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Public Works 
Planning & Development Services Division 
http://www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html 

  

Millcreek Township Planning Commission 
Public Meeting Agenda 

Wednesday, May 15, 2013  
4:00 P.M. 

THE MEETING WILL BE HELD AT SALT LAKE COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER  
2001 SOUTH STATE STREET, NORTH BUILDING, MAIN FLOOR, COUNCIL CHAMBERS, ROOM 

N1100 
ANY QUESTIONS, CALL (385) 468-6700 

REASONABLE ACCOMMODATIONS FOR INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES WILL BE 

PROVIDED UPON REQUEST.  FOR ASSISTANCE, PLEASE CALL 468-2120 OR 468-2351: 

TDD 468-3600. 

The Planning Commission Public Meeting is a public forum where the Planning Commission 
receives comment and recommendations from applicants, the public, applicable agencies and 
County staff regarding land use applications and other items on the Commission’s agenda.  In 
addition, it is where the Planning Commission takes action on these items.   Action may be taken 
by the Planning Commission on any item listed on the agenda which may include: approval, 
approval with conditions, denial, continuance or recommendation to other bodies as applicable.   

PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Zone Changes  
28338 This item is continued from the April 10

th
 Meeting. Jason & Rachel Witzel are requesting 

approval of a Zone Change from the R-1-6 zone (Residential Single-family, 6,000 square feet 
minimum lot size) to the R-4-8.5 zone (Residential Four-family, 8,500 square feet minimum lot 
size).  This request is being made in order for the applicant to add an additional basement 
apartment to an existing duplex. Location: 729 East 2910 South. Community Council: 
Millcreek   Planner: Spencer G. Sanders 

Conditional Uses 
28327 Robert C. Miller is requesting Conditional Use approval for a concrete recycling operation, 

including the use of a rock crusher, in an M-2 zone.  This request was originally approved in 
1998 for 5 years as an interim use, and was later renewed (in 2003) for another 5 years.  The 
applicant is now asking for approval to continue operation.  Location:  4186 South Main 
Street. Zone: M-2. Community Council: Millcreek.    Planner: Curtis Woodward 

28344 Jennifer Pulley is requesting a Conditional Use approval for a Home Daycare/preschool with 7-
12 children. Location: 3626 South 2445 East. Zone: R-1-10 (Single-Family Residential, 
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10,000 square feet minimum lot size). Community Council: East Millcreek.  Planner: Jim 
Nakamura 

28351 Adam Maher is requesting Conditional Use and Preliminary Plat approval for Millcreek 9, a 
24-unit condominium development.  Location: 3207, 3211 & 3225 South 900 East and 3212 
South 945 East.  Zone: R-M. Community Council: Millcreek.  Planner: Spencer G. Sanders 

Subdivision 
28357 Ty Vranes is requesting Preliminary Plat approval for The Bungalows on 1100 East, a three-lot 

subdivision. Location: 3589 & 3605 South 1100 East.  Zone: R-1-8 Community Council: 
Not Subject to Community Council Review.  Planner: Spencer G. Sanders 

PUD Subdivision - ***Please note that the following item 28368 has been Postponed**** 
At the request of the applicant, the Millcreek Township Planning Commission’s consideration of 
application 28368 has been postponed from this meeting to June 12, 2012, at 4:00 pm in the 
County Council Chambers, 2001 S. State Street, Room N1100, north building, main floor.  There will 
be no discussion or action taken on this application by the Commission at this May 15th meeting.  
Interested parties should plan to attend the June 12th meeting where the application will be considered. 

It is also recommended that residents attend the East Millcreek Community Council’s regularly 
scheduled meeting on June 6, 2013, at 6:30 pm, at the Millcreek Community Center, 2266 East 
Evergreen Avenue.  The application will be discussed further with the Community Council on June 6th, 
prior to the Community Council rendering recommendations to the Planning Commission regarding 
the matter. 

28368  Steve Davies is requesting Conditional Use and Preliminary Plat approval for Creekside at 
Honeycut PUD, an 8-lot, single-family PUD Subdivision. Location: 3548 South Honeycutt 
Road (1850-1860 East). Zone: R-1-10. Community Council: East Mill Creek.  Planner: 
Spencer G. Sanders 

BUSINESS MEETING 

The Business Meeting will begin immediately following the Public Hearings.  

Previous Meeting Minutes Review and Approval  

1) February 13, 2013 
2) April 10, 2013 

Other Business Items (as needed) 

3) Curb, Gutter, and Sidewalk Project – Potential General Plan & Ordinance Amendments 
An approximate 15 minute discussion amongst the Planning Commission Members and Staff 
pertaining to the Commission’s vision for final outcomes, products, and/or results of the project. – 
Planners: Spencer G. Sanders 

ADJOURN 
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Rules of Conduct for the Planning Commission Meeting 
 
First: Applications will be introduced by a Staff Member. 
 
Second: The applicant will be allowed up to 15 minutes to make their presentation. 
 
Third: The Community Council representative can present their comments. 
 
Fourth: Persons in favor of, or not opposed to, the application will be invited to speak. 
 
Fifth: Persons opposed to the application will be invited to speak. 
 
Sixth: The applicant will be allowed 5 minutes to provide concluding statements.  
 
 
  
 Speakers will be called to the podium by the Chairman. 
 
 Because the meeting minutes are recorded it is important for each speaker to state their name 

and address prior to making any comments. 
 
 All comments should be directed to the Planning Commissioners, not to the Staff or to 

members of the audience. 
 
 For items where there are several people wishing to speak, the Chairman may impose a time 

limit, usually 2 minutes per person, or 5 minutes for a group spokesperson. 
 
 After the hearing is closed, the discussion will be limited to the Planning Commission and 

the Staff.  
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Salt Lake County Planning & Development Services 

STAFF REPORT

Executive Summary

Hearing Body: Millcreek Township Planning Commission *CONTINUED FROM 4/10/2013*
Meeting Date and Time: Wednesday, May 15, 2013 04:00 PM File No: 2 8 3 3 8
Applicant Name: Jason and Rachel Witzel Request: Zone Change
Description: R-1-6 to R-4-6.5 to install a basement apartment in an existing duplex
Location: 729 E. 2910 S.  
Zone: R-1-8 Residential Single-Family Any Zoning Conditions?         Yes No ✔

Planning Commission Rec: Not Yet Received
Community Council Rec: Approval
Staff Recommendation: Approval
Planner: Spencer G. Sanders

1.0 BACKGROUND

1.1 Summary

This application was heard by the Millcreek Township Planning Commission at the May 10, 2013 meeting.
At that time there were only four (4) Planning Commission members present.  A motion was made to 
deny the application, but the motion failed on a 2 to 2 vote. (a minimum of 4 votes are needed to pass 
any motion with a quorum of just 4).  A motion was then passed to continue the application to the May 
15th meeting in order to have more Commission Members present, so an action based on a simple 
majority vote could be taken.  This motion passed unanimously and the application was continued. 

1.1.1 Proposal  

Jason & Rachel Witzel are requesting approval of a Zone Change of the subject property from the R-1-6
zone (Residential Single-family, 6,000 square feet minimum lot size) to the R-4-8.5 zone (Residential Four-
family, 8,500 square feet minimum lot size).  The subject property is approximately 0.29 acres, or 
approximately 12,600 square feet.  This request is being made in order for the applicant to add a 
basement apartment to an existing duplex. 

1.1.2  Existing Conditions  

Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses - The properties around the subject property are all zoned R-1-6 with 
existing homes.  According to County Assessors Tax Records the homes are all single-family residences. 

Land Areas and Dimensions - The subject property is approximately 0.29 acres/12,633 square feet.  The 
main portion of the subject property is 88 feet wide x 114 to 135 feet deep with a private lane out to the 
public street. 

Site Improvements - The subject property is fully developed and landscaped.  The site complies with all 
existing improvement requirements.   
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Parking - Currently the site has 11 paved parking spaces: 4 in the attached 2-car garages; 4 in front of the 
garages; 1 (of 2 spaces) north of the neighbors detached garage, on the east side of the property; and 2 
spaces on the west side of the property.  This is more than double the currently required number of 
spaces.   

1.1.3  Property History 

Previous Zoning - Prior to the current R-1-6 zone, the subject property was zoned R-2-6.5 and part of a 
larger lot associated with the yellow home on the front (southeast) lot.  It was down zoned in the late 
1990's along with the surrounding neighborhood to it's current R-1-6 zone today.   This down zone was 
part of several area wide down zones, changing many neighborhoods including this one from R-2 to R-1 
zones.  The down zones were a result of concerns raised by the citizens of Millcreek that their 
neighborhoods, that had predominantly developed as single family homes in-spite of the R-2 zone 
designation, were suddenly experiencing an unwelcome rise in low-quality two-family rental unit 
development in their neighborhoods.  In response to these concerns and based on the County's previous
general plan for the area, many neighborhoods like this one were down zoned.   

Subdivision - In 1996, while the property and neighborhood were still zoned R-2-6.5, the subject property
was created by Non-regular subdivision (A non-recorded subdivision process that the County no longer 
uses).  It was separated off from the original home on the front with the intent to construct a duplex on 
the subject property.   

Permitted Use/Deep Lot Review - An application for Permitted Use/Deep Lot Review for the duplex was 
applied for in 1996 by the previous owner and approved buy County Staff in 1997.   

Initial Construction - A building permit was issued in in 1998 when construction began.  The building
was completed and the permit closed in 2000. 

Current Legal Non-conforming Status - Since the subject property was already in the process for 
subdivision and approval of a duplex under the R-2-6.5 zone, it was not subject to compliance with the 
new R-1-6 zone which does not permit two-family dwellings.  Therefore, the existing duplex is a legal 
non-conforming use/non-complying structure. 

Recent Construction - A permit was issued in 2012 for the separate basement entrance below the 
existing west unit, on west side of the building, but not for basement finish.  The basement is still 
unfinished at this time.

1.2 Neighborhood Response

As of the date of this report, staff had not received any comments from the surrounding property owners 
or residents.

1.3 Community Council Response

The Millcreek Community Council held a meeting on April 2, 2013 to discuss this matter.  There were no 
members from the public present.  Staff and the applicant were present.  The Community Council voted 
unanimously to approve the proposed zone change fro R-2-6.5 to RM.

2.0 ANALYSIS

2.1 General Plan

2.1.2 Millcreek Township General Plan - Map  

Map Designations - The subject property is identified on the General Plan Map, adopted in 2009, as a 
"Blue" or "Stable" area.  This is an area that would expect to experience very little change over time. 
However, the subject property is within a short walking distance of 700 East, a designated Corridor.
Approximately 360 feet from the front of the building to 700 East.   Designated corridors in a "Stable"
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areas are where some additional residential density or non-residential uses are anticipated to occur over 
time on a limited basis.  Stable does not equate no change over time, but limited change, in small sites 
and along corridors. 

2.1.3 Millcreek Township General Plan - Best Practices - The General Plan includes Best Practices for 
different topics, several of which are applicable to this zone change request.  These include Housing,
Land Use & Mobility, and Corridors.   

Housing - The Housing Best Practice recommends diverse housing choices within a community including
type, size, affordability, ownership and rental.  Diversity helps to serve citizens at all economic levels and 
life stages, providing a wide variety of housing options.   

Land Use & Mobility - The Land Use & Mobility Best Practice encourages increased density near economic 
centers and along corridors where transit is available and other services are accessible.  This Best Practice 
also encourages a diversity of housing types within a neighborhood.   

Corridors - The Corridors Best Practice supports some increased residential density along corridors in 
"Stable" areas.  This is where opportunities for improved transit, buffering, and in-fill development are 
anticipated to occur.  Walking distance to these corridors are still considered areas that can be considerd
for increased density and intensity.   

2.1.2  Considerations 

What is Known 

The subject property is located on the interior of the the block on flag lot.   

The subject property is not right on the designated Corridor; however, it is within short walking distance. 

The subject property currently has an existing 2-family dwelling that has been there for more than 10 
years.  The impacts of the existing use should be fairly well known.  They appear to be minimal, there 
have been no complaints register with Planning and Development Services on the property since the 
project was built.     

The site would not need to be modified to accommodate one or even two additional residential units 
within the existing building. There is sufficient parking and turn around space and lot area.   

The applicant has indicated they are only interested on one additional unit in the basement below the 
west side unit.  They indicate that the east side unit is fully finished including the basement as is leased to 
one tenant. 

Three and four-family dwellings are Conditional Uses in the R-4-8.5 zone. Any additional dwelling units 
would have to be approved by the Planning Commission through a Conditional use process.  This gives 
Planning Commission over-site and the potential to mitigate possible impacts form the additional
density.  

There are non-residential uses listed in the R-4-8.5 zone, some of which may not be best suited for the 
site.  Not all of the uses are likely to occur due to various factors: the sites specific situation, its size, its 
location, and the existing fairly new existing duplex on the site. These uses are listed as Conditional Uses, 
giving more over-site by the Planning Commission and the ability to consider mitigation of potential
impacts.  However, based on current state law regarding conditional uses, they must be approved if they 
can meet standards in the ordinance and documentable impacts can be reasonably mitigated. 

2.1.3 Conclusions   

The R-4-8.5 zone can be considered consistent with the Millcreek General Plan.  This is based on 700
East's  Corridor designation; the subject property's short walking distance to 700 East; and the areas 
"Stable" designation doesn't mean "no change", but limited change over time, especially near Corridors.
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In addition, the Housing; Land Use and Mobility; and Corridors Best Practices recommendations appear
to support the proposed zone as being consistent with the General Plan.  The potential for other non-
residential uses listed in the R-4-8.5 zone raises some concern.  All of these uses may not be compatible
with the surrounding neighborhood; yet the likelihood of these uses is at this site is questionable.  

 2.2 Other Issues

Allowed Uses 

Aside from 2, 3, and 4-family dwellings, there are a number of uses that are allowed in the R-4-8.5 zone 
that are not allowed in the current R-1-6 zone.  These are all Conditional Uses and are listed below.
Included with some are brief, non-italicized descriptions for clarification. 

- Airport;  
- Bed and breakfast homestay - lot area minimum 10,000 square feet, lodging, 5 guestrooms, resident 

caretaker, breakfast only, may not alter residential home character. 
- Bed and breakfast inn; - lodging, 5 to 20 guestrooms, must serve breakfast, max two stories, must 

appear residential. 
- Boardinghouse; - lodging, 5 guestrooms, meals provided to 5-15 persons. 
- Dental clinic;  
- Dwelling group 
- Fraternity house;  
- Medical clinic, excluding animal hospital and clinic;  
- Mobile home park;  
- Nursing home; - lodging, meals and nursing care 
- Pigeons, subject to health department regulations;  
- Short-term rental - Resident full-time manager/owner; all units shall be rental, short-term or long-

term.  
- Sorority house;  

A number of these uses are not possible such as Airport or Mobile Home Park.  Other uses are more 
plausible, but probably not realistic.  It would be difficult for many of them to meet minimum standard 
requirements in order to locate on the site.  Still there are others that could be feasible.  Nevertheless 
their potential should be considered when evaluating the appropriateness of the proposed zone.  

3.0 STAFF RECOMMENDATION

3.1 Staff recommends APPROVAL of the proposed Zone Change .

3.2 Reasons for Recommendation

1 ) The proposed zone is consistent with the General Plan based on its unique site situation and the 
recommendations in the General Plan.

2 ) The potential non-residential uses while possible are not likely to occur on the subject site.

3 ) The potential for one to two additional dwellings within the existing building is minimal, the site 
has adequate parking, and no additional modifications to the site would be necessary that might 
impact the neighbors more than what has already been experience over the past 10 years.



28338  Rezone R-1-6 to R-6.5
Applicant: Witzel

Thu Apr 4 2013 03:34:05 AM.
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Salt Lake County Planning & Development Services 

STAFF REPORT

Executive Summary

Hearing Body: Millcreek Township Planning Commission
Meeting Date and Time: Wednesday, May 15, 2013 04:00 PM File No: 2 8 3 2 7
Applicant Name: Robert Miller Request: Conditional Use
Description: Concrete crushing and recycling
Location: 4186 S. Main Street
Zone: M-2 Heavy Industrial Any Zoning Conditions?         Yes No ✔

Community Council Rec: Approval with Conditions
Staff Recommendation: Denial
Planner: Curtis Woodward

1.0 BACKGROUND

1.1 Summary

This application is for a cement crushing/recycling operation at 4186 S. Main Street.  The bulk of the site is in an M-2 
zone, in which uses such as “Rock Crusher” and “Gravel Pit” are listed as conditional uses.  The operation was 
approved in 1998 for a five year period by the Planning Commission.  In 2003, the applicant applied for approval of 
another 5 years.  The planning commission's approval for 5 more years of operation was finalized by planning and 
development services staff in 2005.  Last year, the applicant was notified that their conditional use approval had run 
the length of its term, and he needed to apply for another approval or find another location.  Because the relocation 
of this type of business takes time and considerable effort, the Planning and Development Services team referred the 
applicant to the Community and Economic Development division to see what assistance may be available should he 
elect to move rather than re-apply.  Having explored various options, including finding a new location and putting his 
property on the market, the applicant has determined that for now the economically prudent course of action is to 
seek approval to operate for an additional period of time until he can relocate.

1.3 Neighborhood Response

As of the date of this report, no neighborhood response has been received addressing this application.  
However, it was as a result of neighborhood concerns voiced to the County that eventually brought 
about this application.  As neighbor response is received in the days leading up to the planning 
commission meeting, staff will update the staff report and packets as needed.

1.4 Community Council Response

The Millcreek Community Council voted to recommend that the application be approved for a period of 
two years; after which the applicant must stop processing materials and move the operation to another 
site.

2.0 ANALYSIS
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2.1 Applicable Ordinances 

Section 19.84.060 of the Conditional Use Chapter of the Zoning Ordinance establishes five standards to 
be used in evaluating Conditional Use applications.  The Planning Commission must find that all five of 
these standards have been met before granting approval of an application.  Based on the foregoing 
analysis, Staff suggests the following: 
  
 

Conditional Use Criteria and EvaluationCriteria Met

YES NO Standard `A': The proposed site development plan shall comply with all applicable 
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance, such as parking, building setbacks, building height, etc.

Discussion: 19.68.030 requires certain uses to be 300 feet from zone boundary. Among those uses 
listed are the "Manufacturing, processing, refining, treatment, distillation, storage or compounding of 
the following: ... asphalt,...potash..." There is a zone boundary on the south property line of this parcel, 
where Murray City's zoning is "T-O-D" for transit oriented development. This application involves the 
processing of various types of materials, but mainly asphalt and concrete.  Also listed as a conditional 
use in the M-2 zone is "rock crusher" with no minimum setback listed. Since the property varies in width 
from 360' to 470', enforcement of a 300 foot setback from the south property line would restrict the 
use to a very small portion of the lot.  Two questions for the planning commission are: first, does this 
setback restriction apply to a crushing and recycling operation? Second, if so, does the continuous use 
of this site for concrete and asphalt recycling since at least  1998 give the applicant nonconforming 
status as to this setback? 
 
Summary: Because the prior approval has run it's course (having ended in 2020), staff 
believes it is not in the spirit or intent of the ordinance to now approve this use within 300 
feet of the T-O-D zone boundary to the south.

YES NO Standard `B': The proposed use and site development plan shall comply with all other 
applicable laws and ordinances. 

Discussion: As stated in the report (below) there are storm water pollution prevention 
measures as well as air quality measures that must be taken in order to gain final approval.  
The Salt Lake County Storm Water Inspection supervisor and the State Division of Air Quality 
will enforce their respective codes in this regard.  At any point in time during the operation of 
the business, if they operate out of compliance with the regulations, enforcement measures 
will be taken (including the possibility of revoking the conditional use approval). 
 
Summary: Having notified the regulatory authorities of the application, 

YES NO Standard `C': The proposed use and site development plan shall not present a traffic hazard 
due to poor site design or to anticipated traffic increases on the nearby road system which 
exceed the amounts called for under the County Transportation Master Plan. 

Discussion: While the use does involve commercial trucks such as dump trucks using main 
street to access this property, Main Street has accommodated that type of traffic for many 
years.  There has not been a plan adopted by the County to reduce commercial vehicle traffic 
on Main Street, nor has there been any indication of a fundamental change in the impact this 
use has had public streets since the original approval was issued in 1998. 
 
Summary: 
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YES NO Standard `D': The proposed use and site development plan shall not pose a threat to the 
safety of persons who will work on, reside on, or visit the property nor pose a threat to the 
safety of residents or properties in the vicinity by failure to adequately address the following 
issues: fire safety, geologic hazards, soil or slope conditions, liquefaction potential, site 
grading/ topography, storm drainage/flood control, high ground water, environmental health 
hazards, or wetlands. 

Discussion: Based on the nature of the operation and the input received from regulatory 
agencies thus far, there have not been health or safety issues that cannot be addressed 
through the imposition of conditions of approval and/or through the enforcement of local 
and federal clean air and clean water statutes.  Assuming the applicants can operate the 
business in compliance with these regulations, they will comply with this standard. 
 
Summary: The recommendations of the regulatory agencies indicates this operation can be 
run in such a way as to comply with the applicable codes and regulations.

YES NO Standard `E': The proposed use and site development plan shall not significantly impact the 
quality of life of residents in the vicinity.  

Discussion: With the development of the Fireclay area by Murray City over the past 5 years, 
the impact to residents in the vicinity of this operation have come into question more and 
more.  One of the points of emphasis in a redevelopment area is the phasing out of 
incompatible land uses (those uses with negative impacts on neighboring uses - particularly 
with residential properties).  As redevelopment has occurred to the south, the natural 
progression would seem to indicate that approval of this type of land use is detrimental to 
the redevelopment effort.  On the other hand, the applicant would point out that the 
redevelopment that is currently going in the immediate vicinity what is driving their 
business.   It is more environmentally friendly to have such a facility so close to the 
development activity to provide the needed aggregate materials and process old concrete 
and asphalt. 
 
Summary: In weighing all the issues, staff feels that the detrimental impacts of the proposed 
land use outweigh the benefits in such close proximity to new mixed use development.

2.3 Other Agency Recommendations or Requirements

The County Storm Water Inspection Supervisor recommends the following: 
1- In accordance with section 5.88 need to maintain 50 feet from the roadway with the crusher. (5.88.030) 
2- Need to maintain 200 feet away from Residential zones. (5.88.030) 
3- Need to submit a reclamation plan. (5.88.150) 
4- Need to comply with restrictions per 5.88.180. 
5- Site is in excess of one acre and will require a full SWPPP (Storm water pollution prevention plan) prepared by a 
Qualified Civil Engineer to be submitted for review and comment prior to approval. 
6- SWPPP will need to submit a plan of the BMPS and Locations of the same, including but not limited to protection 
of Big Cottonwood creek tracking off site. 
7- Must obtain a UTR 300000 permit from the state of Utah, prior to final approval being granted. 
8- Need to submit a copy of the Air quality permit. 
9- Crusher must be a minimum of 100 feet away from the creek.

3.0 STAFF RECOMMENDATION

3.1 Staff recommends DENIAL of the proposed Conditional Use .
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3.2 Reasons for Recommendation

1 ) The initial approval in 1998 was for a 5-year "interim" use of the property.  That five years has been 
extended once, but with redevelopment of property immediately to the south, a long-term solution 
needs to be implemented for the site.

2 )  The five years asked for by the applicant in 2003 has run its course, and the business continued in 
operation for several years without a current land use approval.

3.3 Other Recommendations

Inasmuch as the removal and clean-up of materials on the site will take time, it is recommended that if 
the planning commission denies the application, a time-line be established for: 
1. The date by which no new material may be brought to the site, 
2. The date by which the crusher and related equipment is to be removed from the site, and,  
3. The date by which the processed materials must be removed from the site.
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Salt Lake County Planning & Development Services 

STAFF REPORT

Executive Summary

Hearing Body: Millcreek Township Planning Commission
Meeting Date and Time: Wednesday, May 15, 2013 04:00 PM File No: 2 8 3 4 4
Applicant Name: Jennifer Pulley Request: Conditional Use
Description:  Home daycare/preschool (7-12 children)
Location: 3626 South 2445 East, Salt Lake City
Zone: R-1-10 Residential Single-Family Any Zoning Conditions?         Yes No ✔

Planning Commission Rec: Not Yet Received
Community Council Rec: Approval
Staff Recommendation: Approval
Planner: Jim Nakamura

1.0 BACKGROUND

1.1 Summary

The applicant Jen Pulley is seeking a conditional use for a "Home daycare/preschool" ....she proposes to care 
for up to 12 children (preschool age) during the day.  All activities will be confined to the main floor inside 
the residence (this home is currently being remodeled),  the outside side/rear yards will not be fenced in, 
therefore no activity is allowed outside of the residence. 

1.2 Hearing Body Action

This item will be on the May 15th Millcreek Planning Commission agenda for decision.

1.3 Neighborhood Response

As of this writing, notices have not been sent out.

1.4 Community Council Response

East Millcreek Community Council has recommended conditional approval.  

2.0 ANALYSIS

2.1 Applicable Ordinances 

Section 19.84.060 of the Conditional Use Chapter of the Zoning Ordinance establishes five standards to 
be used in evaluating Conditional Use applications.  The Planning Commission must find that all five of 
these standards have been met before granting approval of an application.  Based on the foregoing 
analysis, Staff suggests the following: 
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Conditional Use Criteria and EvaluationCriteria Met

YES NO Standard `A': The proposed site development plan shall comply with all applicable 
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance, such as parking, building setbacks, building height, etc.

Discussion: The proposed site development plans shall comply with regulations of the 
zoning district:  All parking associated with this application shall be off-street.

YES NO Standard `B': The proposed use and site development plan shall comply with all other 
applicable laws and ordinances. 

The proposed site development plan will comply with all Unified fire and Salt Lake County 
Health Department regulations.  The owner has been issued a building permit for the current 
remodel and will pass all applicable building inspections.

YES NO Standard `C': The proposed use and site development plan shall not present a traffic hazard 
due to poor site design or to anticipated traffic increases on the nearby road system which 
exceed the amounts called for under the County Transportation Master Plan. 

Discussion: The traffic engineer has approved this application and has no issues nor 
conditions

YES NO Standard `D': The proposed use and site development plan shall not pose a threat to the 
safety of persons who will work on, reside on, or visit the property nor pose a threat to the 
safety of residents or properties in the vicinity by failure to adequately address the following 
issues: fire safety, geologic hazards, soil or slope conditions, liquefaction potential, site 
grading/ topography, storm drainage/flood control, high ground water, environmental health 
hazards, or wetlands. 

Discussion: These issues will be dealt with during the technical review with staff and at the 
time of the building permit. No threats exist. 

YES NO Standard `E': The proposed use and site development plan shall not significantly impact the 
quality of life of residents in the vicinity.  

Discussion: The impact to surrounding uses would be no different than currently exists. All 
Daycare activity  is to  be confined to inside the home.

2.2 Zoning Requirements

A home day care/preschool must meet the following standards:  

A. When allowed as a permitted use there shall be a maximum of six children without any employees not 
residing in the dwelling. When allowed as a conditional use there shall be a maximum of twelve children 
with not more than one employee at any one time not residing in the dwelling;  

B.  The use shall comply with the health department noise regulations; 

C.  The play yard shall not be located in the front yard and shall only be used between eight a.m. and nine p.
m.;  

D.  The lot shall contain one available on-site parking space not required for use of the dwelling, and an 
additional available on-site parking space not required for use of the dwelling for any employee not residing 
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in the dwelling. The location of the parking shall be approved by the development services division director 
to insure that the parking is functional and does not change the residential character of the lot;  

E.  No signs shall be allowed on the dwelling or lot except a nameplate sign; 

F.  The use shall comply with all local, state and federal laws and regulations. (The Life Safety Code 
includes additional requirements if there are more than six children);  

G.  Upon complaint that any of the requirements of this section or any other county ordinance are being 
violated by a home day care/preschool caregiver, the county shall review the complaint and if substantiated 
may institute a license revocation proceeding under Section 5.14.020; and  

H.  The caregiver shall notify in writing, on a form provided by the development services division, all 
property owners within a three hundred foot radius of the caregiver's property concerning the licensing of a 
home day care/preschool at such property 

 

2.3 Other Agency Recommendations or Requirements

  
  
Unified Fire 
1. Obtain a business license from Salt Lake County. 
2. A Building permit will be required if any remodeling work is to be done. 
  
  
Health Department 
1. The use shall comply with Salt Lake Valley Health Department noise regulations, Salt Lake 
County Ordinance Title 9.48.010. 
  
 

3.0 STAFF RECOMMENDATION

3.1 Staff recommends APPROVAL of the proposed Conditional Use .

3.2 Reasons for Recommendation

1 ) The applicant shall comply with all applicable ordinances and the recommendations and requirements  
of the individual reviewers as part of the technical review. 
 

2 ) The proposed plans comply with the Conditional Use criteria in Section 2.1 above.
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Salt Lake County Planning & Development Services 

STAFF REPORT

Executive Summary

Hearing Body: Millcreek Township Planning Commission
Meeting Date and Time: Wednesday, May 15, 2013 04:00 PM File No: 2 8 3 5 1
Applicant Name: Adam Maher Request: Conditional Use
Description: 24-unit Condominium PUD Development
Location: 3207, 3211 & 3225 South 900 East and 3212 South 945 East
Zone: R-M Residential Multi-Family Any Zoning Conditions?         Yes No ✔

Planning Commission Rec: Not Yet Received
Community Council Rec: Varies
Staff Recommendation: Continue
Planner: Spencer G. Sanders

1.0 BACKGROUND

1.1 Summary

Adam Maher is requesting Conditional Use and Preliminary Plat approval for Millcreek 9, a 24-unit
condominium Planned Unit Development.  The applicant is proposing to construction the 
condominiums out of refurbished shipping containers.  Buyers will be able to select from several floor 
plan options that range from 1 to 2 bedrooms.  The units would be consolidated into three separate
buildings.  The west building is proposed as townhomes with residential living space from the ground up. 
The other two buildings are proposed to be condominium units placed on pylons, with parking on the 
ground level.  The proposed maximum height of the buildings is 36 feet from grade, a total of 4 stories.   

Proposed parking is two paces per unit.  Some parking will be uncovered surface parking while some will 
be located under the middle and east buildings. 

The applicant is currently proposing 42% open space with the following recreational facilities:  

1) A playground;  

2) A gathering area with a picnic pavilion, and fire pit;  

3) A bocci court; and  

4) A raised garden bed for each of the units.   

The elevation and perspective plans also reflect landscaping on the roofs of the buildings. 

The applicant is  proposing the project be phased, most likely on building at a time. 

The Density of the project is not yet clear.  Over the gross acreage (acreage prior to dedication) the 
proposed density is approximately 24 units per acre.  This would increase slightly once dedication of right 
of way for 900 and 945 E. is provided.  The Density will need to be calculated on the net acreage after 
dedication.

ssanders
Typewritten Text
AMENDED 05/14/2013
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1.2 Hearing Body Action

The application is on the Commission's Agenda for action.  Conditional Use and Preliminary Plats are 
administrative acts; therefore, the Commission takes final action on these types of applications.

1.3 Neighborhood Response

Staff has received on phone call from the property owner to the north of the proposed west building.  He 
had questions regarding the height of the buildings, architecture, fencing, setbacks, etc.  He indicated
that he would not be able to attend the Planning Commission meeting, but indicated that he would 
submit his comments in writing, if any, prior to the meeting.  As of this writing staff has not received his 
written comments.  

1.4 Community Council Response

Millcreek Community Council - May 7, 2013 - The following is an excerpt from the Community Council's 
minutes sent to staff by the Community Council Secretary, Silvia Navegar. 

App. #28351  - 3225 South 900 East  
Developer Adam Maher and County Planner Spencer Sanders presented an application for 
conditional use for a 24-unit townhome complex. The complex will be structured from shipping 
containers and built in phases, possibility of four-story building(s). There were no residents in 
attendance for this application. Council Member Tom Davis made a motion to give a partial 
recommendation of approval on the condition that residents are given the opportunity to voice any 
concerns at next Planning Commission meeting. If no concerns from residents are raised, then 
council will fully support application. If residents do voice concerns, the Council would like to ask 
for an extension to hear from residents next month. Fran Hoelfeltz seconded the motion. Council 
unanimously approved the motion. 

2.0 ANALYSIS

2.1 Applicable Ordinances 

Section 19.84.060 of the Conditional Use Chapter of the Zoning Ordinance establishes five standards to 
be used in evaluating Conditional Use applications.  The Planning Commission must find that all five of 
these standards have been met before granting approval of an application.  Based on the foregoing 
analysis, Staff suggests the following: 
  
 

Conditional Use Criteria and EvaluationCriteria Met

YES NO Standard `A': The proposed site development plan shall comply with all applicable 
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance, such as parking, building setbacks, building height, etc.

Insufficient information to analyze at this time.

YES NO Standard `B': The proposed use and site development plan shall comply with all other 
applicable laws and ordinances. 

  
Insufficient information to analyze at this time. 
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YES NO Standard `C': The proposed use and site development plan shall not present a traffic hazard 
due to poor site design or to anticipated traffic increases on the nearby road system which 
exceed the amounts called for under the County Transportation Master Plan. 

Insufficient information to analyze at this time.

YES NO Standard `D': The proposed use and site development plan shall not pose a threat to the 
safety of persons who will work on, reside on, or visit the property nor pose a threat to the 
safety of residents or properties in the vicinity by failure to adequately address the following 
issues: fire safety, geologic hazards, soil or slope conditions, liquefaction potential, site 
grading/ topography, storm drainage/flood control, high ground water, environmental health 
hazards, or wetlands. 

Insufficient information to analyze at this time.

YES NO Standard `E': The proposed use and site development plan shall not significantly impact the 
quality of life of residents in the vicinity.  

Insufficient information to analyze at this time.

2.2 Other Agency Recommendations or Requirements

The requirements of the other agencies will be addressed during the Technical Review process.  Some 
adjustment to building location to address building code requirements.  Otherwise, the current 
comments from the reviewers received do not have significant affect on the site layout.

2.3 Zoning Requirements

Zone:  R-M 

Maximum Density 

Required - 25 dwelling units per acre 

Provided - Approximately 24 based on gross, but net currently unknown? 

Maximum Height 

Required - 6 stories or 75 feet 

Provided - 4 stories 36 feet 

Minimum Side Setbacks 

Required - 8-feet with both not to be less than 18 feet; and Dwelling structures over thirty-five feet in 
height shall have one foot of additional side yard on each side of the building for each two feet such 
structure exceeds thirty-five feet in height. 

Provided - 10 feet, but from an existing single family home. 

Minimum Front 

Required - 25 feet; the landscape ordinance will allow the setback for the building to be reduced to 20 
feet with more intense landscaping in the front yard. 
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Provided - 25 feet from current 900 E right of way and 35 feet from proposed back of curb.  Plans are 
unclear on actual setbacks from resulting dedication. 

Minimum Rear: The subject property does not have a rear yard, just two fronts and two sides since it 
fronts to both 900 and 945 East streets. 

Parking  

Required - 2 per unit with 1/2 space per unit for guest parking if required parking is enclosed or covered 
for private unit use;  

Provided - 2 spaces per unit approximately half are covered by the middle and east buildings. 

Preliminary Landscaping Plan - The landscape plan is reviewed and approved by the County Planning
and Development Services Director or his designee.  The main deficiencies of the submitted Preliminary
landscape plan are noted here for the Planning Commission's and the applicant's information. 

Landscape Setbacks - Required yards are to be landscaped, except reduction for landscaping may be 
allowed per ordinance for parking to encroach into the front landscape setback and main buildings to be 
reduced from 25 to 20 feet from front property lines.  These exceptions require more intense specific
landscape improvements to be provided.  The revised plan appears to address side setback issue 
showing landscaping to or exceeding the minimum setback of 8 feet on the sides.  However, front 
setbacks are still in question and the current preliminary landscape plan based on the original submittal
has not been updated. 

Number of trees - Around the perimeter of the property 1 tree per 25 feet of frontage and along property
lines is required.  The landscape plan does not reflect this requirement.  

2.4 Recreational Facilities and Open Space Requirements 

Recreational Facilities  

Required - 2 minimum based on a maximum possible bedroom count of 3 per unit or 72 total; 

Provided - 4;   

Open Space  

Required - 50% with 2% reduction for each additional facility over the minimum required. The applicant's 
proposed 4 total facilities, 2 over the minimum required, would result in a reduction of 4% to 46% ; 

Provided - 42% 

 

2.5 Subdivision Requirements

Condominium Plat Required   

Since the applicant proposes the units to be owner occupied they have to be platted into separate
ownership.  However, the applicant's proposal to allow buyers to choose the type of unit they want (1-3 
bedrooms), and because a majority of the units are not proposed to be built in a direct vertical alignment,
the buildings will have to be divided by Condominium Plat that can not be filed until after the building is 
constructed. 

Phasing 

A final phasing plan needs to be provided by the applicant.  With each phase, the development will have 
to meet minimum requirements for open space, parking, landscaping, emergency access, drainage,
fencing,  etc.  in the event that the project does not proceed forward after a phase.  In addition, the 
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project will also have to be platted in phases, the final design of each plat to be addressed with staff in 
order to meet all legal subdivision requirements.

3.0 STAFF RECOMMENDATION

3.1 Staff recommends the proposed Conditional Use be CONTINUED to the meeting scheduled on

June 12, 2013 .

3.2 Reasons for Recommendation

1 ) There were a number of issues with the original site plan submitted.  Comments were forwarded to 
the applicant the week prior to this Commission meeting.  The issues included, but were not limited 
to the following: 

+ 36% open space - Development Standards (Policy Document) indicate 50% minimum; 

+ Setbacks not fully dimensioned and some setbacks unclear due to unclear dedication information. 

+ Missing details of proposed recreational facilities, including examples of equipment and 
dimensions. 

+ Insufficient preliminary landscaping, particularly in the areas of buffering adjacent properties and 
tree requirements. 

+ Insufficient documentation enumerating standard zoning and development standard
requirements from which flexibility is sought under the PUD regulations. 

2 ) A revised site plan was received by staff on Monday, May 13, 2013, by e-mail with a notation that 
the open space had been increased from 36% to 42%.  Not all of the other issues have been 
addressed.  While staff is supportive of the proposed use since it is allowed in the RM zone, there has 
not been enough time for staff to review the latest site plan.  In addition, there are still a number of 
issues that need to be refined before staff can provide a recommendation regarding the project. 

3.3 Other Recommendations

Due to the unique nature of this application and the fact that the surrounding property owners have 
received a mailed notice regarding the Planning Commission Hearing, staff would recommend that 
Commission hear a brief presentation from Staff; hear a presentation from the applicant regarding his 
proposal; and then take public comment.  Staff also requests the Commission provide direction to the 
applicant and staff regarding the proposal regarding any issues the Commission deems critical to the 
potential approval of the project as a PUD development.
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Salt Lake County Planning & Development Services 

STAFF REPORT

Executive Summary

Hearing Body: Millcreek Township Planning Commission
Meeting Date and Time: Wednesday, May 15, 2013 04:00 PM File No: 2 8 3 5 7
Applicant Name: Ty Vranes Request: Subdivision
Description: The Bungalows on 1100 East - 3-lot subdivision - 2 standard lots & 1 flat lot
Location: 3589 & 3605 South 1100 East
Zone: R-1-8 Residential Single-Family Any Zoning Conditions?         Yes No ✔

Planning Commission Rec: Not Yet Received
Community Council Rec: Not Applicable
Staff Recommendation: Approval with Conditions
Planner: Spencer G. Sanders

1.0 BACKGROUND

1.1 Summary

1.1.1 Proposal  

The applicant is requesting approval of a three lot subdivision called, The Bungalows on 1100 East. The 
individual lot information is as follows: 

Lot 1: Corner Lot, 11,386 square feet; 0.261 acres; accessed from 1100 E. or 3580 S. 
Lot 2: Flag Lot; 14,185 square feet; 0.326 acres; accessed by 20-foot wide private driveway from 1100
East. 
Lot 3: Standard Interior Lot  - 9,800 square feet; 0.225 acres; accessed from 1100 East. 

1.1.2. Property Info 

Zoning: R-1-8, Residential, Single-family 8,000 square feet minimum lot size. 

Property Size: 0.809 acres; approximately 35,240 square feet. 

Existing Street Improvements:  

1100 East:  Curb, gutter and sidewalk to and including intersection. 

3580 South:  Rolled curb no sidewalk.

1.2 Hearing Body Action

This item is on the Millcreek Township Planning Commission Agenda for approval of the Preliminary Plat.

  1.3 Neighborhood Response

As of this writing staff has not received any comments from the from the surrounding neibhorhood 
residents.



Page 2 of 3Report Date: 5/8/13 File Number: 28357

1.4 Community Council Response

According to Salt Lake County Ordinance, standard subdivisions are not subject to Community Council 
review.

2.0 ANALYSIS

2.1 Applicable Ordinances

2.1.1. Minimum Lot Size  - The proposed lots comply with the following requirements. 

Standard Lots: 8,000 square feet;  

Flag Lots: 12,000 square feet 

2.1.2. Minimum Lot Width: 65 feet at 25-foot setback.  The proposed lots comply with this requirement. 

2.1.3. Minimum Setbacks: The existing structures comply with the setbacks indicated below.  Future 
structures should be able to easily comply with these requirements as well. 

Corner Lot:  Front  - 25 feet; Street Side  - 20 feet; Side (RCOZ minimum)  - 8 feet; Rear  - 15 feet. 

Standard Interior Lot: Front 25 feet; Side (RCOZ minimum & 25% of lot width)  - 8 feet; Rear  - 15 feet. 

Flag Lot: 20 feet on all around. 

2.1.4.  Residential Compatibility Overlay Zone (RCOZ) - In addition to the setback requirements noted 
above, new homes and accessory structures on the proposed new lots will be subject to the RCOZ 
ordinance requirements, including, but not limited to building height, setbacks, lot coverage, building
envelope, mass and scale, etc.  A note to this affect will be required to be placed on the Final Plat. 

2.1.5. Flag Lot Access  - The proposed subdivision complies with this flag lot requirement. 

Minimum Right-of-way Width:  20 feet wide with minimum  

Minimum Pavement Width:  16 feet wide all-weather surface (8” compacted road base, asphalt may be 
added or the driveway may be concrete.   

Turnaround:  The proposed access driveway is short enough that it is not required to have an 
emergency vehicle turn-around, just sufficient turn around space for standard passenger vehicles
and trucks to get turned around before exiting the property.  The turnaround space will be verified
with each building permit.   

2.1.6. Easements  - Utility easements and possibly drainage easement will be necessary to show on the 
final plat.  These are determined by the utility companies and county staff during the Technical Review
process.

2.2 Other Agency Recommendations or Requirements

2.2.1. Transportation 

Dedication:  No additional public right-of-way dedication is required as of this writing.  The 
Transportation Engineer will confirm this during the Technical Review process.  If additional
dedication is required, the lots will likely be somewhat reduced in lot area.  The lots cannot go below 
the minimum lot size required.  However, the current proposed lots exceed the minimum lot 
requirements; therefore, it is unlikely that additional dedication, if required, will reduce the number of 
lots. 

Access to Lots: Access to Lots 1 and 3 (the front base lots) is proposed to be from the private access 
driveway.  This reduces access points along 1100 East thus improving safety. The Transportation 
Engineer will determine if this is appropriate during the Technical Review process.  If required, the 
proposed easement for this access will need to be included on the Final Plat. 
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2.2.2. Grading 

Final Grading and Drainage Plan: A final grading and drainage plan will be required with Technical
Review, prior to issuance of the final Preliminary Plat by staff.   

Geotechnical Reports: The subject property is located in a moderate liquefaction zone.  A geotechnical
report, with a soils analysis, will likely be required with the building permit for each new home, 
requiring the construction of each home to follow the report's recommended structural and 
construction measures. Final determination of this requirement occurs during the Technical Review
process.  If a geological report is required for each new home, a note to this affect will be required on 
the Final Plat. 

2.2.3. Platting  

Preliminary Plat  - The applicant will need to complete the Technical Review with staff, satisfying all 
applicable requirements prior to issuance of the final Preliminary Plat Approval. 

Final Plat  - Once a final Preliminary Plat approval is issued the applicant will need to complete the 
Final Plat approval with staff.

2.3 Other Issues

2.3.1. Existing Structures  - The existing structures on the site comply with setback requirements.
Therefore, they are not required to be removed prior to platting.

3.0 STAFF RECOMMENDATION

3.1 Staff recommends APPROVAL of the proposed Subdivision with the following conditions:

1 ) The applicant complete the Preliminary and Final Plat processes with Staff, complying with all 
applicable requirements.

3.2 Reasons for Recommendation

1 ) The proposed subdivision complies with applicable subdivision and zoning requirements.
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PLAN CHECKPLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL AS TO FORM MAYOR  SALT LAKE COUNTY RECORDER 

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE

ZONE:______________

CHECKED FOR ZONING COMPLIANCE

I, DALE K. BENNET, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I AM A PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR, AND THAT I HOLD
CERTIFICATE NO. 103381 AS PRESCRIBED UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF UTAH. I FURTHER CERTIFY
THAT BY AUTHORITY OF THE OWNERS, I HAVE MADE A SURVEY OF THE TRACT OF LAND SHOWN ON THIS PLAT
AND DESCRIBED BELOW, A RECORD OF SURVEY PREPARED BY BENCHMARK ENGINEERING AND LAND
SURVEYING, LLC. HAS BEEN FILED AS #S2010-02-0097 IN THE SALT LAKE COUNTY SURVEYOR'S OFFICE, AND
HAVE SUBDIVIDED SAID TRACT OF LAND INTO LOTS AND STREETS HEREAFTER TO BE KNOWN AS:

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS THAT___, THE___UNDERSIGNED OWNER( ) OF THE ABOVE DESCRIBED
TRACT OF LAND, HAVING CAUSED SAME TO BE SUBDI- VIDED INTO LOTS AND STREETS TO BE HEREAFTER
KNOWN AS THE

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES: __________________

ON THE_____DAY OF __________A.D., 20___, PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME, THE UNDERSIGNED
NOTARY PUBLIC, IN AND FOR SAID COUNTY OF SALT LAKE IN SAID STATE OF UTAH, THE SIGNER( ) OF THE
ABOVE OWNER'S DEDICATION, ______IN NUMBER, WHO DULY ACKNOWLEDGED TO ME
THAT____________________ SIGNED IT FREELY AND VOLUNTARILY AND FOR THE USES AND PURPOSES
THEREIN MENTIONED.

DO HEREBY DEDICATE FOR PERPETUAL USE OF THE PUBLIC ALL PARCELS OF LAND SHOWN ON THIS PLAT AS
INTENDED FOR PUBLIC USE.                      IN WITNESS WHEREBY ______ HAVE HEREUNTO SET
______________________THIS _____________DAY OF_________A.D., 20___.

HEALTH

LOT AREA:______________

LOT WIDTH:_________ FRONT YARD:____________

SIDE YARD:_________ REAR YARD:_____________

BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION

OWNER'S DEDICATION

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

County of Salt Lake
STATE OF UTAH S.S.

NOTARY PUBLIC
RESIDING IN SALT LAKE COUNTY

STATE OF UTAH, COUNTY OF SALT LAKE, RECORDED AND FILED AT
THE REQUEST OF______________________________________________
DATE____________TIME____________BOOK__________PAGE________

SALT LAKE COUNTY RECORDER
FEE $_________

RECORDED #______________PRESENTED TO THE SALT LAKE COUNTY MAYOR
THIS___________DAY OF __________ A.D., 20___, AT WHICH
TIME THIS SUBDIVISION WAS APPROVED AND ACCEPTED.

MAYOR OR DESIGNEE

APPROVED AS TO FORM THIS___________DAY
OF __________ A.D., 20___.

SALT LAKE COUNTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THIS OFFICE HAS EXAMINED THIS
PLAT AND IT IS CORRECT IN ACCORDANCE WITH INFORMATION
ON FILE IN THIS OFFICE.

PLAN REVIEW SECTION MANAGER DATE

APPROVED THIS_________DAY OF _________ A.D., 20___, BY THE
SALT LAKE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION.

SALT LAKE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

APPROVED THIS_______________________DAY OF
_________________ A.D., 20_____.

SALT LAKE VALLEY HEALTH DEPARTMENTSIGNED DATE

9130 SOUTH STATE STREET SUITE # 100 
 SANDY, UTAH 84070  (801) 542-7192

www.benchmarkcivil.com 

BENCHMARK
ENGINEERING &

LAND SURVEYING

1302023sp.dwg

UNIFIED FIRE AUTHORITY APPROVAL

DATESIGNED

ADDRESS FRONTAGE APPROVED

DATESIGNED

RECORD OF SURVEY

RSC NO.: S_____-___-______

DATESIGNED

DATE: 07/21/2011

THE BUNGALOWS ON 1100 EAST
SUBDIVISION

THE BUNGALOWS ON 1100 EAST
SUBDIVISION

THE BUNGALOWS ON 1100 EAST
SUBDIVISION

PRELIMINARY PLAT

LOCATED LOT 5, BLOCK 22, 10-ACRE PLAT "A", BIG FIELD SURVEY

A TRACT OF LAND LOCATED WITHIN LOT 5, BLOCK 22, 10-ACRE PLAT "A", BIG FIELD SURVEY, ALSO BEING
LOCATED WITHIN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 32, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 1 EAST, SALT
LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN, SAID TRACT OF LAND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A POINT WHICH IS SOUTH 00°14'32" WEST 25.00 FEET FROM THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF
SAID LOT 5, SAID POINT ALSO BEING NORTH 89°47'23" EAST 33.00 FEET AND SOUTH 00°14'32" WEST 25.00
FEET FROM THE MONUMENT MARKING THE INTERSECTION OF 3580 SOUTH STREET AND 1100 EAST
STREET, SAID POINT ALSO BEING THE INTERSECTION OF THE EAST RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF 1100 EAST
STREET AND THE SOUTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF 3580 SOUTH STREET, AND RUNNING THENCE NORTH
89°47'23" EAST ALONG THE SOUTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF 3580 SOUTH STREET 95.61 FEET; THENCE
SOUTH 00°14'32" WEST 119.09 FEET; THENCE NORTH 89°47'23" EAST 124.30 FEET TO THE WEST LINE OF
ORCHARD VILLA SUBDIVISION, ON FILE WITH THE OFFICE OF THE SALT LAKE COUNTY RECORDER;
THENCE SOUTH 00°16'38" WEST ALONG SAID WEST LINE 109.09 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 89°47'23" WEST
219.84 FEET TO THE EAST RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF 1100 EAST STREET; THENCE NORTH 00°14'32" EAST
ALONG SAID EAST LINE 228.18 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

CONTAINS 35,371 SQUARE FEET
0.812 ACRES, MORE OR LESS
3 LOTS

PARCEL ID
 #16-32-254-025

GATZEMEIER, KURT H & IRETA

LOT 8

33.00'

PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT &
DRAINAGE EASEMENT

PUE & DE

SIDEWALK EASEMENT
ENTRY: 9219438
BOOK: 9058
PAGE: 8761

NEW 34' PUBLIC UTILITY
AND DRAINAGE
EASEMENT

NEW 20' ACCESS
EASEMENT IN FAVOR
OF LOTS 1 AND 3

FOR REVIEW ONLY
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Report Date: 5/8/13 File Number: 28368

Salt Lake County Planning & Development Services 

STAFF REPORT

Executive Summary

Hearing Body: Millcreek Township Planning Commission
Meeting Date and Time: Wednesday, May 15, 2013 04:00 PM File No: 2 8 3 6 8
Applicant Name: Steve Davies & Rick Plewe Request: Conditional Use
Description: 8-lot Single-Family Planned Unit Development Subdivision
Location: 3548 South Honeycut Road (1850-1860 East)
Zone: R-1-10 Residential Single-Family Any Zoning Conditions?         Yes No ✔

Planning Commission Rec: Not Yet Received
Community Council Rec: Not yet received 
Staff Recommendation:

Planner: Spencer G. Sanders

1.0 BACKGROUND

1.1 Summary

1.1.1. Proposal  - The following is a summary of the proposed project.  This report does not contain
an analysis of the project's compliance with applicable regulations and ordinances since the project 
is still under review and the applicant has requested the project be postponed to the Millcreek 
Township Planning Commission's June 12th meeting.  The information provided here and the plans 
attached are to familiarize the Commission and the Public of the proposal in advance of the June 
meeting where the project will be formally reviewed. 

Type of PUD - Single-Family PUD Subdivision 

Number of Units/Lots & Density - 8 Lots on 2.21 acres = 3.6 dwelling units per acre 

Lot Sizes  - Range approximately 4,800 to 7,400 square feet; 0.110 to 0.169 acres 

Minimum Setbacks  - Plans are not yet dimensioned the following is estimated by scale: 

Development Boundary 

From Honeycut Rd.  - 15 feet 
From the South Property Line  - 10 to 20+ feet 
North then Property Line  - 75 to 100 feet 
From the West Property Line  - 20+ feet 

Interior 

Front  - 10 feet 
Sides  - 5-6 feet on one side; 30+ feet on shared driveway sides 
Rear  - From South Property line 10-20 feet; From Open Space 10 -15 feet 

ssanders
Typewritten Text
Please note that this application will not be heard at the May15th meeting.  It has been postponed to the Commission's June 12, 2013 meeting.
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Report Date: 5/8/13 File Number: 28368

Relational Facilities 

Creek Area (26,048 square feet/0.59 acres)  - Encompasses the creek a significant portion of 
the 100 year (or 1%) floodplain boundary.  To be preserved as passive open space with a 
possible gazebo on the north side of the creek accessed by an existing bridge that will be 
upgraded to meet all requirements. 

Playground (1,000 square feet/0.023 acres)  - Play Structure details not yet provided 

Open Space  - Total of 27,048 sq. ft. or 0.621 acres in dedicated open space; and  

Typical Architecture  - See attached elevations.  Essentially 1-1/2 to 2 stories with some units 
along the creek having basement walk-outs if feasible with flood hazard requirements. 

Private Street  - (Proposed Name  - Honeycut Cove) 

Gated  - Applicant has indicated that the property would be gated, but this is not currently 
showing on the plans. 

Internal 25-foot wide Private Right-of-way owned in common (not part of the lots).   

Cross Section Improvements - 2.5 feet curb and gutter on each side; 4-foot wide integral
sidewalk along the north side; 16 feet wide asphalt.  Available drive surface width including the 
gutter is approximately 18 to 19 feet wide. 

Public Street  - Honeycut Rdl 

Dedication  - No additional dedication proposed.  

Right-of-Way width  - 50 feet. 

Cross Section/Improvements  - Applicant proposes to add Sidewalk and park-strip in the public 
right-of-way in front of the subject property 

Parking 

2 spaces in the garage of each home (16 spaces); 
2 spaces in each shared driveway (6 spaces); 
2 spaces in the un-shared driveways (4 spaces);  
2 paces at end of each leg of emergency vehicle turnaround (4 spaces) 
Total 30 spaces = 3.75 parking spaces per dwelling. 

1.1.2. Property Info  
Zoning  - Subject property and surrounding area is zoned R-1-10, Residential, Single-Family, 
10,000 square foot minimum lot size for a standard subdivision. 
Surrounding Land Use  - The primary use around the area is Single-Family Residential homes. 
Property Size  - The subject property is 2.21 acres according Salt Lake County Tax assessment
records. 
Existing Improvements  

There is an existing home and residential pool on the site that are proposed to be removed.   
Honeycut Rd. is paved with curb and gutter on the east side.  Curb, gutter or sidewalk does not 
exist on the west side adjacent to the subject property.  Subdivision Regulations require curb, 
gutter, sidewalk and park strip be installed along the frontage of the subject property with 
subdivision approval 
 

ssanders
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1.2 Hearing Body Action

1.1.1. As of this writing, a number of neighbors were in attendance at the East Mill Creek 
Community Council Meeting held on May 2, 2013.  The majority of the residents present were 
opposed to the proposal.  Some of the issues sited are as follows: 

1) Too dense;  
2) Increased traffic on a small residential street; 
3) Increased traffic conflicts with cars exiting and entering the subject property; 
4) Insufficient on-site parking; 
5) Inappropriate on-street parking due to narrow shoulder on both sides of street; 
6) Safety issues with pedestrians along the street, especially children passing through the area 

on their way two and form school;  
7) Resulting lots and home sizes inconsistent with the surrounding neighborhood; 
8) Contamination and sedimentation of the creek; 
9) Increased flooding issues for up and down stream property owners.  
 

1.3 Neighborhood Response

Thursday, May 2, 2013, the East Millcreek Community Council reviewed this application taking 
over 1-1/2 hours testimony from residents, the applicant and staff.  At the end of the public input 
portion of the meeting, the Council voted to continue the proposed application to their June 6th 
meeting and requested the Millcreek Township Planning Commission continue their review of the 
application for one month to give the Community Council more time to review the proposal and 
make a recommendation.

1.4 Community Council Response

The application was originally scheduled for the Planning Commission's May 15th meeting for 
consideration and decision.  However, based on the Community Council's request for continuance, 
the applicant chose to postpone the application to the Commission's June 12th meeting in order to 
meet with the neighbors and the East Mill Creek Community Council again before going before the 
Planning Commission for final action.  Therefore, this application has been postponed at the 
applicants request and will not be heard at the May 15th meeting, but is currently schedule for the 
Commission's regularly scheduled June 12th meeting. 

2.0 ANALYSIS

ssanders
Typewritten Text
Since this application has been postponed from the May 15th Planning Commission meeting, the analysis of the project has not yet been completed.  Analysis of the proposal and recommendations from Staff will be provided in the Commission’s June 12th Packet.
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28368 Creekside at Honeycut PUD
Conditional Use/PUD/Subdivision - Steve Davies

Thu May 2 2013 04:59:39 PM.



28368 Creekside at Honeycut PUD - Aerial
Conditional Use/PUD/Subdivision - Steve Davies

Thu May 2 2013 05:05:08 PM.
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