additional design 
controls and clearer definitions governing building mass, roof projections, and setback 
encroachments. 
 
Under the current code, lot coverage is calculated based on everything beneath a roof, 
including roof overhangs and eaves. Lilly proposed revising the ordinance so that lot coverage 
would instead be measured from the building footprint, specifically the exterior walls or, in 
the case of covered porches, the perimeter of supporting columns. He noted that setbacks are 
already measured from the foundation or wall line rather than the roof edge, and that the city 
has separate regulations limiting how far eaves may project into setbacks and building 
envelopes. Because these controls already address concerns related to building mass and 
neighborhood compatibility, staff believes that measuring lot coverage from the building 
footprint would provide a more practical and consistent standard while maintaining existing 
protections. 
 
Using several visual examples, Lilly illustrated how roof overhangs can significantly affect lot 
coverage calculations despite having relatively little impact on a building's actual footprint. 
He emphasized that no regulatory system can fully eliminate subjective concerns about 
architectural design, as attractive and unattractive structures can both comply with code 
requirements. The city's objective, he explained, is not to regulate aesthetics alone, but rather 
to ensure that development remains compatible with surrounding neighborhoods through 
reasonable standards governing scale, massing, and setbacks. 
 
Lilly concluded that the proposed change would likely have only a marginal effect on 
neighborhood character because of the numerous other controls already in place. However, it 
could provide meaningful benefits to homeowners seeking modest additions or improvements 
by simplifying the permit review process and making compliance easier to demonstrate. 
While the amendment may make certain neighborhood compatibility analyses slightly more 
complex, staff believes the overall benefits outweigh the drawbacks. As a result, staff supports 
the proposed revision and encouraged the Planning Commission to forward a recommendation 
on the lot coverage amendment to the City Council so that an applicant currently seeking 
approval for a home addition could move forward without unnecessary delay. 
 
Joe Romero, the applicant whose project prompted discussion of the proposed lot coverage 
amendments, described his experience navigating the city's approval process for a 658-square-
foot home addition that he originally submitted in November 2025. Romero stated that, in his 
view, the proposal complied with the existing code, although disagreements arose over the 
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interpretation of specific language within the ordinance. As a result, he was required to pursue 
the Neighborhood Compatibility Modification process, which he said cost approximately 
$3,000 and ultimately did not provide a practical path to approval due to the size and nature of 
the project. He noted that after several months of discussions with city staff, the review 
process highlighted ambiguities within the existing lot coverage regulations, leading the city 
to reconsider how those standards are applied. 
 
Romero expressed appreciation for the efforts of city staff, noting that they had worked 
extensively with him over the course of seven months to evaluate the issue and develop a 
proposed solution. He explained that the primary point of contention ultimately centered on a 
130-square-foot covered front porch and the way roof overhangs and covered areas were 
included in lot coverage calculations. Under the proposed amendment, which would measure 
lot coverage from the exterior walls rather than roof eaves, his project could move forward 
with only a minor design modification. Specifically, Romero stated that compliance would 
require reducing the length of an existing shed by approximately two feet, a relatively modest 
adjustment compared to the challenges and delays experienced during the review process. 
 
Romero further noted that the proposed amendment aligns with guidance from the American 
Planning Association, which generally does not count modest roof overhangs and eaves 
toward lot coverage calculations. He argued that the revised approach provides greater clarity 
and consistency while addressing concerns that arose during his application review. He urged 
the Planning Commission to support the lot coverage amendment and forward it to the City 
Council for consideration, explaining that approval would allow his permit to proceed after 
months of delay. Romero also emphasized the financial impacts associated with the extended 
review process, including increased construction costs, consultant expenses, and contractor 
pricing changes, and expressed hope that the proposed code revision would help prevent 
similar challenges for future applicants. 
 
The commission and Lilly briefly discussed eaves restrictions.  
 

Commissioner Burgess moved to recommend to the City Council adoption of the proposed 
ordinance amendments as drafted by staff in file number ZT-26-001. Commissioner Soule 
seconded. Chair LaMar called for the vote. Chair LaMar voted yes, Commissioner Burgess 
voted yes, Commissioner Larsen voted yes, Commissioner Reid voted yes, Commissioner 
Richardson voted yes, Commissioner Soule voted yes, and Commissioner Wright voted yes. 
The motion passed unanimously.  

 
4. Commission Business 

4.1 Approval of April 15, 2026 Regular Meeting Minutes 
 

Commissioner Larsen moved to approve the April 15, 2026 regular meeting minutes. 
Commissioner Richardson seconded. Chair LaMar called for the vote. Chair LaMar voted 
yes, Commissioner Burgess voted yes, Commissioner Larsen voted yes, Commissioner Reid 
voted yes, Commissioner Richardson voted yes, Commissioner Soule voted yes, and 
Commissioner Wright voted yes. The motion passed unanimously.  

 
3.2 Housing Subcommittee Report 
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Commissioner Richardson reported that the committee met earlier in the day prior to the 
Planning Commission meeting and focused primarily on upcoming housing-related 
discussions and outreach efforts. The committee reviewed plans for a community council 
luncheon scheduled to take place at City Hall on the 29th, which is intended to facilitate 
dialogue and information sharing between city officials and community council 
representatives. The subcommittee also examined draft zoning ordinance language from other 
Utah communities, including Ogden and Heber City, identifying several concepts and 
approaches that may be applicable to Millcreek's housing and zoning policies. Members 
agreed to continue evaluating those examples and discuss which provisions or ideas may be 
appropriate for adaptation in Millcreek before presenting and discussing them further at the 
upcoming community council meeting. 
 
3.3 Updates from the Planning Director 
Francis Lilly did not have any updates. 
 
Chair LaMar noted Commissioner Lofgren would not be renewing his commission term, 
which expires in June. 

 
4. Calendar of Upcoming Meetings 

• City Council Mtg. 5/26/26, 7:00 p.m. TUESDAY 
• City Council Mtg. 6/8/26, 7:00 p.m.  
• Historic Preservation Commission Mtg. 6/11/26, 6:00 p.m. 
• Planning Commission Mtg. 6/17/26, 5:00 p.m. 

 
 
ADJOURNED:  Commissioner Soule moved to adjourn the meeting at 8:51 p.m. 
Commissioner Richardson seconded. Chair LaMar called for the vote. Chair LaMar voted 
yes, Commissioner Burgess voted yes, Commissioner Larsen voted yes, Commissioner Reid 
voted yes, Commissioner Richardson voted yes, Commissioner Soule voted yes, and 
Commissioner Wright voted yes. The motion passed unanimously.  
 

APPROVED: ______________________________ Date 
Shawn LaMar, Chair     

 
                 ______________________________ 

   Attest:   Elyse Sullivan, Recorder 
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