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HIGHLAND CITY
AGENDA

HIGHLAND CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
Tuesday, October 23, 2016, 7:00 p.m.

Highland City Council Chambers, 5400 West Civic Center Drive, Highland Utah

CALL TO ORDER: Chris Kemp, Chair
e Attendance — Chris Kemp, Chair
e Invocation — Commissioner Abe Day
e Pledge of Allegiance — Commissioner Steve Rock

APPEARANCES:

Time has been set aside for the public to express their ideas, concerns, and
comments on non-agenda items. Speakers will be limited to three (3)
minutes.

WITHDRAWALS AND CONTINUANCES:

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS:

1. Z-14-05: RSL Communities is requesting to rezone 28.38 acres located
south of Ridgeline Elementary from R-1-40 to R-1-30 to allow for a 37
single family subdivision. Legislative

2. SP-16-01: Dallas Hakes is requesting site and architectural plan approval
for the Quick Quack Car Wash located at approximately 5452 West 11000
North (SR-92). Administrative

3. SP-16-02: Daniel Schmidt is requesting site and architectural plan
approval for the Highland Town Plaza Retail Pad 1. This property is part
of Lot 1, Highland Town Center, Plat 2. Administrative

OTHER BUSINESS:

4. 2017 Planning Commission Calendar

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

5. Approval of the September 27, 2016 meeting minutes.



PLANNING STAFF REPORT:

6. Review of Council Actions

COMMISSION COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS:

ADJOURNMENT:

NEXT MEETING: November 22, 2016 at 7:00 pm City Council Chambers

Legislative: An action of a legislative body to adopt laws or polices.
Administrative: An action reviewing an application for compliance with adopted laws
and policies.

FOR SPECIAL ACCOMMODATIONS

Any individual with a qualified disability may request a reasonable accommodation by contacting the City
Recorder at (801) 772-4506 at least 48 hours prior to the Commission meeting.

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING

The undersigned does hereby certify that the above agenda notice was posted in three public places within
Highland City limits on this 22" day of September, 2016. These public places being bulletin boards
located inside the City offices and located in the Highland Justice Center, 5400 W. Civic Center Drive,
Highland, UT; and the bulletin board located inside Lone Peak Fire Station, Highland, UT. On this 22"
day of September, 2016 the above agenda notice was posted on the Highland City website at
www.highlandcity.org.

JoANn Scott, Planning Coordinator


http://www.highlandcity.org/

'A" PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA

HIGHLAND CITY REPORT ITEM # 1

DATE: October 25, 2016

TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Zachary Smallwood
City Planner

SUBJECT: PUBLIC HEARING - RSL Communities has requested a rezoning of 28.38
acres of property located at 6475 West 11800 North from an R-1-40 to
R-1-30(Z-16-05). Legislative

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
The Planning Commission should conduct a public hearing and forward a recommendation

to the City Council.

BACKGROUND:
The applicant would like to subdivide and develop this property into low density single
family residential and has requested that the zoning be changed to R-1-30 from R-1-40.

RSL previously proposed a rezone of this property to R-1-30 with a concept plan of 41
single family buildable lots.
¢ Planning Commission recommended denial; see excerpt of meeting minutes
attached
e C(City Council denied the request; see excerpt of meeting minutes attached.

Rezone requests are a legislative process.

SUMMARY OF THE REQUEST:
1. The applicant is requesting a rezoning of 28.38 acres of property located at 6475

West 11800 North from R-1-40 Single Family Residential to R-1-30 Single Family
Residential to allow for a 37 lot subdivision.

2. The maximum density permitted in the R-1-30 District is 1.45. The minimum lot
size for the R-1-30 District is 20,000 square feet. The minimum lot frontage is 120
feet except for lots on a cul-de-sac. The maximum number of lots is determined by
dividing the total square footage by 30,000 square feet.

3. The maximum density in the R-1-40 District 1.09 units per acre. The minimum lot
width is 130 feet. There are no exceptions for lots on a cul-de-sac. The maximum



number of lots is determined by dividing the total square footage by 40,000 square
feet.

4. The applicant has prepared an illustrative concept plan. The plan shows 37 lots.
The proposed density is 1.30 units per acre. A subdivision plat will be required prior
to construction of the single family residential development to determine
compliance with the Development Code and Engineering Design Standards.

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION:

The applicant held a neighborhood meeting on October 11, 2016. A summary of the
meeting is attached. The neighbors were concerned with the quality of homes that would
be built on the site. They were also concerned that if approved, that there would be no
guarantee that the concept plan would be implemented as presented.

Notice of the Planning Commission public hearing was published in the October 09, 2016
edition of the Daily Herald and mailed to all property owners within 500 feet on October
10, 2016.

ANALYSIS:

General Plan

e The site is designated Low Density Residential in the General Plan. The General
Plan section 2-21 states that “New uses should be developed on existing vacant and
agricultural land according to established low-density, large-lot land patterns and
densities”. The proposed rezoning is consistent with this designation.

Development Code

e The objective of the R-1-30 zone is to support a low density residential environment.

e The zone was established to
o Create transitional areas within the city between other residential zones
o To create a distinction and gradation between one acre larger lots and half
acre lots.

Surrounding Land Uses:

e The properties to the west have been developed as single family homes, in the R-1-
40 zone. Most of the lots are between 30,000 to 40,000 square feet.

e The lots directly to the east of the applicants property is zoned R-1-40, however due
to the density calculation most properties are between 30,000 and 35,000 square
feet.



e To the south of the applicants property is a subdivision that was developed with an
Open Space Overlay.

e The north borders Ridgeline Elementary and an LDS Chapel.

Site Circulation:

e Primary access will come from three access points, Mercer Hollow Road from the
south, a local road, Sunrise Drive(11630 North) from the east and west, also a local
road, and north from 11800 North a collector street. Based on this concept plan, this
would provide adequate access to the site.

Utilities

e There are currently four possible connections to be made with sewer, pressurized
water and culinary water.

e Storm water drainage is a potential issue on the property; the applicant has placed
two detention areas on the south end of the property. These will be addressed
during review of the preliminary plat.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION:

Conceptual plans represent a challenge for residents, Staff, Planning Commission and
City Council as they represent the maximum lot yield. In addition, approval of a
conceptual plan creates an expectation of the property owner and developer regarding the
lot yield. Because they have not been reviewed for compliance with the Development Code
there can be significant changes to the proposed subdivision. This has resulted in issues
with recent developments.

Residents and the Planning Commission expressed concern regarding the use of R-1-30 at
this location due to the existing surrounding land uses and adding additional homes above
what R-1-40 would allow.

The intent of the R-1-30 District was not to replace the R-1-40 District, but rather to have
an alternative to the R-1-20 District since we were receiving so many requests for R-1-
20. Staff does not believe the request meets the intent of the R-1-30 District.

The Planning Commission should hold a public hearing and determine if the proposed
rezoning: 1) Is consistent with the purpose of the General Plan; 2) Will or will not
adversely affect the community; and 3) Will or will not result in compatible land use
relationships.



I move that the Planning Commission recommend APPROVAL of the proposed rezoning
based on the following findings: (The Commission should draft appropriate findings. The
Commission may also include appropriate conditions.)

I move that the Planning Commission CONTINUE the public hearing to the next meeting
to address the following (The Commission should provide appropriate direction):

I move that the Planning Commission recommend DENIAL the proposed rezoning based

on the following findings: (The Commission should draft appropriate findings).

FISCAL IMPACT:
This action will not have a financial impact on this fiscal year’s budget expenditures.

ATTACHMENTS:

1.
2. Neighborhood Meeting Summary and Attendance List
3.

4. Excerpt of the 09/06/2016 City Council Minutes

Concept Plan

Excerpt of the 08/23/2016 Planning Commission Minutes
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Meeting Minutes from RSL Communities Neighborhood Meeting
re: Oak Ridge Rezone Application

Ridgeline Elementary School
October 11, 2016
7 pm start time

Patrick Ord (RSL Communities Utah Division President) opened the meeting. He set the context of the
meeting by saying that the City Council voted for RSL Communities to revise and resubmit their rezone
request subject to a lot maximum. The revised application requests a rezone from R1-40 to R1-30
subject to a maximum of 37 lots — 6 more lots than an R1-40 plan would yield. The prior application
requested a straight rezone to R1-30, which would have yielded 41 lots.

The revised plan seeks to remedy some of the concerns previously expressed by neighbors including:

e Traffic — The new plan has added curvilinear streets as a traffic calming measure. Additionally,
RSL Communities has expressed a willingness to install solar powered, radar, speed signs.

e Water Run-off — The new plan has included two detention basins to catch storm water run-off so
that the water won’t run into bordering properties.

e Trail System — The new plan has included space on the northwest of the property so that the
existing paved trail system to the west can ramp up to the grade of 11800 North. The new plan
also provides a continuation of the already paved trail to the south of the property through the
Oak Ridge Project (between lots 113 & 114).

e Rear School Access — The new plan allows for a trail that stubs to the rear of Ridgeline
Elementary School. Discussions with Alpine School District have indicated that they will
consider installing a rear access to accommodate students who use this new path to walk to
school. By encouraging a more walkable school access, vehicular traffic to the school will be
decreased.

e Larger Lots on the Western Border — The new plan eliminated two full lots on the western border
of the site (from 9 lots to 7 lots) and spread the frontages over the remaining lots and a detention
basin. This provides the site with a gradual transition from the larger lots on the western border
of the property to the smaller, quarter acre lots on the southeastern border of the property.

Patrick stated that it was RSL Communities’ intent to provide the neighborhood with a project that
addressed their major concerns. The recently revised R1-30 plan subject to a 37 lot maximum is more
likely to address these concerns than a developer that chose to pursue an R1-40 development. Since the
R1-40 zoning already exists, the only criteria by which an R1-40 community would be evaluated would
be if it met all of the City’s requirements — and curvilinear streets, trail continuations, rear yard school
access, lot size transitions within the site, etc. are not requirements of the City.
Of particular note, only eight neighbors attended this most recent meeting whereas thirty three neighbors
attended the meeting for RS Communities’ first application. The neighbors attending said that more
people wanted to attend but they had conflicts that they couldn’t get out of. An alternative view is that
the majority of the neighbors did not feel strongly enough to voice any opposition to the revised concept
plan. Only four people articulated concerns during the meeting (Tanya Colledge, Laura Harding, Cody
Yeck, & Neal Evans). Two of the other four attendees came and went quickly without commenting. The
other two individuals just listened.
Laura Harding was the most vocal of the opponents. Laura lives at 6274 Bull River Road, which is
approximately four blocks (960 feet) to the south of the property (at the end of Mercer Hollow Rd).
Laura articulated the following concerns:

e Laura feels that she was promised by the City that the Oak Ridge Parcel would be zoned R1-40

and that a rezone to R1-30 would be less desirable.



o Patrick responded that City Zoning Ordinances adapt to changing City requirements.

e She feels that an R1-40 zoning would yield more expensive homes and thus be better for
property values.

o Patrick responded by saying that the lots under the proposed plan are an half acre and
greater and the prices of the proposed homes are expected to average in the mid
$700,000s with many reaching above $900,000.

e She wants the parcel to be populated by custom homes.

o Patrick said that the homes that RSL Communities plans to build meet the requirements
of what many Utah home builders would consider a “Custom Home” — such as quality of
materials, ability to customize floor plans, high-end finishings, varying exterior
elevations, etc.

o Laura clarified by saying that she doesn’t want one builder building on all the lots on the
site but rather different builders on each lot.

o Patrick mentioned that the quality control of the site would be much better if one builder
built all of the homes.

e She sees the only motivation for a rezone as increasing the developer’s profit and she does not
feel that what the developer is offering in return is compelling.
e She would rather see the land remain vacant than developed at a higher density.
o Patrick articulated some benefits of developing the site as:

Newly built homes will serve as a barrier to winds that currently blow over the
vacant parcel onto the nearby homes. The wind may carry dirt from the site onto
the adjacent homes.

Site development would mitigate any water run-off problems by having the site
engineered to cause all storm water to run to detention basins.

The new site plan would allow public access over private property through
connecting to an existing trail system.

The new site plan would facilitate a rear yard access to the school, which would
allow more students to walk to school and cut down on vehicular traffic during
peak school hours — thus improving safety.

e Would RSL Communities still pursue the purchase of the land under an R1-40 scenario?

o Patrick said that several developers have had the property under contract and couldn’t
make an R1-40 scenario work. Several problems need to be solved on the site at
significant cost such as: over excavation for collapsible soils, extensive grading, storm
water mitigation, etc.

o Mark Hugo (the property’s broker and friend of the land seller) added the following:

The cost to secure water rights on the site are $24,000 / acre, which equates to
about $700,000.

The Siggard family (Seller of the property) wants to be good neighbors. Mark
introduced the family to RSL Communities because of their reputation as a
quality home builder and developer.

e Laura said that it was evident that RSL Communities is paying too much for the land if they need
more lots to make the economics work.
o Mark Hugo told of how the Siggard family allowed the school and the Church to
purchase land on the site, which left them with an irregular sized property. Had they been
more focused on money, they would have refused the sale and pursued a development



strategy. The property seller and buyer both have rights to petition the City for a zone
change insofar as they meet the requirements.
e Laurasaid that RSL Communities had already been denied the zone change so why do they
continue.

o Patrick reviewed the history of the process saying that they received a positive staff
report saying that the property met the requirements of a transition zone, the Planning
Commission voted that “no compelling reason existed for a rezone”, and the City Council
asked via a motion for RSL Communities to resubmit the plan subject to a maximum lot
count that was less than 41.

Tanya Colledge (lives at 11768 Sunset Hills, which borders the property on the northwest border — by
lot 101) articulated the following concerns:

e She feels that if a developer were to develop the property under an R1-40, she could force the
City to continue the trail through the site and access the rear of the school. The detention basins
would be required under an R1-40 regardless because they constitute engineering concerns. The
other proposed benefits did not seem like compelling reasons.

e She was concerned that once the rezone occurs, the neighborhood would have no control or
guarantee that the concept plan would be the same as the final plat.

o Patrick said that RSL Communities is asking for an R1-30 rezone subject to a 37 lot max
and that the City could stipulate that their Plat look like the submitted concept plan unless
there is some compelling reason for them to deviate (i.e. engineering, etc.).

e Tanya said that she didn’t have anything against RS Communities. She looked for complaints
about the company online and couldn’t find anything.

Neal Evans (lives at 11597 N. Lone Rock Circle, which borders the property on the southwest border —
adjacent to lots 110 & 111) articulated the following concerns:

e He did not share the opinion that R1-40 lots did not meet current market demand. He referenced
the R1-40 Ivory project currently selling to the west of Highland Blvd. He said that the Ivory
homes are selling as quickly as they can build them.

o Mark Hugo mentioned that he spoke to an Ivory Sales Representative that told him that
“Dry Creek Highlands” (the referenced Ivory project) was the slowest selling Ivory
project in the entire state because the lot costs were so expensive (due to their size).

o Patrick mentioned that R1-40 lot sizes are costly to landscape and maintain and if you
drive through “Dry Creek Highlands” you can see many homes without installed
landscaping.

= Neal felt that was because the homes were brand new.

o Neal worried about the precedent that a rezone to R1-30 would create within Highland.

o Patrick responded by saying that the revised request is structured in such a way (subject
to a max lot count) that the City would not grant them a true R1-30 rezone — so no R1-30
precedent would be created.

Cody Yeck (lives at 6384 W. Skyline Dr., which borders the property on the south border — adjacent to
lot 113) articulated the following concerns:
e She asked that RSL Communities withdraw the R1-30 zone request and then the neighbors
would be happy.
o Patrick responded by saying that they had a right to apply for the zone change and that
they have been encouraged enough from feedback from many neighbors, the City Staff,
and many City Officials to continue to pursue it.



During the meeting, Dr. Higgins (Ridgeline Elementary School Principal) popped into the meeting to
say, “hi”. He was asked by the neighbors if the school was overcrowded. Dr. Higgins said, “no”. He
elaborated by saying that the current school enrollment was 1,015 students but that approximately 60 of
those were preschoolers, which don’t count towards the capacity. The net population of the school
therefore was 955. Ridgeline has had up to 1,284 students (a couple of years ago). The school has 2
trailers but they are not filled to capacity.

Dr. Higgins mentioned that if the residents were concerned about overcrowding, they should vote for the
new school bond that will be on the upcoming ballot. The school bond will not increase property taxes
since another bond is retiring at the same time. The School District has already acquired land near the
IM Flash facility for a new Elementary School and Middle School.

The meeting adjourned around 8:30 PM.



would continue to increase. He wanted to see some kind of solution for residents near 107th. He
wanted to see a few more amenities for seniors and thought the density seemed high. He liked
the idea of bringing senior housing to the area. He agreed that the location was difficult and
thought this was the best option.

Chairman Kemp called for a motion.

MOTION: Commissioner Brammer moved to continue the public hearing in order to address
questions regarding density, parking, traffic and clarification on the amenities. Commissioner
Ostler seconded the motion. Commission Chair Kemp and Commissioner Brammer,
Commissioner Day, Commissioner Ostler, and Commissioner Rock were in favor.
Commissioner Carruth and Commissioner Campbell were opposed. The motion carried with two
opposed.

2. Z-16-04
RSL Communities is requesting to rezone 28.38 acres located south of Ridgeline
Elementary from R-1-40 to R-1-30.

New City Planner Zac Smallwood introduced himself. He reviewed the details of the application
and the concept plan and said staff saw the project fitting well with existing houses.

Patrick Ord, representing RSL, reviewed the background and products of the company and the
similarities between the R-1-40 and R-1-30 zones. He talked about the zoning of the surrounding
properties and about providing a transition zone with their development. He mentioned the
school in the area and said they would be open to working with the city on any traffic calming
measures that the city deemed appropriate. He said they wanted to encourage the walkability of
the site plan and hoped to get an entrance through the rear of the school, although it was a school
district's decision.

Commissioner Rock excused himself from the meeting at 8:30 PM.

Mr. Ord talked about their flex plan architecture and said they were not a typical production
builder. He showed pictures of sample site plans and elevations. He said RSL would build the
homes and hoped to have buildout as quickly as possible. He talked about possible school
overcrowding and mentioned that he had a conversation with the principal of the school. The
principal thought the district was good with keeping up with growth concerns.

Commissioner Ostler understood that the R-1-30 zone was to be a transition zone on the
peripheral of the city. He wondered what they were transitioning from. Mr. Ord explained that
the transition would be from R-1-40 on the east and west to R-1-20 on the north along with a
planned development on the northeast and south.

Commissioner Campbell thought it seemed to fit the definition of the transition zone. He
wondered if the neighboring horses were what they wanted.
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Chairman Kemp opened the public hearing at 8:41 PM and asked for public comment.

Resident Tanya Colledge said this project would directly impact her because she bordered three
of the proposed lots. She mentioned an email that she sent to the city. She was happy to see
development and hoped that it would cut down on the motorized traffic behind her. She was not
opposed to the development, but had concerns regarding the R-1-30 zone request. She talked
about the size of the lots and the need for a detention pond which would decrease the number of
lots. Ms. Colledge said there were a lot of issues with Highland Oaks development that was
never supposed to impact the neighbors. She had concerns with the slope and drainage. She
thought the price points defined by RSL were unrealistic. She pointed out that the zone change
was not on the Master Plan and thought there was a demand for R-1-40. She talked about the
trails in the area.

Resident Natalie Ball said she lived across from the school and was very concerned about traffic.
She thought the city kept making exceptions by allowing smaller higher density developments
which increased traffic. She said the school was already congested and told about her son who
was almost hit in a cross walk because of speeders. She said the traffic was getting out of hand.
She acknowledged that more development would come, but asked to stick with the Master Plan
because it limited the number of households in the area. She asked the Commission to look to the
future and not make exceptions.

Resident Laura Harding pointed out that the school was completely landlocked with one access
road. She said the trails were a big deal because many kids lived behind the school. She talked
about the number of kids who use the trails daily and asked for help with keeping access straight
behind to the school. She voiced concern because the front of the school was very busy. She
thought the R-1-40 zone preserved green space and said there was a huge demand for lots in the
R-1-40 zone. She did not think it was in a transition zone. Ms. Harding pointed out that there
were currently four trailers on the school property and talked about the additional children that
would be coming from other developments. She said she was tired of production builders.

Realtor Cody Yeck mentioned that buyers were tired of large homes on small lots and that they
wanted a place for pools, sports courts, or other places for their kids to play. She voiced concern
that the developer would not be able to make money with R-1-30 zone. If that happened, she
wanted to know what the planning commission would do to stop the developer from reselling
that property to someone who would ask for smaller lots. She did not think RSL would be able to
sell at the price point that was mentioned. She would like to see the property developed and the
trails preserved.

Resident Jennifer Avondet preferred that R-1-40 zone and larger lots. She thought the
neighborhood meeting was conducted excellently and that RSL did a good job addressing the
concerns of the neighborhood. She wondered if R-1-30 could be approved with contingencies,
like requiring two trails, including drainage lots, etc.
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Resident LaWana Ballantyne distributed a document defining her concerns and opposition to the
requested zone change. She voiced concerns for the neighborhood layout and quality, traffic
patterns, the status and safety of two dedicated trail systems, water drainage and flood control,
impact on Highland schools, boundary controls and fencing, and influence on existing properties.
She said the development would impact her bordering property. She said her property on the
south was not smaller than the proposed lots as was previously stated. She said water drainage
for the area needed attention regardless of the development. She thought surrounding home
values would be seriously challenged as well as resell capability. She was not against R-1-30
zones or 1 acre lots, but could not support the RSL development as shown.

Resident Neal Evans request that the zone change not be considered until the developer came
back with a specific plan instead of a concept plan. He talked about development in the area and
thought the vision of Highland was lower density. He voiced concern with dust and dirt from the
development.

Resident Tim Ball thought educational issues were the preeminent issue. He said he spoke with a
representative of the superintendent's office today. He said the contingencies to mitigate growth
were dependant upon costly school bonds. He voiced concern about overcrowding in the schools
and the lack of certain programs that could not be accommodated. He suggested a moratorium on
building until the issues were resolved. He asked that the R-1-40 zone was kept. Commissioner
Brammer explained that the school district had taken the approach to react to development, and
had taken any control, foresight, or data away from cities to make decisions regarding school
planning. He said cities were instructed to not bring that into consideration based on the State
statute regulatory system. He said school districts had decided not to coordinate with cities
regarding schools. Instead, they urge cities to develop according to local property rights and
zoning laws, and they would react to the development. He said cities respected the sovereignty of
the school districts. Chairman Kemp said the district had not coordinated with the city in the
past.

Resident Becky Bursell understood that the city could not do anything about the school, but she
suggested not making it worse by rezoning the property. She hoped that the Commissioners and
developer understood that the residents knew the neighborhood better than they did. She talked
about dealing with the dirt, dust, and erosion while other areas near her were being developed.
She said she was still dealing with erosion because of the grading. She talked about the safety of
the children, overcrowded schools, and additional traffic. She talked about the lack of green
space, walking trails, nor roundabouts in the concept plan. She voiced concerns about current
traffic issues and speeds.

Mr. Ord reiterated that it was a concept plan and that it illustrated the maximum number of lots
they would allow on the site. He said they would be willing to talk about trail elements. He
mentioned that they may need a detention to the southwest and southeast. He said there were a
lot of engineering concerns that would be addressed during the preliminary plan process. He
mentioned that kids on the property were technically trespassing and said that it would be a
benefit to neighbors to have a development that accommodated trails and access. He addressed
concerns that they were a production company and said they had more of a custom product.
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Regarding construction, dust, and drainage, he said they were the only home builder for the
development and wanted to be good neighbors. They wanted to make a concept that was in line
with market demand. He said half acre lots were still large lots that could accommodate large
homes and yards. Regarding property values, he said it was good to have various lot sizes for
supply and demand. He mentioned that the city told RSL that they did not want more open space
that needed to be maintained.

Chair Kemp closed the public hearing at 9:32 and asked for additional comments from the
commissioners.

Commissioner Day wondered if the developer would be able to accommodate trails to the school
if they built lots according to the R-1-40 zone. He wondered if now was the time to try to
negotiate for trails to the school.

Commissioner Campbell preferred to have more time in order to make a decision. He talked
about the surrounding subdivisions and said he would like to drive through the area to have a
better feel.

Commissioner Ostler said he had the opportunity to drive the area and did not see how it became
R-1-30. He voiced concern with having requests for R-1-30 in other parts of the city if R-1-30
was approved in this area. He wanted to keep R-1-40 because neighboring subdivisions were R-
1-40. Commissioner Ostler talked about the reason for R-1-30 and the need for a transition zone
on the outside areas of Highland's boundary.

Commissioner Carruth mentioned that she was able to drive the area and agreed with
Commissioner Ostler. She said it was mostly surrounded by R-1-40 and thought it should stay R-
1-40.

Commissioner Brammer explained that the R-1-30 zone had been approved, but not yet in the
General Plan. He said any application for the R-1-30 was a deviation from the R-1-40. He
thought it could serve as a transition on the north/south, but did not meet the transition on the
east/west. He thought it qualified for consideration under the ordinance and thought it met the
criteria. He said any development would have the same dust and traffic issues. He thought the
developer would lose one to three lots in order to deal with engineering issues. He thought it met
the requirements for a change to R-1-30.

Chair Kemp said he had driven all the roads and knew the subdivisions well. He said he
sympathized with residents who voiced concern with child safety and over crowded schools. He
did not think there was a compelling enough argument to change it from R-1-40 to R-1-30. Chair
Kemp called for a motion.

MOTION: Commissioner Ostler moved to deny the application requesting a zone change to R-
1-30. Commissioner Carruth seconded the motion. Commission Chair Kemp and Commissioners
Campbell, Carruth, Day, and Ostler were in favor. Commissioner Brammer was opposed. The
motion carried with one opposed and one absent.
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Councilman Brian Braithwaite argued that a denial would not be arbitrary because the applicant
has not followed through with the terms of their Conditional Use Permit.

Councilman Rod Mann asked if the applicant would be meeting their Conditional Use Permit if
they started to move dirt before September 15". Tim Merrill, City Attorney, stated that staff and
the City Council would have to best determine if substantial construction activity had been done,
since that term was not specifically defined. He again stated that the applicant has made
significant progress in obtaining approval for various plats and plans since their original
approval.

Al Rafati, the applicant, said that he had attended a number of meetings prior to this and had
sensed the disappointment from the City Council in what they had proposed. Mr. Rafati was not
part of the original team that proposed the project, but came in at a later date to acquire the land
and support the development. He stated that he was open to working with the City to come up
with ways to make the subdivision a success. Mr. Rafati then explained the reasons that the
project has fallen behind schedule and stated that they intend to begin construction as soon as
possible.

Councilman Dennis LeBaron stated that he was not in favor of the project from the beginning,
but the proposal met the strict requirements of the code and it was approved. He agreed that the
applicant had not met the terms of their Conditional Use Permit and felt that a denial was
justified.

Councilman Ed Dennis warned that a lot of City funds would be used in litigating this issue if the
extension were denied.

Those voting aye: Brian Braithwaite and Dennis LeBaron
Those voting nay: Tim Irwin, Ed Dennis, and Rod Mann
Motion died.

MOTION: Councilman Ed Dennis moved the City Council approve a six-month extension
for a Conditional Use Permit for the Blackstone Development.

Councilman Tim Irwin seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Tim Irwin, Ed Dennis, and Rod Mann
Those voting nay: Brian Braithwaite and Dennis LeBaron

Motion carried.

ACTION ITEMS:

7. PUBLIC HEARING/MOTION: Request for a re-zone from R-1-40 to R-1-30 of
28.38 acres located at 6475 West 11800 North— Oak Ridge Subdivision
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BACKGROUND: The applicant would like to subdivide and develop this property into low
density single family residential and has requested that the zoning be changed to R-1-30 from R-
1-40. Rezone requests are a legislative process.

Nathan Crane, City Administrator, presented the background information regarding the rezone
request. He presented the concept plan that was provided by the applicant, which showed a 41-
lot subdivision. The Planning Commission recommended that the application be denied because
the subject property was not a transitional area, and based on the number of residents who spoke
against the application.

Councilman Tim Irwin expressed a concern regarding the findings of the Planning Commission.
He argued that someone purchasing a home in this subdivision would not be considering the size
of the surrounding lots. He also argued that the minimum lot size of the R-1-30 zone could still
be considered a large size.

The City Councilmembers discussed what constitutes a large lot.
Mayor Thompson opened the Public Hearing at 7:58 p.m.

Patrick Ward, the applicant representing RSL Communities, thanked the City Council for the
opportunity to present their application. He began his presentation by listing the reasons that the
R-1-30 zoning creates, and one of those reasons was to provide a zoning that could be used in
transitional areas within the City. Mr. Ward then presented a map of the area and explained that
an R-1-40 zone would be difficult to accomplish based on the shape of the property. In regards
to the concept plan provided in the staff report, Mr. Ward explained that the 41-lot plan showed
the maximum lot yield available under the R-1-30 zone; however, they did not intend to include
that many lots. To show a more likely scenario, a concept plan showing only 38 lots was
created. Mr. Ward presented this concept plan to the City Council and audience. In response to
concerns raised by the residents at the previous meeting, Mr. Ward explained that they were
working to address water runoff, include traffic calming measures, and creating a walkable path
to the school. Mr. Ward addressed the types and size of homes that would be constructed, and
presented statistical information regarding the number of school age children. Based on the
information provided to him by the local principal and the District Vice President, the number of
enrolled school children would decrease in the near future.

Neal Evans, a resident, stated that he was not in favor of the rezone request. He stated that the
majority of the surrounding neighborhoods were zoned R-1-40, and the subject property did not
qualify as a transitional area. Mr. Evans felt that Highland should continue to provide acre lots.
He also expressed a concern for having large homes on small lots, and the invasion of privacy.

Lawana Ballantine, a resident, was concerned about water runoff which would go straight to her
home, as her lot was at the lowest elevation in the area. She doubted that the detention basins
provided by the developer would be able to handle water from 38 homes. Mrs. Ballantine also
asked if the ridge would be removed prior to construction. Finally, she asked who would be
responsible for flooding issues if the project were abandoned before completion.
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Councilman Brian Braithwaite confirmed that responsibility for any flooding or other issue
would be that of the current property owner.

Laura Harding, a resident, asked the City Council to consider how many residents were present
to speak against the proposal. She stated that she had many other neighbors who could not
attend the meeting who were in opposition. Ms. Harding was concerned that the only party that
would benefit from this change is the developer. She explained that she lives on a half-acre lot,
and complained about the lack of greenspace and privacy on her lot.

Councilman Ed Dennis asked Ms. Harding why she was opposed to the R-1-30 zone when it
would require a larger lot size than what she currently lives on. He stated that some of the
surrounding neighborhoods, although zoned R-1-40, had smaller lots because of the Greenspace
Overlay.

Vickie Harris, a resident, complimented the developer for listening to the concerns from the
neighbors and trying to address them. She commented that there would be opposition to any
development that goes into that property, and it was impossible to please everyone. She believed
that the applicant’s proposal, particularly the 38-lot concept plan, was appropriate for the area.
Ms. Harris stated that there were very few acre lots in the surrounding neighborhoods, so the
proposed lot sizes would actually be larger than the average lot in the area.

Dennis Anderson, a resident, asked that drainage and traffic studies be conducted before the
subdivision is approved.

Tanya Colledge, a resident, stated that she recently sent the City Councilmembers a lengthy
email outlining her concerns. She thanked Mr. Crane for compiling all of the communication
received from residents and including them in the staff report. Ms. Colledge expressed her
opposition of the rezone by stating that the City defines large lots in the masterplan as R-1-40.
She was also concerned that her property value would decrease if the proposed subdivision were
constructed. Ms. Colledge asked the City Council Members to act as representatives of the
residents here and deny the request.

Vickie Harris again approached the City Council and asked that the developer be strictly held to
any agreement they make with the City.

Cody Yeck, a resident, stated that her home is located on a smaller lot in a greenspace overlay,
but they built there with the understanding that the subject property behind them would be
developed into large lots. As a realtor, Mrs. Yeck testified that people are looking for acre-sized
lots so that pools or sports courts could be installed on their properties. She was also concerned
that the subject property would become a dust bowl with all of the construction that would
happen there, and it would continue if the homes were not sold.

Corey Freeze, a resident, felt that the rezone was a reasonable request. He explained that he
resides on a half-acre lot and felt that was a substantial amount of property. Mr. Freeze
suggested that they consider the future population of Highland City by providing more homes on
slightly smaller lots.
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Cynthia Andrus, a resident, agreed that the developer had made good efforts in addressing the
residents’ concerns, and she appreciated those efforts. However, she still believed that the
difference between the R-1-40 and the R-1-30 zone was too much, and adding more homes
would take away their privacy.

Timothy Ball, a resident, agreed with the majority of the neighbors who had spoken. He
addressed the issue of overcrowding at the local schools, stating that the school district is
interested in planning for future growth. This contradicts the information provided by the
applicant. Mr. Ball talked about the lack of classroom space, exhausted resources, and the
elimination of vital programs. He asked the City Council to consider the needs of the children
currently in Highland City. Mr. Ball argued that people who want smaller lot sizes have
alternative options in the neighboring cities, and Highland does not need to provide that.

Councilman Ed Dennis was concerned about the conflicting information regarding the school
district that was given by the applicant and Mr. Ball. He asked Mr. Ball if he could disclose who
he had been speaking with regarding this information, and Mr. Ball stated that he could not
provide a name at this time. However, he would be receiving a written letter from this person,
and he would be providing copies of it to the City Councilmembers. There was a discussion
regarding the number of children enrolled at Ridgeline Elementary compared to the capacity of
the school building.

Ken Worton, a resident, stated that he moved his family to Highland 20 years ago because it was
rural and offered acre lots. He stated that R-1-40 offers those larger lots, and it’s always been
that way. Mr. Worton was also concerned that only the developer would be benefiting from the
rezone, when the City Council should be considering what is best for Highland City. Mr.
Worton asked Councilman Tim Irwin how long he has lived in Highland.

Councilman Tim Irwin stated that he has lived in the City long enough to speak with other
residents about their wants and needs. He stated that Highland City is changing, and people do
desire smaller lots.

Mr. Worton argued that Highland City does not need to change, because it is fine the way it is.
He also voiced his opinion that anyone who has not lived in Highland City has no business being
on the City Council, because that person would not be able to understand the needs of the City.

Leslie Andrus, a resident, echoed Mr. Worton’s comments. She stated that she felt deceived by
this rezone request, because her understanding was that the subject property would be developed
into large lots.

Hearing no further comments, Mayor Thompson closed the public hearing at 9:18 p.m. and
brought the discussion back to the Council.

Mayor Thompson thanked the residents for their comments and stated that their input would be
taken into consideration as the City Council deliberated this issue. To address a few of the
comments made, Mayor Thompson stated that change is a reality and the City will have to adjust
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in some ways. He also stated that anyone who has resided in Highland for just a few months has
the right to be on the City Council or give their opinion in a public forum.

Councilman Ed Dennis briefly talked about the history of the subject property, stating that a
portion of the property was donated to the LDS church, and a portion was sold to the School
District. The configuration of the remaining property does not fit an R-1-40 zone very well,
which is the main reason that the applicant has requested a rezone to R-1-30. He asked that this
be factored into the discussion.

Councilman Rod Mann argued that the donation of the church property was not important to the
discussion. In regards to the request, he stated that he was not comfortable overriding the
recommendation of the Planning Commission unless there was a compelling reason. He agreed
that the subject property was not a transitional area, and the opinion of the neighbors bares
significant weight in this decision. Councilman Rod Mann felt that the lots sizes of the R-1-30
could still be considered as “large”. He requested that the item be sent back to the Planning
Commission with the changes that had been made and were being made by the applicant.

Councilman Ed Dennis commented that Highland City has never been exclusively an R-1-40
community, and a number of R-1-20 subdivisions have been in place for a very long time.

Councilman Brian Braithwaite thanked the developer for presenting his information and for
attempting to make changes that would address the neighbors’ concerns. He also thanked the
residents for their comments. Councilman Braithwaite believed that Highland was an R-1-40
City, and there needed to be good reasons to justify changes like this. He stated that he was in
favor of discussing the rezone, but only with the facts that are pertinent such as the surrounding
uses, impact to the neighbors, and the topography of the land. He added that a property owner
does have rights to develop their property, and the City cannot create regulations that would
cause them to fail in this attempt. Councilman Braithwaite addressed the issue of overcrowding
in schools. He stated that the City would eventually build out to 25,000 to 30,000 residents, and
any development would have a large impact on the school system. He also stated that
demographics change over time, and school attendance would fluctuate. Seven more houses in
this specific development would not impact the school system as much as some of the other
subdivisions that are going in. Because Alpine School District decides how to react to the
growth, overcrowding should not factor into the City Council’s decision on this rezone
application. In regards to the R-1-30 zone, Councilman Braithwaite stated that it was not created
with the intention of being applied everywhere in the City. He believed that their decision on
this property would set a precedent for other R-1-30 zoning requests. There needs to be a valid
reason for approving such a rezone, and he wasn’t sure that the justifications were strong enough
in this case. He suggested that the item be sent back to the Planning Commission because there
could be other options for this property, such as rezoning to the R-1-30 with a strict set of
restrictions. This option would give the developer the flexibility to create a subdivision that was
aesthetically pleasing while requiring fewer lots than allowed in the R-1-30.

Councilman Ed Dennis agreed with Councilman Braithwaite’s suggestion.
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Councilman Dennis LeBaron stated that he appreciates the size of the R-1-40 lots, but it is not a
perfect zoning. This is why the City has tried implementing things like the Greenspace Overlay
in the past. He felt that the creation of the R-1-30 zone was visionary and appropriate for certain
areas of the City. He suggested that the item be continued until the City has the opportunity to
review and discuss the City’s masterplan with the community.

Councilman Tim Irwin expressed appreciation for the comments made by the developer,
residents, and fellow Councilmembers. He commented that the R-1-30 zone was created to give
property owners other development options in difficult situations. This decision was difficult for
Councilman Irwin because he views the R-1-30 as having large lots even though they are less
than one acre. The developer has worked hard to mitigate the concerns of the neighbors, and the
rezone would assist the developer in making a nice subdivision.

Councilman Ed Dennis apologized to those who may have been offended by some of his
comments that evening, because his intention was not to offend. He explained that he had spent
a significant amount of time speaking with a real estate expert discussing the pros and cons of
the proposed development. Councilman Dennis was told that many other attempts to develop
this property with the R-1-40 zoning had been abandoned because it is simply not reasonable.
The R-1-30 zone would give this developer more options. He added that an increased number of
rooftops would help increase revenue for the City, even just slightly.

MOTION: Councilman Brian Braithwaite moved the City Council deny the applicant’s
request to rezone property from an R-1-40 to and R-1-30 located at 6475 West 11800 North
and direct the applicant to go back to the Planning Commission and work with staff to
identify an R-1-30 that would allow a reduced number of lots to provide some transition
and would be mitigated by the topography. They also direct the applicant to share the
amended proposal with resident allowing continued communication.

Councilman Rod Mann seconded the motion.

Those voting aye: Brian Braithwaite, Ed Dennis and Rod Mann.
Those voting nay: Dennis LeBaron and Tim Irwin

Motion carried.

8. RESOLUTION: Approval of an Interlocal Agreement with Utah County — Major
Crimes Task Force

BACKGROUND: The Utah County Major Crimes Task Force is a multi-jurisdictional
cooperation tasked with addressing the problems of drugs, gangs, and violent crimes occurring
in Utah County. Lone Peak Police Department pays an annual assessment to be a part of the
Task Force. That assessment provides our Police Department with specialized resources to
investigate and solve more sophisticated crimes such as child pornography, computer crimes,
and the distribution of illegal drugs. The Task Force also provides information on known
criminal activity in Highland City. An interlocal agreement is required by each entity to
participate in the Task Force. For Lone Peak Police Department to participate, Highland City
Council, Alpine City Council, and the Lone Peak Public Safety Board must sign. In comparison
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'A" PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA

HIGHLAND CITY REPORT ITEM #2

DATE: October 25, 2016

TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Zachary Smallwood
Planner

SUBJECT: A reqguest by Dallas Hakes for site and architectural plan approval for a
4,104 square foot car wash on lot 11 of the Highland Marketplace
subdivision in the Commercial Retail Zone (SP-16-01).

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
The Planning Commission should accept the findings and approve the site and
architectural plan subject to the stipulations identified in this staff report.

BACKGROUND:

The property is part of the Commercial Retail (CR) Zoning District that was approved by
the City Council in October 2006. A master site plan was approved by the Council in
February 2007 which included approval for the entire development except for Building D.
The Highland Marketplace Subdivision was approved by the Council in March 2007.

A development agreement was also approved by the Council in March 2007. The
development agreement includes provisions for site plan, site lighting, architecture, and
landscaping.

City council approved a text amendment allowing car washes to be developed within the
CR zone in June of 2016.

Site and architectural plan review is an administrative action. Consideration is limited to
compliance with existing development standards and regulations. The end user cannot be
considered.

SUMMARY OF THE REQUEST:
1. The applicant is requesting site plan approval for a 4,104 square feet retail building

on lot 11 of the Highland Marketplace Subdivision. Quick Quack car wash has been
1dentified as the end user.

2. Access to the property will be entirely from a private road in the Highland
Marketplace subdivision that connects to SR-92.



3. The CR District requires four parking stalls per 1,000 square feet of interior floor
area. Interior floor area is defined as all areas devoted to the principal use. Storage
areas, restrooms, break rooms, etc are not included. The building includes less than
2,850 square feet of interior area as defined by the Development Code. As a result
11 parking spaces are required. The site plan identifies 19 spaces which exceeds
the minimum requirement. There are two handicapped spaces which meets the
requirements of the American with Disabilities Act.

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION:
Notification of a site and architectural plan application is not required.

ANALYSIS:

General Plan and Zoning

e The site is designated as Commercial on the General Plan Land Use Map and the
site is zoned Commercial Retail. Retail sales are a permitted use in the CR District.
The proposed use is consistent with the General Plan and existing zoning.

Compatibility with Surrounding Land Uses
e The property is part of the Highland Marketplace subdivision. The site is

surrounded by retail buildings. The proposed use is compatible with existing and
planned land uses in the area.

Building Design
e The development agreement identifies an architecture theme for the Highland
Marketplace subdivision. The theme includes the use of stone accents, pediments,
awnings, and other architectural accents. The City Council will need to determine
if the proposed architecture is consistent with the development agreement.

e In order for the building to meet the requirements of the development agreement
staff believes the following items should be included:

o The roof material needs to be consistent with the material and color used in
the center.

o Awnings should be placed over the windows.

The drive-thru awning needs to match the other proposed awnings.

o The window mullions need to match the existing buildings as shown in the
development agreement.

O

Access, Circulation, and Parking

e The improvements adjacent to SR92 and Alpine Highway have been completed.
These roads have the capacity to accommodate the traffic generated by the proposed
use.



FINDINGS:
With the proposed stipulations, the proposed site and architectural plans meet the
following findings:

e It meets the objectives of the General Plan.

e It meets the requirements of the CR Zoning District.

e It meets the requirements of the Highland City Development Code.
e It is consistent with the Development Agreement.

RECOMMENDATION:
The Planning Commission should recommend approval of the architectural plan subject to

the following stipulations:
1. Final site design should be in conformance with the plans submitted on 9/26/16.
2. Final civil engineering plans to be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer.

3. All required public improvements shall be installed as per City Engineer’s approval.

FISCAL IMPACT:
This action will not have a financial impact on this fiscal year’s budget expenditures.

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Proposed site plan
2. Conceptual landscape plan
Lighting plan
Proposed elevations
Project narrative
Development agreement — Architectural elevations
Approved Highland Marketplace site plan- January 2007
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Project Narrative

This project has been designed consistent to Highland City Development Code and per APWA and ADA
standards. The proposed construction is a car wash facility consistent with the site zoning. The facility
will have a wash bay building and several vacuum stations on site.

The access points for this site will come from a private access street previously constructed during the
Highland Marketplace project. Vehicles on site may enter from the north access and exit from the
central or south access points. Five parking stalls have been provided on the site which exceeds
Development Code requirements.

The site is designed to maximize the space for landscaping while still meeting parking and drive aisle
requirements. The grading and drainage has been designed to flow water away from the structure. This
construction will not have significant impact on the present utilities or streets.

Due to neighboring residential zones and commercial property, decibel levels from the vacuums and the
dryers have been approximated at each property line. The south and east property lines are nearest to
the dryer and may experience approximately 70 decibels to 80 decibels. The north and west property
lines are nearest to the vacuums and may experience approximately 60 decibels. These levels have been
determined from a noise assessment performed on another Quick Quack car wash and vacuum
producer provided information.






THOMAS FOX PROPERTIES

Small Retail

Highland Marketplace
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'A" PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA

HIGHLAND CITY REPORT ITEM #3

DATE: October 25, 2016

TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Zachary Smallwood
Planner

SUBJECT: A request by Daniel Schmidt for site and architectural plan approval for
a 4,889 square foot building in the TCO Commercial Retail Zone. West
of Wendy’s North of Meier’'s (S5P-16-02).

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
The Planning Commission should accept the findings and approve the site and
architectural plan subject to the stipulations identified in this staff report.

BACKGROUND:

In the Town Center Overlay (TCO) District the City Council is the approval body for a site
plan, after receiving a recommendation from the Planning Commission. The Planning
Commission is the approval body for the architectural review.

Site and architectural plan review are administrative actions. Consideration is limited to
compliance with existing development standards and regulations. The end user cannot be
considered.

SUMMARY OF THE REQUEST:
1. The applicant is requesting site and architectural plan approval for a 4,889 square
foot retail building.

2. Vehicular access will be provided from an existing driveway on Timpanogos
Highway and the existing driveway that serve Wendy’s on Town Center Boulevard.
Each drive way provides full turning movements.

3. The building height is 23 and one-half feet at its tallest point. This is less than the
maximum height allowed by the Development Code of 40 feet.

4. There are three public entrances in the building. They are all located on the south
side of the building.

5. The original site plan with Meier’s Grocer had 127 parking spaces to be shared with



the additional pads of retail, the change in format has added an additional 4 stalls
making the grand total up to 131 stalls. The minimum for this building is 20.

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION:
Notification of a site and architectural plan application is not required.

ANALYSIS:

General Plan and Zoning
e The site is designated as Mixed Use on the General Plan Land Use Map and the site
1s zoned Town Center Overlay/Town Center Commercial Retail District. Retail sales

are a permitted use in the TCO District. The proposed use is consistent with the
General Plan and existing zoning.

Compatibility with Surrounding Land Uses
e The property to the north is developed as single family residential and is zoned R-1-

40 Single Family Residential. The property to the west is an existing fast food
restaurant and zoned TCO. The property to the south is also zoned TCO and is
developed as the Toscana Townhomes. The property to the east is zoned R-1-40
Single Family Residential and is currently a water building and power plant. The
closest home is 100+ feet to the north of the project across Timpanogos Highway.

Access, Circulation, and Parking

e Access onto Timpanogos Highway is reviewed and approved by the Utah
Department of Transportation. A stipulation has been included requiring approval
from UDOT of the driveway placement prior to issuance of a building permit.

e Timpanogos Highway and Town Center Boulevard have been improved to their full
width, sidewalk, landscape and lighting improvements.

e The site plan provides adequate access and onsite circulation for the proposed use.
Cross access easements have been provided with Meier’s Grocer approval that
allowed circulation between different parcels. Staff believes there is sufficient
parking for the use.

FINDINGS:
The proposed site plan with the recommended stipulations meets the following findings:

e It isin conformance with the Town Center Zoning District and Guidelines
e It isin conformance with the Highland City Development Code.
e It is compatible with existing and future development within the Town Center.

RECOMMENDATION:



Staff recommends that the Planning Commission APPROVE the architectural plan
subject to the following stipulations:

1. The refuse collection area needs to be relocated.

2. Prior to issuance of a building permit for the any of the pads, approval from UDOT
for the location of the new western driveway on Timpanogos Highway shall be
provided

FISCAL IMPACT:
This action will not have a financial impact on this fiscal year’s budget expenditures.

PROPOSED MOTIONS:
I move that the Planning Commission accept the findings and recommend APPROVAL of
the site plan for case SP-16-02 subject to the 1 stipulation recommended by staff.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Proposed site plan
Conceptual landscape plan
Lighting plan
Proposed elevations
Project narrative

o otk W

Meier’s master site plan
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ANY DAMAGE (LE ELECTRICAL GAS, WATERSEWER, ETC). DHCREP BETWEEN 1D THE STE. RCHITECT PRIOR TO PROCEEDING.




THESE DRAWINGS OR ANY PARTS THEREOF, AS INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE, REMAIN THE PROPERTY OF THE ARCHITECTS AND MAY NOT BE REPRODUCED OR USED ON OTHER WORK WITHOUT THEIR WRITTEN CONSENT
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5455W 11000 N SUITE 202

HIGHLAND, UTAH 84003 WPI

PHONE: (801) 467-7000

Project Narrative

This project has been designed consistent to Highland City Development Code and per APWA and ADA
standards. The proposed construction is a retail center consistent with the site zoning. The facility will
most likely open with two separate retail spaces. The existing site is an undeveloped pad site with
asphalt and landscaping. The proposed project is compatible and cohesive in both architectural design
and site layout with the adjacent properties, Meier’s and Wendy’s.

Site, Building and lighting design is compatible with City requirements and will complement Highland’s
vision for commercial projects.

The access points for this site will come from a private access street previously constructed. Vehicles on
site may enter or exit from the east or west via an existing through street. Vehicular circulation has been
designed with emergency and delivery vehicles in mind. Seven additional parking stalls have been
provided on the site from the existing conditions.

The site is designed to maximize the space for landscaping while still meeting parking and drive aisle
requirements. Screening and buffering to meet city code has been addressed in our proposed drawings.
Pedestrian and alternative vehicle considerations have been made in the proposed plans. The grading
and drainage has been designed to flow water away from the structure. This construction will not have
significant impact on the present utilities or streets.

The proposed site will accommodate typical retail tenants who will have typical hours of operation and
number of employees as found in the market. Noise, smoke, odor, dust, vibration or illumination will by
typical of other retail centers in the market.

We are excited about this proposed project and feel that it will have a positive impact on the community
by providing a sense of place with a retail presence to meet the demands of Highland residences and
comply with the city’s vision with respect to design elements.
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HIGHLAND CITY PLANNINC COMMISSION MEETINGS
SCHEDULE FOR 2017

The Highland City Planning Commission at their regularly scheduled meeting on October 25, 2016,
adopted the meeting schedule for the year 2017.

The regular session begins at 7:00 p.m. Work sessions are scheduled as needed. Meetings will be held
at the Highland City Council Chambers, 5400 West Civic Center Drive, Suite 1, Highland, Utah.

The 2017 Planning Commission Regular Meeting Schedule is as follows:

January 24
February 28
March 28
April 25

May 23

June 27

July 25
August 22
September 26
October 24
November 28
December 19

THE PUBLIC IS INVITED TO ATTEND ALL PLANNING COMMISSION MEETINGS.
If you need a special accommodation to participate in the City
Council Meetings, please call the City Recorder’s Office at 801-772-4505

TO BE PUBLISHED IN THE DAILY HERALD
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DRAFT

Highland City Planning Commission
September 27, 2016

The regular meeting of the Highland City Planning Commission was called to order by Planning
Commission Chair, Christopher Kemp at 7:00 PM on September 27, 2016. An invocation was
offered by Commissioner Ostler and those assembled were led in the Pledge of Allegiance by
Commissioner Campbell.

PRESENT: Commissioner: Christopher Kemp
Commissioner: Ron Campbell
Commissioner: Abe Day
Commissioner: Kurt Ostler

EXCUSED: Commissioner: Brady Brammer
Commissioner: Sherry Carruth
Commissioner: Steve Rock

STAFF PRESENT: Community Development Director: Nathan Crane
City Planner: Zac Smallwood
Planning Coordinator: JoAnn Scott
Planning Commission Secretary: Heather White

OTHERS: See attached Meeting Attendance sheet

PUBLIC APPEARANCES
Chair Kemp asked for public comment.

Resident Elizabeth Rice Bryant mentioned that she had been working with Mr. Smallwood. She
said throughout the summer she had tolerated a helicopter landing on the next street over from
her house. She said small rocks and dust is kicked up and causes damage to the windows on her
house. She explained that she spoke with someone at FAA (Federal Aviation Administration)
who said they governed what goes on in the air. The FAA representative said he would send a
letter to the owners of the helicopter, but the helicopter was rented. She said landing that close to
houses was dangerous and a destruction of property. She asked that the city adopt an ordinance
requiring a helipad and a couple of acres. She explained that the helicopter was landing every
weekend or every other weekend and if there was damage to her property she would sue. She
mentioned that the pilot was not a resident but visiting his daughter who lived in Highland.

Mr. Smallwood explained that he was currently doing research on helicopter ordinances.
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PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS

1. Z-14-03
McKay Christensen is requesting to rezone 5.76 acres located at the northwest corner of
SR74 and Town Center Parkway from Town Center Commercial Retail and Town Center
Flex Use to Planned Area Development to allow for a vertical mixed residential (220 age
restricted units) and retail development.

Chairman Kemp opened the public hearing at 7:06 PM and asked staff to review the application.

Mr. Crane reviewed the details of the application and the location of the project. He said it was
consistent with the General Plan and met the goal of providing a wider range of housing options,
including senior housing. He said the Planning Commission needed to decide if it was the right
project for the area. He reviewed the concept plan, parking stall numbers and layout, traffic
circulation, utility impact, and open space. He showed elevation/site concept, building height,
retail layout, and amenities layout.

Mr. Christensen mentioned that the additional information regarding traffic and parking were the
results of a traffic study. He talked more about the underground parking structures and surface
parking.

Chairman Kemp asked if the project was going to look like the renderings that were presented.
Mr. Christensen said they intended for the exterior of the buildings to look like the renderings.
He said the square footages would remain the same, but the floor plans of the apartments needed
to be changed.

Mr. Christensen explained that the lighting on the front of the building would have sconces with
under mount can lights. He pointed out that they would not allow sag lighting. He mentioned that
the property was 100 yards from the nearest home on the east. He said they intended to be fully
cooperative on lighting. Mr. Christensen reviewed the amenity plan and gave more details. He
showed pictures of the proposed entry, reading rooms, theater, dining area, full catering kitchen,
pool, and piano area. He reviewed floor plans for each size of apartment.

Commissioner Ostler voiced concern regarding the proposed number of parking stalls. Mr.
Christensen said they knew the market and the demographic. He pointed out that if they were
under parked, they would struggle to lease. He talked about other housing projects in Sandy and
Draper and explained that the occupancy rates in the other areas were 90-95 % occupied. He
mentioned that tenets would sign 1-year leases. He did not know the turnover rate, but said it was
a lot lower for seniors. Mr. Christensen acknowledged that there were concerns regarding traffic.
He talked about his experience and the retail history in Highland. He thought this project was the
best use for the area. He said he wanted to talk with UCCU (Utah Community Credit Union)
about having a reciprocal parking option with them.

Chairman Kemp asked for public comment.
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Resident Sarah McGill thought senior housing was better than most options. She had concerns
about density, lighting, and traffic. She talked about the lighting impact from Ace Hardware. She
talked about traffic issues on 10700 North and said one of the main problems was the straight
though access to the library. She mentioned bushes needed to be trimmed because they were a
traffic hazard. Ms. McGill said it was a traffic flow issue in the area and a light or roundabout
would probably be needed.

Resident Michael Walch asked about the exclusive access for the retail areas from SR 74. He
wondered if it was a right turn in, right turn out or if there would be a left turn lane on SR 74 and
how much stacking would be necessary. Mr. Crane explained that it was planned to be a full
turn.

Commissioner Ostler asked for clarification on the square footage for the retail space and asked
if fire staff was okay with one access for the retail. Mr. Crane explained that there was an access
agreement with the property to the north.

Chairman Kemp asked for additional comments. Multiple residents informally said they liked the
models, but stressed concern regarding traffic safety. They liked the project, but did not want to
get stuck in their neighborhood because of traffic.

Chairman Kemp said he thought a lot about the development since the last meeting. He said he
was also concerned with traffic and the neighbors to the east. He was concerned that if this
project was not approved then something bringing more traffic might be approved in the future.
He wondered what would happen if the project was approved, but the intersection had terrible
traffic issues. Mr. Christensen said if the intersection was over burdened, or became over
burdened over time, they would be happy to cooperate with UDOT (Utah Department of
Transportation) and Highland in getting UDOT to add an intersection.

Commissioner Day asked about the turnover rate and the possibility for government subsidies.
Mr. Christensen did not have specific numbers, but said seniors tend to move less. He explained
that the trips per day were less because they traveled more. He explained that the project was not
a government subsidized or low income housing development, meaning that there would not be
income restrictions or requirements for a certain portion of the development.

Commissioner Ostler wondered if any of the apartments would fit into some kind of rent assisted
housing program. Mr. Christensen explained that the financing program and target market was
not for low income, but that the development did fit into "affordable housing". He thought rent
assistance might be able to be obtained through social security or other programs.

Commissioner Day wondered about the impact to surrounding businesses. Everyone agreed that
businesses would benefit any time additional people were brought into the area.

Chairman Kemp closed the public hearing at 8:00 PM and asked for additional comments or
concerns from the commissioners.
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Commissioner Campbell's biggest concerns were with traffic and said he was very sensitive to
traffic issues. He felt his questions had been answered fairly well and thought this project was
the best option for the location. He said lighting was also a concern and thought a one foot-
candle was very reasonable and generous to the residents. He talked about the balance between
the safety of retailers and neighboring residents. He was in favor of the development.

Commissioner Day thought the city was setting a precedent with approving the development, but
also thought Highland needed senior housing along with additional retail. He was concerned with
businesses not occupying the retail portion. He said he was generally in favor of the
development.

Commissioner Ostler was worried about traffic. He talked about driving home from his office in
the city center area and the traffic and safety issues he encounters. He liked the senior plan, but
was concerned about parking. He said he was in favor of the development with stipulations.

Chairman Kemp appreciated the additional information and renderings from the developers. The
Planning Commissioners discussed possible stipulations. They talked about the importance of
having the actual buildings match the quality of the renderings, the second access by the credit
union, retail parking requirements based on 15,000 sf (square feet), matching landscape
renderings, a UCCU parking agreement, trimmed bushes in medians, amenities space, and retail
space.

Mr. Christensen mentioned that they based the retail parking on three stalls/1,000 sf. He
explained the limited frontage and other obstacles that restricted parking. He mentioned that he
would have to reduce the amount of retail if he was required to add more parking. Mr. Crane
explained that city code required four stalls/1,000 sf for retail, but the developer was proposing
an alternate parking standard for age restricted attached units. Discussion ensued. It was
determined that the retail parking needed to be "adequate" and that the specific number of stalls
needed to be worked out with the Council and city staff.

MOTION: Commissioner Ostler moved that the Planning Commission recommend approval of
the proposed rezoning based on the following stipulations:

1. the renderings that have been presented are represented in the project
2. there is a second access for fire on the northern part by the credit union
3. there is adequate retail parking

4. the retail component will be greater than 10,000 square feet

Commissioner Campbell seconded the motion. Commission Chair Kemp and Commissioner
Campbell, Commissioner Day, and Commissioner Ostler were in favor. None were opposed. The
motion carried with three absent.

OTHER BUSINESS
None
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APPROVAL OF MINUTES

The Planning Commission reviewed the minutes from the August 23, 2016 meeting.

MOTION: Commissioner Day moved to approved the August 23, 2016 minutes. Commissioner
Campbell seconded the motion. All present were in favor. The motion carried with three absent.
PLANNING STAFF REPORT

Mr. Crane mentioned that staff was working on a helipad ordinance, changing accessory
apartment regulations, a possible subdivision application, and a site plan for a car wash.

Commissioner Ostler asked about affordable housing areas in Highland. Mr. Crane said
accessory apartments, assisted living, and a couple alternatives were considered affordable
housing in Highland. He said changes regarding accessory apartments included fixing the

definition of family, defining what accessory was, off-site parking, and compliance with the
building code.

COMMISSION COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS
None

ADJOURNMENT

MOTION: Commissioner Ostler moved to adjourn the meeting. Commissioner Day seconded
the motion. All present were in favor. The motion carried.

The meeting was adjourned at 8:20 PM.
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