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TOOELE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
March 11, 2015

Place:	Tooele City Hall Council Chambers
	90 North Main Street, Tooele Utah

Commission Members Present: 
Chris Sloan, Chair
Matt Robinson
Steve Dale
Shauna Bevan
Ray Smart
Melanie Hammer
Phil Montano

Commission Members Excused:
Tom Poyner 
Russell Spendlove

City Employees Present:
Rachelle Custer, City Planner
Jim Bolser, Public Works and Community Development Director
Roger Baker, City Attorney
Paul Hansen, City Engineer

Council Members Present:
Councilwoman Winn
Councilman Pruden

Minutes prepared by Elisa Jenkins

Chairman Sloan called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  He excused Commissioner Poyner and Spendlove.  

1. Pledge of Allegiance

The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Smart.

2. Roll Call

Chris Sloan, Present
Matt Robinson, Present
Phil Montano, Present
Steve Dale, Present
Melanie Hammer, Present
Tom Poyner, Excused
Shauna Bevan, Present
Ray Smart, Present
Russell Spendlove, Excused

3. Public Hearing and Recommendation on ordinance of Tooele City amending certain sections of chapters 4-8, 4-11, 4-17, and 7-19 of the Tooele City code relating to road and street construction standards.

Presented by Jim Bolser

Mr. Bolser said that this ordinance has been in the works for some time.  There are a lot of proposed changes in these chapters.  He said that this ordinance splits purview, the Planning Commission has purview for recommendations on Title 7 issues only, and the City Council has purview for decisions on Title 7 and everything else but because of the cross references the entire ordinance covers both purviews.  He indicated that the Planning Commission’s discussion tonight should be limited to Title 7, Chapter 19 of the ordinance.  He indicated that the proposed changes are extensively housekeeping items; many of the specifications are outdated.  A good example of references in this ordinance being outdated is in the first section of Chapter 4-8-1 which references a very specific 1994 edition of the Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction.  In 1994 the City adopted that version of that manual and they have published many versions since.  The City still uses this manual just not that version, they have updated how they process things and deal with things on a staff level, the ordinance reference was just never updated.  In the proposed ordinance it references the most current version instead of a specific edition.  In this same chapter 4-8 they have updated street design definitions and classifications. They have consolidated duplicate and conflicting provisions.  The City’s road cross sections are listed in three different places and they are all different.  The staff has been universally applying a single standard for each classification but they have been listed in three different places.  Part of the proposed change is to get rid of the different locations and have single provisions that they use.  One duplicate provision will have to come back to the Planning Commission at a later date because one of the locations is in the transportation master plan.  Because it is an advisory document and not a hard and fast rule they can set that aside for a short period of time while they have this ordinance in place that specifies the correct provisions.  Chapter 4-11 which deals with sidewalks is mostly housekeeping as is Chapter 4-17, which they are also updating the references and specifications to what they are actually doing.  Title 7 Chapter 19 is largely housekeeping in nature and a lot of clean-up work that updates the preliminary plan requirements to what they are actually doing, updating street design requirements specifications, and references as they come in line to what actually comes before the Planning Commission.  They are also clarifying and updating right-of-way exceptions criteria. This came from an issue that the Council saw where in one meeting there were two requests for right-of-way exceptions.  A developer wanted to do a different cross section than was dictated for them.  They have the right to file for a request and the Council has the ruling to do that with a recommendation from Mr. Bolser, as the Public Works Director.  The criteria upon which the request is to be reviewed did not work and was not functional.  They talked at that time that the section needed to be updated.  He stated that these are the main changes to this ordinance.

Commissioner Dale spoke with Mr. Bolser and Mr. Hansen previously pertaining to Section 4 and referencing some of the American Public Works Association (APWA) standards.  Instead of going over the comments during the meeting, because they are purview to the Council he asked if Mr. Bolser would forward his comments to the Council.  

Mr. Bolser said that the APWA Standards have been adopted by the City in its entirety, but there are some specific standards that they have adopted a City specific alteration.  The City specific alterations are what Commissioner Dale was referring too. 

Commissioner Hammer referenced Title 7-19-a (2), she noticed that the proposed change takes out the lines for different signatures.  She asked if that was put somewhere else in the ordinance or will the groups not be required to sign anymore?      

Mr. Bolser said that there are specific state codes that dictate who signs a plat.  The City decided to not put it in the City ordinance; they will let the State Code dictate who signs the plat.  Some will no longer need a signature, but they will comply with the State Code.

Commissioner Hammer asked if they would not have the North Tooele City Special Service District (NTCSSD) sign off on plats in their area any longer.

Mr. Bolser said that would fall under the City Council’s purview.  The NTCSSD would not sign.

Commissioner Hammer asked if that is new?  Her concern is that there are things that happen in the NTCSSD that are required, and she asked how the NTCSSD would know what the City is requiring is what needs to be required.  

Mr. Bolser said that it would come before the Planning Commission for review as a subdivision plat and the City Council would also review the plat as the governing body over the NTCSSD. 

Mr. Baker said the City has an inter-local agreement with the NTCSSD.  This might be a good opportunity to review at this point.  It is a contract so it does not fall in the ordinance.   

Commissioner Dale noted that this section is for preliminary plat.

Mr. Bolser said that for preliminary plat they do not need signatures; however they require signatures from the outside agencies that say they have reviewed the plat and they do not have any concerns.  The formal approval signatures come with the final plat.

Commissioner Hammer referred to Title 7-19-17.1 that deals with double frontage lots. In letter (a) it states that “The HOA articles shall provide for a minimum HOA existence of 30 years”.  She asked what happens to the double frontage lots after 30 years.

Mr. Bolser said one of three things would happen; 1) the HOA would remain in existence on its own accord; 2) if the HOA were to go away the property owners would be responsible; or 3) it would be brought before the City and they would take care of it.  He said that it would most likely be the property owners that would be responsible to take care of the double frontage lots.

Commissioner Hammer asked if he saw a problem with the 30 year limit.  

Mr. Bolser said that it is his personal opinion is that HOA’s are generally not the best or most functional mechanism but there are limited options otherwise.  They don’t usually carry out the function’s they are supposed to be tasked to do.  

Commissioner Hammer said that she feels that something needs to be in place to take care of the double frontage lots.  She feels like it should not be taken away in 30 years.

Mr. Bolser said that if the double frontage lots were not taken care of they would fall under the nuisance abatement ordinance.

Commissioner Dale said that the double frontage lot ordinance takes away a lot of the problems that they had previously for new projects.  

Mr. Baker said that this provision that they are talking about was a compromise position.  The City has recognized with their experience with special service districts that they might not be the panacea they thought they could be 20 years ago.  They also recognize that the City’s general fund may not be able to or should not have to shoulder the burdens of maintaining amenities in specific neighborhoods or development.  The City allowed the HOA mechanism that is established by the double frontage lots ordinance.  The 30-years is not a sunset clause.  It establishes a minimum period of time that must be in the articles of incorporation for the HOA to provide maintenance.  At some point before or after the 30 years under subsection (c) if the City finds that the HOA has failed to maintain the amenities and the City has an interest that the property be maintained, the City has a legal right to require the HOA to do so.  That will take a significant City wide interest because it would involve litigation.  The City would not be defenseless after 30 years.

Commissioner Dale referenced the signatures on preliminary plat.  He noted that County surveyor’s typically do not sign preliminary plats.  Because of recent changes the signature block still says County Surveyor signature.

Mr. Bolser said that State Code still references the County surveyor specifically and so the County still has to have a designated individual as the County surveyor.  

Commissioner Dale said that they would still need to have that block on the plat.  

Mr. Baker said that the City will keep putting on the plat the County surveyor signature block and whomever the County recorder wants to identify as the signatory will have to sign.  The City has to put that block on the plat.

Chairman Sloan stated that this is a public hearing if anyone would like to come forward and address this issue.  No one came forward.

Chairman Sloan closed the public hearing at 7:17 p.m.

Commissioner Robinson moved to make a positive recommendation to the City Council on an ordinance of Tooele City amending certain sections of chapters 4-8, 4-11, 4-17 and 7-19 of the Tooele City code relating to road and street construction standards.  Commissioner Bevan seconded the motion. The vote was as follows:  Commissioner Robinson, “Aye”, Commissioner Dale, “Aye”, Commissioner Bevan, “Aye”, Commissioner Smart, “Aye”, Commissioner Hammer, “Aye”, Commissioner Montano, “Aye”, and Chairman Sloan, “Aye”.

4. Review and Approval of Planning Commission minutes for meeting held February 11, 2015.

Commissioner Hammer moved to approve the minutes for the Planning Commission meeting held February 11, 2015 as presented.  Commissioner Robinson seconded the motion.  The vote was as follows:  Commissioner Robinson, “Aye”, Commissioner Dale, “Aye”, Commissioner Bevan, “Aye”, Commissioner Smart, “Aye”, Commissioner Hammer, “Aye”, Commissioner Montano, “Aye”, and Chairman Sloan, “Aye”.  
5. Adjourn

Chairman Sloan moved to adjourn the meeting.  The meeting adjourned at 7:18 p.m.

The content of the minutes is not intended, nor are they submitted, as a verbatim transcription of the meeting.  These minutes are a brief overview of what occurred at the meeting.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Approved this 10th day of June 2015

____________________________________________________ 
Chairman Chris Sloan
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