Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting
Held on April 28, 2016
At Town Hall 6:30 p.m.

Members in attendance:  Harper Johnson, Jerry Bushman, John McAllister, Phil Facer, Robert Ash and Jan Palmer recorder.

Audience in attendance: Cindy Bach, Dave and Nalene Burch, Mike Christiansen, Nathan Blaine, Brett Kearl, Gregg Hansen, Bill Jeppesen, Kevin Parkinson, Royce Richards  Greg Hansen and Tom Walker.

Prayer:  Robert Ash

Minutes: Harper had Jan change the 220’ frontage to 240’ frontage.  He asked if Tim Miles actually said the minimum lot square footage was 20,000 feet.  Harper wanted to correct it by saying it isn’t 20,000 square feet it is ½ acre but if that is what he said then we have to leave it.
Motion to approve minutes from April 14, 2016 with the one correction
Motion:  Robert Ash
Second:  John McAllister
All in favor motion passes

Nathan Carr is no longer a subdivision it is a lot line adjustment. Since it does abut a city street he will readjust his property line so both pieces of property have at least 120 foot frontage.  It is zoned MU-5 right now and it will meet the current zoning requirement and frontage requirement.  When he originally proposed it he had the 120’ only about 30’ deep he has now changed it to 120’ deep.  It is big enough now they could build a home on that piece.  But the intention is to go further back on the lot to build his home.  They will use the private drive to the north of the property to access his two pieces of property and the piece of property on the north. The water and sewer also run down this private drive.  Harper told Nate that before he goes and spends the money on the engineer we should get the consensus of every body’s feelings on this.  Jerry asked if that is all that is required is 120’ frontage on a five acre piece of property.  Harper explained that is the frontage for any building lot.  HIs intentions are to build further back on the property and by allowing that 30 feet going along the side of the property he could actually access the rest of it with that and technically it would fall in the MU-5 zoning.  The only other question Harper has and we may want to ask someone other than the four of us, when it comes to a lot line adjustment is that something that we have to grant, or is it something that is our option to grant. Harper wonders if we grant it, as long as it complies with the zoning, would that suffice.  Jerry would think as long as it complies with the zoning we could grant that.  Harper asked Greg Hansen if he had any idea on that.  Greg doesn’t know that there is anything that says you have to do it.  Other communities have lot line amendments and if it complies then you are bond by your ordinance to approve it.  Harper doesn’t know if we do have an ordinance. Greg thinks on the State Code it says lot line adjustment has to meet four criteria it can’t create an additional parcel, all parties have to be in agreement, it can’t create a lot that is not allowed in your zoning and it has to be approved by the governmental bodies.  The way Harper is looking at it right now it would comply.  If we don’t have anything in place that says you can’t do it then we can’t put the brakes on it.  It will come before the Planning Commission for final approval and then before the Council.  The two tax parcels sit on a little over 10 acres he is just adjusting the property line so each parcel consist of at least 5 acres.  

Work Session:  At the last Town Council meeting we felt like it was important to sit down with the Planning Commission, Town Council, Bill Jeppesen and Kevin Parkinson and come up with a plan of what is being proposed with the park placement and trails through the new development.  Harper knows there are things we could do to accommodate the parks and trails and one is to have trails with a destination in mind.  When we met a couple weeks ago we talked about a trail around the perimeter of the two subdivisions.  Just real briefly a couple days ago Harper met with Kevin Parkinson and gave him a heads up with what was going to be discussed tonight with the trail issue.  He visited with Bill Jeppesen this morning about it.  Harper would like to open it to discussion between Council and Planning Commission.  Mike Christiansen asked if we had gone over the perimeter trail around the two subdivisions.  Harper explained the one idea is since there is a sidewalk that comes along Fish Hatchery Road we have it meet with a trail that goes behind the homes in Maple Springs and Bill Jeppesen’s development and joins in with the sidewalks on Willard Peak Road so we basically make a loop.  We would have to at one point finish some of the sidewalk going down Willard Peak Road and a small portion on Fish Hatchery.  One thing that was discussed with the city engineer is they were of the opinion because of previous experience with other home owners that trails behind the lots aren’t good.  People don’t want other people looking into their back yards.  Their opinion would be to incorporate them in with the sidewalk on the last row of homes of the subdivisions.  Jerry brought up the point the commission had talked about that interfering with the driveways.  Harper did respond that was the down side to it so it will need to be weighed out.  We do have driveway problems on the west side of Fish Hatchery Road but we have an irrigation ditch on the east side of the road so we have liabilities on both sides of Fish Hatchery Road. Harper brought up another issue is lighting the trail on the backside of the homes you will have streetlights and porch lights on the front side of the homes.  Jerry asked if we will have problems with people parking on the trail on the front side of the homes.  Harper responded they shouldn’t be parking there but law enforcement would deal with that, it would be the same rules as a sidewalk.   Harper does not feel it is an option to put the trail on the east side of Fish Hatchery Road because of the irrigation ditch.  That irrigation ditch is a bigger liability than these driveways coming into the sidewalks.  Brett mentioned you would have to fence the ditch.  Harper said he doesn’t know if the Irrigation Company would fence it due to the fact they need to have access to it.  Jerry feels the trail on the backside of the homes will have more of a country feel.  Nathan didn’t see why the trail along the ditch was more of a liability than a trail along a creek.  Harper responded kids love to play in water so for him the liability is higher with the ditch than with the driveways.  Brett thinks what Nathan is saying is, why is it more a liability by a ditch than the trail around the lake.  Harper thinks we all have different ideas and they are all valid ideas, there are pros and cons with all of them.   Cindy Bach asked what the difference is between the sidewalk and the trail.  The main difference would be concrete verses pavement, pavement is sometimes easier to walk on and the snow does melt off it faster.  Harper did point out that the sidewalks have to go in no matter what the trail would have to be either dedicated to the city or done as an easement.  Mike C. is still in favor of it being behind the homes.  Harper asked Greg Hansen should we look at an easement or look at dedication of the property.  Greg said when you do a subdivision plat along the front of all of your roads there is a 10’ public utilities easement.  You could also do an easement on the back side of the property if you choose.  Greg is concerned with where we will put all the snow on the trail in the back and in the back there is no lighting which creates a huge hazard.  They have tried it in a few communities and it just hasn’t worked.  Kevin pointed out with the trails and interior parks they do have issues and turn out to be a nightmare.  Bill mentioned we could have the trail go along the sidewalk and then go down between the two subdivisions and join the park on Fish Hatchery Road.  Then it gives an option of a shorter walk.  
Bill wanted to talk to the Commission about the placement of his park.  It was proposed to go in a certain place but was never dedicated to the Town and it has since been talked about combining the two parks into one large park.  He doesn’t feel it would be fair to the people that have bought property thinking they would be next to a park and now they won’t be.  He would hope he could keep the park where it is proposed instead of doing one large park.  The audience was in favor of two separate parks they feel both parks will be used by all residents.  Harper explained the more parks you have the more long term maintenance you have to the entire community.  He is not saying that is a good or bad thing.  There was discussion on whether you need to put bathrooms in each park.  Jerry feels we should look at the issue of maybe leaving Bill’s park where it is since we do have people that bought property thinking they are adjacent to a park.  Harper was under the impression just a couple of weeks ago that this park was just put there with no agreement but our engineer has just informed him that it was in Bills Concept Plan.  Does that change it not really but in all fairness to the people who thought that would be a park when they bought their lot it should carry some weight.  Brett said another option we could throw out there is we could make just a half acre park with a playground and then make another one with a soccer field.  Bill said right now his park will be 1.8 acres.  Harper pointed out if you want trails improved then it may be the developer donate less land for a park and we come up with a dollar amount he could give toward the trail development.  Nathan reminded Harper we would have to change our Land Use Book.  Nathan asked how large the park will be and Kevin told him his park without the detention pond will be at least 2 acres.  Nathan asked how large the detention pond is but at this time they don’t know the actual size.  Greg said if they are going to turn the detention basin into a park they will only make it a foot deep.  That way you spread out further and the berm will be around the outside of the park for the people to sit on. Some of the audience talked about parks in Utah that have combined with a detention pond and how beautiful they are.  Greg did say the worst thing we could do is build a lot of small satellite ponds through our city because it just becomes a tremendous maintenance eyesore the deeper they are the more water they hold and the more stagnant they become then you have a mess.  The beauty of these parks in the detention areas are they are maintained continuously.  The only time you see water in them is when you have a big storm.  Most storms won’t even effect it.  Harper thinks we need to see what we are going to do in the park area it may not be decided tonight.  We won’t know the exact size of the park with the detention pond until the calculations come back from the engineers.  Mike C main question for tonight is what is going to help decide the trail.  The trail would have to go behind the houses in Maple Springs and in front of the houses in Bill’s subdivision.  Bill is willing to work with us.  Harper says we will need to make that an easement on the back side of the homes in Maple Springs because he is pretty sure we will not be able to get additional property for the trail.  Kevin explained we could just make an egress and ingress easement then we wouldn’t have to change the size of the lots or attain more land and it doesn’t come out of the park assessment.  If Kevin has to buy ten feet for that trail then it will bite into the size of the park that is donated.  Harper explained anything we ask for we have to give something in return.  Phil Facer feels that if you put it on the front of the homes it is just a sidewalk if you put it on the backside of the homes it then becomes a trail.  Bill pointed out if you put it on the front side the residents will maintain it, if you put it on the backside the city will be responsible for it.  
Harper proposes this is the first phase and it doesn’t have any bearing on this trail right now.  He just doesn’t want to see any more drawings done until it has been decided so he thinks we need to decide how much land should be dedicated for park in the next couple of weeks.  There was concern that there weren’t enough roads going into the MU-5 areas behind the Maple Springs Subdivision.  It was pointed out there is supposed to be a road every 1200 feet.  Gregg explained with 5 acre lots you usually don’t build city roads accessing those lots because the developer is not building enough return for his money, so what you end up with is private driveways that go to a few specific large lots.  You will not see a city road built for a 5 acre lot.  Harper explained that where it talks about roads every 1200 feet they are talking about city roads but where this is abutted against MU-5 that could have some bearing on it.  But right now that MU-5 area is not even developed so that is not even a block right now.  
Harper is going to suggest in the next two weeks we need to sort out the pros and cons to the trail on the front or backside.  Jerry pointed out that with this many homes we are losing the Country feel so if we have the trail on the backside the country feel would still be there and that would be a beautiful walk.  If you want to just take your kids go around the city block you have a lot of room here to do that and enjoy it.  Kevin mentioned since the park is outside of Phase 1, he doesn’t want to go ahead with his engineering if he doesn’t have pretty good assurance that we have some kind of agreement.  Brett thinks the concern with starting Phase 1 we don’t know what kind of concessions we are going to need to give up depending on what trail we are doing.  Kevin hopes they could get an idea within a week or so.  Greg thinks you need to look at the sidewalk area and see how that is going to work if it doesn’t then go on the having it on the backside of the lots.  In Phase I you will get a pretty good idea of how the sidewalks are working, you have at least 4 years before we can even look at that trail in the back of the lots you don’t need to rush into this decision right now.  Harper explained there is enough property by the detention pond to cover a nice sized park.  So this really wouldn’t have any bearing on Phase 1.  Nathan asked if we are sure that is enough property.  Harper explained if you want trails in the back you have to give up the size of the park.  Jerry agrees we have plenty of time from Phase 1 until we get to the trail.  Harper explained there is 100,000 square feet of land here, plenty of property, even if you had to donate 100% to the park, this would accommodate what he has to donate short of his detention pond and that would make it that much bigger.  So what Kevin is getting at is it doesn’t have any bearing on what happens with Phase 1.  Nathan wanted to bring up that any concession you make on the park plan or density bonus you would need to make a Land Use change.  So none of it is a slam dunk.  Kevin pointed out he really is not interested in doing a density bonus the only thing that would make them think they need to do that is if onerous things are put on them by the city that affected them making any money.  The Council and Commission agreed the park should be combined with the detention pond.  Harper would like everyone to decide where Bill’s park should be and where we want the trails.  
Nathan asked if we want a sidewalk on the developer side of Fish Hatchery if we have a trail on the east side.  It was explained it has to be on the developer’s side.  Harper is worried about the east side and where the property line is according to where the irrigation ditch is.  If you put the sidewalk on that side you can’t accommodate our road standards right now.  There was discussion on which side of Fish Hatchery Road the sidewalk should be on.  Brett would like to go look at it.  Nathan thinks a trail would be much more utilized on the east side.  Harper would like everyone to go out and look at it and give their opinion.  Harper explained there are pros and cons to either way.  Greg explained there is no official dedication for Fish Hatchery Road so what the city has been maintaining is what you own.  Greg says then you are asking a developer to develop the other side of the road that is not part of his development.  It was decided they could go forward with Phase1 and everyone will go look at the trail issue on Fish Hatchery Road.  Brett wants to know how soon we get the property dedicated to the city.  Harper suggested that as soon as we find out how much we need for the park we get it dedicated.  Brett just doesn’t want to see the same thing happen in three years and someone buy a lot thinking the park is next to them.  Phil said the park space should be dedicated in phase 1.  Brett feels we need to get the Impact Fee Analysis done so we don’t have a bunch fields that aren’t parks.  Harper explained he and Brett met with our engineer and he gave them and name to do our park analysis.   It was decided in the last Town Council Meeting to go ahead with the analysis so Harper will get with him tomorrow.  

Commission comments:
Robert Ash feels if we have made prior decisions in Councils over the years to these homeowners that have brought property and built homes around these areas where the park was to be developed.  He feels we need to honor what has been promised to these people.  To Robert a trail is a trail and not a sidewalk.  He would refer back to when Scott Butler was on the Council he always talked about trail systems. Part of him wish we would have put the trail in then and built the subdivisions around the trails.  He feels trails and sidewalks are different and used for different reasons.  Arguably in Bill’s subdivision it will need to be in the front but on Maple Springs he would prefer it in the back of the property.  He thinks in the future it will be easier to tie into other trails behind the reservoir.  Jerry pointed out we could have some in front and some in back.  Robert thinks with trails you need options of where you are going.  
John McAllister agrees with Robert and would like to make options available. 
Jerry feels it has been a great discussion.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Harper feels we have had a good discussion he doesn’t know if we are any closer but we have a better idea of what direction we should go.  It would be nice to give other options than just the reservoir for your walking or riding a bike.  The advantage of trails around both subdivisions it gives you an option of doing only a third of the loop whereas you walk around the reservoir and you are committed.  
Brett feels we have made progress and we now know the developers are willing to do that.  We do need to plan it and not wait until Phase 6.  As Robert said it would have been nice to have the other park in place rather than make concessions now.  

Tom Walker read in our minutes on the Nathan Carr subdivision that Nathan was going to access his property over an easement.  Harper does think that is a valid concern of Tom’s.  It doesn’t say anything in our Land Use Code where you have to access your property from, what it does say is you have to have property that fronts a city street.  That is the difference.  Tom wanted to know why you need frontage on a city street.  Harper couldn’t explain why that is in our code it was set in stone long before his time.  It is a good question.  That is certainly something you could approach the Council and see if they look at it differently.  It is a valid question and he doesn’t have an answer for it.  Harper does understand Nathan’s has the appearance that it is similar to Tom’s situation.  But Nathan’s does front a city street.  

Motion to adjourn
Motion:  Robert Ash
Second:   Phil Facer
All in favor motion passes
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