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	Planning Commission Meeting
	June 4, 2013
	Call to Order:  7:02 P.M.
	2267 N 1500 W 
Clinton UT 84015

	Staff Present
	Community Development Director Lynn Vinzant and Lisa Titensor recorded the minutes.

	Public Present
	Joanne Hansen

	Pledge of Allegiance
	Commissioner Barlow

	Thought
	Commissioner DeLong

	Roll Call & Attendance
	Commissioner Barlow asked for a roll call of Commissioner’s who were present.

	Not Present
	There were none.

	Declarations of

Conflict
	There were none.

	City Council Report
	Councilmember Bateman reported that the May 28, 2013 Clinton City Council meeting was canceled.

	General Plan Committee
	Commissioner Barlow reported the General Plan Committee is close to completing the Parks Plan.  They are turning their discussion to level of service.

	PUBLIC HEARING: TABLED FROM MAY 7  - Request from David Stone for a recommendation to the city Council concerning the rezone of the property located at 3420 West 2300 North, from Agricultural (A-1) to Residential (R-1-10):

	Petitioner
	David Stone and Associates

	Discussion
	Mr. Vinzant reported that the Petitioner has requested this issue to be removed from the agenda.

	CONCLUSION
	Commissioner Thompson moved to un-table the public hearing for the request from David Stone to rezone property located at 3420 W 2300 N.  Commissioner Petersen seconded the motion.  All voted in favor of the motion.

Commissioner Thompson moved to remove the rezone request for property located at 3420 W 2300 N from the agenda at the petitioner’s request.  Commissioner Labrecque seconded the motion.  All voted in favor of the motion.

	PUBLIC HEARING: 7:10 p.m.  Review of Ordinance No. 13.04Z – Amending the Zoning Ordinance of Clinton city clarifying the definition, use and characteristics of Residential Carports, Impervious Surface Ratio in the A1 and AE Zones and recommendation to the City Council concerning adoption.

	Petitioner
	Community Development

	Proposed Ordinance
	ORDINANCE NO.   13-04Z
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 28, ZONING AND REAL PROPERTY

SECTION 1.  
Changes

AMEND:  

“Carport” means a private, covered area for parking motor vehicles with two or more open sides.  For the purposes of this ordinance, a carport shall be subject to the Site Development Standards all regulations prescribed for a private garage.  A carport with a roof width of 18 feet or less shall be designated as a single carport.  A carport with a roof width greater than 18 feet shall be designated as a double carport.

28-3-25
Garage, Accessory Building, Shed, Carport – Single Family Dwelling.104, 148, 169, 183
(1) General Requirements:  These requirements apply to garages, accessory buildings, and sheds, and carports in conjunction with residential dwelling units.

DELETE:
28-4-4

(3) Mobile Home Parks:  For mobile home parks, two (2) parking spaces for each unit in the park, plus one space for each two (2) units to be designated for guest use. Guest spaces shall be grouped to conveniently serve various blocks within the park. In addition there shall be ten (10) spaces located at any associated community/recreation centers. An area of at least one hundred square feet for each mobile home space contained within the park shall be provided for the storage of recreation vehicles.
(renumber remaining)
ADD:
28-3-25
Garage, Accessory Building, Shed, Carport – Single Family Dwelling.104, 148, 169, 183
(8) Carport

(a)  Carports associated with structures other than single family dwellings shall be evaluated and approved as part of the site plan approval process.

(b) Eaves shall be measured from the exterior wall where one exists and from the exterior of support posts where no wall exists.

(c) Carports shall have a hard surface, concrete or asphalt, under the roof area.

(d) Carport Attached

(i) Attached carports intended to satisfy requirements of Chapter 4 shall have an enclosed storage area at least 150 square feet in size, minimum 8-feet interior height, at grade level.

(e) Carport Accessory

(i) A Carport Accessory does not satisfy the parking requirements of Chapter 4 of this ordinance for a single family dwelling.

(ii) Carport Accessory shall have a solid wall when located closer than 10-feet to an on the side adjacent to the closest property line if no privacy fence is present between the carport and adjacent property.
(iii) The minimum distance from any wall surface, attached deck, awning, or other extension of the dwelling to any wall surface or extension on the structure, on the lot, shall meet the minimum set back requirements established in this ordinance for the zone.  The eaves of either structure shall not extend more than twelve (12) inches into the required ten (10) foot separation.

(iv) On corner lots the structure shall meet the minimum setback requirements established in this ordinance for the zone.

(v) Structure shall be designed with the intended use of storing vehicles intended for transportation or recreation.

(vi) Carport Accessory shall compliment the color scheme and utilize the same building materials as the existing dwelling.  Street view of the structure shall be similar in the use of materials, brick, rock, etc., as the residence on the lot.  Sides and rear of the structure may utilize less primary materials, siding, stucco, etc., found on the residence.  Equality of materials and colors shall be determined by the planning staff at the time of plans review. Allowances may be made when considering the availability of materials due to the age of the original structure.
(f) Carport Detached

(i) A Carport Detached does not satisfy the parking requirements of Chapter 4 of this ordinance for a single family dwelling.

(ii) Carport Detached shall have a solid wall when located closer than 10-feet to an on the side adjacent to the closest property line if no privacy fence is present between the carport and adjacent property.
(iii) The minimum distance from any wall surface, attached deck, awning, or other extension of the dwelling to any wall surface or extension on the structure, on the lot, shall meet the minimum set back requirements established in this ordinance for the zone.
(iv) On corner lots the structure shall meet the following requirements:

(A) The structure shall meet the minimum setback requirements established in this ordinance for the zone

(B) A curb cut shall be established with appropriate apron to meet the requirements of the city standards and 28-4 of this ordinance.

(v) It shall have a hard surface drive from the street to the structure.

(vi) Structure shall be designed with the intended use of storing vehicles intended for transportation or recreation.

(vii) Carport Detached shall have the same architectural features, utilize the same building materials and same pattern as the existing dwelling.  Street view of the structure shall be similar in the use of materials, brick, rock, etc., as the residence on the lot.  Sides and rear of the structure may utilize less primary materials, siding, stucco, etc., found on the residence.  Equality of materials and features shall be determined by the planning staff at the time of plans review.  Allowances may be made when considering the availability of materials due to the age of the original structure.
SECTION 2.
Planning Commission Action.  Reviewed in a public hearing the 4th day of June 2013, by the Clinton City Planning Commission and recommended for approval (rejection) through a motion passed by a majority of the members of the Commission based upon the following findings.

· Proposed changes do affectively clarify the intent of the ordinance.

Proposed changes do not adversely affect the effectiveness of the ordinance and are in line with the intent of the General Plan.

	Public Comment &

Discussion
	Mr. Vinzant explained this is before the Planning Commission because there are several requests from citizens to install carports in their back yard for storage.  He reviewed the proposed ordinance with the Planning Commission.
The Planning Commission discussed terms and examples of structures identified in the ordinance.
Commissioner Barlow opened the public hearing at 7:27 p.m.
Joanne Hansen commented she is concerned with code enforcement.  She asked if existing structures are grandfathered in.
Mr. Vinzant responded that in order for a structure to have a non-conforming right, it must be legal to begin with.
She questioned if a storage area is required in a carport.  (i) Attached carports intended to satisfy requirements of Chapter 4 shall have an enclosed storage area at least 150 square feet in size, minimum 8-feet interior height, at grade level.

Mr. Vinzant said the storage area is required in the ordinance.

She also commented she likes the definitions included in the ordinance.

Commissioner Barlow noted there was no additional public present to comment so she closed the public hearing at 7:34 p.m.

Councilmember Bateman cautioned the Planning Commission to consider personal property rights when considering this ordinance.
Commissioner Barlow said she agrees.

Commissioner Labrecque commented there should be restrictions when a structure is a potential danger to someone else’s property.
Commissioner Petersen suggested requiring a garage and not allowing car ports to simplify the issue.  He used (v) Structure shall be designed with the intended use of storing vehicles intended for transportation or recreation as an example of a potential issue for future property owners.
Mr. Vinzant clarified the reference is regarding the design.

Joanne Hansen commented that economically a car port is less expensive than a garage.

Councilmember Bateman expressed concern about becoming too restrictive; he said the citizens do not want this.
Commissioner Barlow said she feels the requirements should conform to building codes.  The home owners should be able to decide what they want.
The Planning Commission discussed section (vi) at length.

(vi) Carport Accessory shall compliment the color scheme and utilize the same building materials as the existing dwelling.  Street view of the structure shall be similar in the use of materials, brick, rock, etc., as the residence on the lot.  Sides and rear of the structure may utilize less primary materials, siding, stucco, etc., found on the residence.  Equality of materials and colors shall be determined by the planning staff at the time of plans review. Allowances may be made when considering the availability of materials due to the age of the original structure.

Joanne Hansen asked if there is a width restriction.

Mr. Vinzant replied a carport with a roof width of 18 feet or less shall be designated as a single carport.  A carport with a roof width greater than 18 feet shall be designated as a double carport.
Commissioner Barlow suggested if there is a fence that screens your stuff, maybe the wall would not be needed.

Commissioner Thompson commented that his recollection is that the Council requested this verbiage several years ago.

After further discussion Commissioner Barlow asked for a straw poll of Commissioners if they would like (vi) removed from the ordinance.

Commissioner Thompson said he would rather leave it in, but if it is to be removed from this section it should be removed from all the sections in the ordinance; Commissioner DeLong, leave; Commissioner Labrecque, remove; Commissioner Petersen, remove; Commissioner Barlow, remove.
(vi) Carport Accessory shall compliment the color scheme and utilize the same building materials as the existing dwelling.  Street view of the structure shall be similar in the use of materials, brick, rock, etc., as the residence on the lot.  Sides and rear of the structure may utilize less primary materials, siding, stucco, etc., found on the residence.  Equality of materials and colors shall be determined by the planning staff at the time of plans review. Allowances may be made when considering the availability of materials due to the age of the original structure.
Councilmember Bateman commented he feels the Planning Commission is doing a good job representing the citizens.

The Planning Commission discussed (ii) Carport Accessory shall have a solid wall on the side adjacent to the closest property line if no privacy fence is present between the carport and adjacent property.
Commissioner Barlow asked the Planning Commission to consider not requiring the two walls if a solid structure privacy fence is in place.

Commissioner Thompson said he is in favor of the wall for stability of the structure.

Mr. Vinzant clarified the intent behind this is to prevent debris from being in public view.
Commissioner Barlow took a straw poll of the Planning Commission if they agree that carports should be allowed.

All were in favor of allowing car ports in general.

The Planning Commission discussed the potential of a screening wall.
Commissioner Barlow took a straw poll if botanical screening walls should be allowed.
Commissioner DeLong said he feels a permanent structure should be required.
Commissioner Thompson said he likes the wall.

Commissioner Labrecque said he agrees a wall should be required.
Commissioner Petersen said he feels that a botanical wall should not be allowed.  He would like something that would allow light through. 
The Planning Commission suggested the following verbiage to be included in the ordinance:

(ii) Carport Accessory shall have a solid wall when located closer than 10-feet to an on the side adjacent to the closest property line if no privacy fence is present between the carport and adjacent property.
Commissioner Petersen asked for clarification if a curb cut is necessary.

Mr. Vinzant said the requirements are the same as for a garage.  If there are two curb cuts they would need to be 50’ apart.

	CONCLUSION
	Commissioner Petersen moved to approve Ordinance 13-04Z – Amending the Clinton City Zoning Ordinance clarifying the definition, use and characteristics of Residential Carports; Impervious surface ratios in the A1 and AE zones; and forward a recommendation of adoption onto the City Council.  Commissioner Labrecque seconded the motion.  Voting by roll call is as follows:  Commissioner Thompson, nay – he feels this discussion has been a good step forward but feels a responsibility to have some control regarding aesthetics on the structures within the City; Commissioner DeLong, nay, he feels there is a responsibility to maintain aesthetics as well..  Commissioner Labrecque, aye; Commissioner Petersen, aye; Commissioner Barlow, aye.

	PUBLIC HEARING: 7:20 p.m.  Review of Ordinance No. 13-05Z – Amending the Zoning Ordinance of Clinton city clarifying conditional uses relating to schools and educational institutions to align with State Statutes.  Additionally review of allowing schools and educational institutions in the Performance Zone.

	Proposed Ordinance
	ORDINANCE NO.   13-05Z
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 28, AND NUMEROUS MINOR CHANGES ARE NEEDED TO ALIGN WITH STATE STATUTES DEALING WITH SCHOOLS AND EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS 

SECTION 1.  
Changes

AMEND:  

28-17 Table 17.10.5 “Educational institution” Change the “C” in the CP-1 column to a “P” for 

28-19 Table 19.4.4.110 “Elementary and secondary (including associated grounds and athletic and other facilities)”  Change the “C” in the Permitted/Conditional column to a “P”

DELETE:
ADD:
28-12-2 (23) Educational Institution  (Elementary and Secondary, including associated grounds and athletic and other facilities)

SECTION 2.
Planning Commission Action.  Reviewed in a public hearing the 4th day of June 2013, by the Clinton City Planning Commission and recommended for approval (rejection) through a motion passed by a majority of the members of the Commission based upon the following findings.

· Proposed changes do affectively clarify the intent of the ordinance.

· Proposed changes do not adversely affect the effectiveness of the ordinance and are in line with the intent of the General Plan.

	Public Comment and Discussion
	Mr. Vinzant explained educational facilities are permitted uses in the residential zones within the City.  They are conditional uses in the Performance Zone and not listed as uses in the agricultural zones, A1.  These should be standardized to match the state code which states that “charter schools are permitted uses in all zoning districts within a municipality.”  And while the code does not state the exact same for school district schools it is clearly implied. 

Commissioner Barlow opened the public hearing at 9:07 p.m. and asked for public comment, there was none; therefore she closed the public hearing at 9:08 p.m.

Councilmember Bateman stated he agrees it is not much of an issue unless commercial income comes into play.  The school system governs itself – in his opinion preliminary plat and final plat should not be addressed at the same time.

Mr. Vinzant asked for this item to be tabled for further research.

	CONCLUSION
	Commissioner Thompson moved to table Ordinance 13-05Z to the July 2, 2013 Planning Commission meeting unless it is the only agenda item for that meeting and if so it will be tabled to the next scheduled Planning Commission meeting.  Commissioner DeLong seconded the motion.  All voted in favor of the motion.

	Work Session 
	Mr. Vinzant asked the Planning Commission to review the DRAFT General Plan update for errors and suggestions.

	Approval of Minutes
	Commissioner Thompson moved to approve the minutes of the May 7, 2013 Planning Commission meeting as amended.  Commissioner DeLong seconded the motion.  Commissioner Petersen abstained, all others present voted in favor of the motion.

Commissioner DeLong moved to approve the minutes of the May 21, 2013 Planning Commission meeting as amended.  Commissioner Petersen seconded the motion.  All voted in favor of the motion.

	Commissioners Issue & Concerns
	Commissioner Barlow reminded staff of the direction regarding aesthetics of garages.
Mr. Vinzant reported he has an EIS Draft available for review.  The website is 
Commissioner Petersen requested the West Davis Corridor website be identified in the minutes http://www.udot.utah.gov/westdavis/.  Mr. Vinzant clarified it is on the City website as well.

	ADJOURNMENT
	Commissioner Petersen moved to adjourn the meeting.  Commissioner DeLong seconded the motion.  All those present voted in favor of the motion.  The meeting adjourned at 10:12 p.m.
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