


Heber City Corporation
75 North Main Street
Heber City, Utah
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
Tuesday, September 8, 2020
6:00 pm. – Regular Meeting
Public notice is hereby given that the monthly meeting of the Heber City Planning Commission will be in the Heber City Office Building, 75 North Main, South door, in the Council Chambers upstairs.
1. REGULAR MEETING:
I. Call to Order:
Chairman Keith Rawlings called the meeting to order with a quorum present at 6:00 pm.

II. Due to the ongoing COVID 19 virus, Residents were encouraged to listen to proceedings from home through heberut.gov; select Agendas and Minutes to access Agendas, Minutes, Staff Reports, a link to submit public comments, and audio of the meeting.

III. 	Roll Call: 
Present: 		Keith Rawlings, Chairman
			Oscar Covarrubias, Commissioner			
			Darek Slagowski, Commissioner
			Dennis Gunn, Commissioner
			Dave Richards, Commissioner
			Steve Allen, Commissioner
							
Staff: 	Planning Director Tony Kohler, City Planner Jamie Baron, City Consultant John Janson, City Engineer Manager Bart Mumford, and Planning Office Assistant Meshelle Kijanen

Public: 	Brad Kitchen, Steven Kitchen, Jack Walkenhorst, Jeff Kuhn, Mark Reese, Rick Miller, David Belz, Terry Diehl, Scott Heagy, Rick (no last name provided), Heidi Franco, Robert McConnell, Bruce Barret, Ken Puncerelli, Trevor (no last name provided). 

III. Pledge of Allegiance:
 	
1. CONSENT AGENDA: 
I. No Minutes to approve

1. ACTION ITEMS:
I. Request for Commercial Concept for Heber Self Storage located at 100 South 600 West. (Vlasic)

City Planner Jamie Baron presented the Staff Report as Mark Vlasic, the City Planning Consultant, could not attend the meeting. The Planning Commission had previously reviewed the Agenda Item. The Item was continued to allow for Planning Commission’s questions to be addressed by the Petitioner. The questions were concerning the parcel's ultimate land use, as the City would like to support more commercial type business rather than more storage facilities. The City recognized the zoning on the application was for Industrial (I1) Zone, which allowed for self-storage. The petitioners had worked with the City to find potential properties for relocation. The petitioners, Brad and Steven Kitchen,  looked for concept approval.

The Petitioner, Mr. Steven Kitchen, commented they were speaking with property owners to secure other locations for their proposal.

A Commissioner asked if the applicant was familiar with the redevelopment zone and the Master Plan. 

Mr. Baron noted that the City Council had identified the area in question as CRA with mixed-use and commercial development. The Staff had worked to find an area for the applicant to move the development.

Chairman Keith Rawlings asked the Commission if they had any additional questions. 

Commissioner Gunn thought there was a concept made for the lot to be mixed-use commercial and asked when the change to storage use happened.

Mr. Baron replied that Mr. Gunn was absent during the meeting where the change took place. The current zoning for the lot was Industrial, and the application met the requirements of a complete application. Therefore the applicants were entitled to build storage units. The Staff hoped to help relocate the storage facility. The applicant worked with the City to find a new location and needed to move forward with the plan in which they had invested time and money. The boats being stored on the site were an interim plan to slow down development and give them time to find another location.

Mr. Gunn commented that the type of use proposed was consistent with the area. 

Commissioner David Richards noted that the City had known about their intentions for the area, but the zoning had stayed industrial. The proposal brought by the applicant was good, it supplied commercial in the front to hide the storage in the back and noted it was a challenge to find industrial zoning. 

Chairman Rawlings commented that he agreed with Mr. Richards. The application was a permitted use for the zoning. The applicant deserved their due diligence. 

Commissioner Richards felt the building was tasteful, and it would improve the appearance of the area. The commercial space in the City was not optimized, but the industrial use was in demand. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Slagowski moved to approve Heber Self Storage with the findings and conditions in the conclusions of the Staff Report and include the Engineers Report. 
Findings:
1.	With the conditions, the application complies with the Development Code. 
2.	The application is consistent with the General Plan
Conditions:
1.	All requirements of the City Engineer and Fire Department shall be met.
2.	Above ground power lines need to be abandoned.
3.	Any other conditions or changes as articulated by the Planning Commission.
Commissioner Covarrubias seconded the motion. Voted Aye: Chairman Rawlings, Vice-Chairman Allen, Commissioner Slagowski, Richards, Covarrubias, and Gunn. The motion passed unanimously. 
 
II. Consider recommendation for approval for Highland Annexation, located at 2790 N Hwy 40. (Kohler)

Planning Director Tony Kohler presented the recommendation. The Staff Report had almost stayed the same as previously brought to the Commission, except for the Engineering Report providing details to the Commission. Mr. Kohler referred to the annexation map and stated, the property was approximately 140 acres and wrapped around apartments but did not include them. The Petitioner prepared a concept primarily consisting of single-family dwellings, townhomes, and commercial development. The City adopted a new General Plan in 2020, and as a result, the Petitioner changed their plan regarding what should be on the property. The Planning Commission reviewed the draft with the applicant in August, and the Item was continued so the City Engineers could provide a Staff Report. There had been a storm drain and traffic study conducted by the Petitioner. Mr. Kohler quickly moved through slides for the North Village annexation, UVU Campus, architectural drawings for the Master Plan, and the Master Plan Document. Mr. Kohler detailed the Town Center in conjunction with the UVU Campus and then concluded the Horrocks Engineers had prepared a Report. City Engineer Bart Mumford would discuss those details.

Mr. Mumford commented that the Engineering Report items would indicate what could be expected with the annexation. He anticipated they would need an annexation agreement or a Master Development Agreement (MDA). The items in the report should be incorporated into the MDA. The larger issue was traffic along main corridors and stormwater. 

Chairman. Rawlings noted there was a lot of information in the report, and he asked if the Petitioner had read the Engineers Report and if they had any questions.

Petitioner Terry Diehl, with the Highland Project, had read the report, and they had been nearing the final plat of the site. They were very familiar with the project and did not see anything in the report that concerned him. However, Mr. Diehl would be willing to make any necessary arrangements in a development agreement. 

Chairman. Rawlings noted that all of the Engineer Report items would need to be included in an MDA. 

Commissioner. Richards commented that during a tour of the site, he had heard that the residents wanted parks, but the City could not bear the maintenance and financial burden of parks.

Chairman. Rawlings stated that a Home Owner’s Association (HOA) would manage both parks with potentially some City-owned parks. 

Mr. Kohler noted the parks would be privately owned and maintained. The Petitioner or City Council could enter into negotiations. It would depend on cost and community benefit, and the City Council was reviewing a Parks Master Plan.

Commissioner Richards asked if Mr. Mumford had any comments on open to the public or private parks. 

Mr. Mumford answered the preference was for private parks with HOA responsibility. 

Commissioner Richards noted that every park needed maintenance, which had costs. 

Vice-Chairman Allen asked if a motion was needed or if they were just expressing the opinion of support for the petition. 

Chairman Rawlings noted the City Council would design the MDA.

Mr. Kohler noted the Staff had prepared a list of findings and conditions in their Staff Report. The Staff recommendation was the discussion become a basis for a Master Development Agreement. 

Mr. Rawlings commented it was a comprehensive list to review. 

Commissioner Richards saw the findings and observations and asked if a Master Development Agreement was moving forward.

After reviewing the annexation plan, Mr. Kohler recommended that a motion may include Staff and the Engineering Department's findings and observations and be incorporated into an MDA with the Petitioner. 

Commissioner Richards commented that there were broad observations and was okay with making an MDA but did not see how to make a recommendation that was so broad. 

MOTION: Commissioner Richards moved to proceed with a Master Development Agreement based upon the findings and observations stated in the Staff Report and Engineering Report by Horrocks Engineering for Highlands Annexation. 
CONCLUSION:
Tentative findings include the following:
1.	The proposal annexation is consistent with and is located within the perimeter of the Heber City annexation Policy Plan Expansion Map.
2.	The proposed annexation adjoins Heber City’s current municipal boundary as required by the Utah State Code. 
3.	The proposed development is consistent with Heber City’s General Plan.
OBERSAVATIONS:
1. 	Annexation Plat
a. Final annexation plat should be modified to conclude the Highway 40 right of way. 
2.	Transportation
a. The traffic study needs to be updated to reflect current development.
b. Secondary fire access will be needed. Phasing and timing of development in relation to adjoining development will affect when and how the secondary access is needed. 
c. Accesses should move traffic stop lights
d.  Connect to local streets, not the highway. 
3.	Hazards
a. Development above the Wasatch (lower) canal will need to comply with Heber City’s adopted Wildland Urban Interface Code. 
b. Development of the property will need to mitigate the flow of storm water on the property and from uphill property as recommended by the storm drain study in Exhibit 13.
4. 	Utilities & Services
a. Petitioner coordinate with Heber Light & power to determine the impact to theirs facilities prior to Council approval of the annexation. 
b. The original plan with Wasatch County had 393 ERUs and the new plan has 1469 residential units. Petitioner will be responsible to upgrade onsite and offsite facilities if necessary to meet water and sewer standards. Petitioner should meet with the water and sewer district to determine if services are adequate foe the proposed development. 
c. A sewer lift station is located near Highway 40 near the proposed gathering plaza.
d. A feasibility review will be needed for the development for water and sewer as per the North village Special Service District (NVSSD).
5.	Trails
a. The Trails Planner has recommended the following:
i. Consider looping trails at the south end of the development if the City doesn’t desire to extend development of adjoining properties to the south.
ii. Work with the canal companies to share maintenance road and trail locations where feasible. 
iii. Existing mountain trails to the east will need to be moved and coordinated with trails on the Sorenson Properties to ensure they connect properly. 
6.	North Village Code
a. Development is consistent with the General Plan, but will need to be evaluated for compliance with the North Village Code once that code is adopted.
b. The site proposes 2 (5) story buildings. The North Village Code could be modified to promote open space preservation through the use of an incentive such as permitting 5 story uildings. 
7.	Opportunities
a. Partnering with the property owner to preserve agricultural lands in the North Fields
b. The City should work with the developer to ensure the proposed amphitheater becomes a world class facility. 
c. The Town Center Plaza near Highway 40 is proposed to be a gathering area for the town center. The City should work with developer to ensure the plaza becomes a world class facility. 
d. UVU potentially needs a significant amount of student housing. Developer should work closely with UVU to ensure the continued success and growth of the campus. 
e. Petitioner should make available 10 acres for a potential elementary on the site. 
f. City should discuss with the petitioner potential needs for civic space, such as future town hall, fire department, police department, library or senior center space, etc.
Commissioner Gunn made a second to the motion. Voted Aye: Chairman Rawlings, Vice-Chairman Allen, Commissioner Slagowski, Richards, Covarrubias, and Gunn. The motion passed unanimously. 

Mr. Rawlings commented that if the City would consider a partnership with the proposed amphitheater, the City could have productions there rather than just private productions, just an idea to consider. 
III. Consider recommendation for approval of proposed Text and Map amendment to North Village Overlay Zone (NVOZ) (Kohler)

Planning Director Mr. Tony Kohler stated he had presented the Item on August 25th for the Planning Commission Public Hearing for the North Village Overlay Zone (NVOZ). There had been comments received, and he had encapsulated the comments in the Staff Report from last week. 

The Commissioners did not need to go through each item one by one. 

Mr. Kohler noted some questions that needed to be addressed. 

Chairman Rawlings stated the meeting was not a Public Hearing, but comments were always welcome. 

Mr. Kohler stated the new draft would incorporate the General Plan's changes for the North Village. 

Mark Reese asked for his comments and concerns to be considered.

Planning Assistant Meshelle Kijanen read the comments previously submitted by Mr. Reese of Cedar Springs Partners, 3390 N Highway 40. Mr. Reese’s property was previously zoned as North Village in the Master Plan of Wasatch County. The property was now in the NOS Zone, but he wanted the property to remain in the NVOZ. Exhibit three was a site plan; the plan encroaches on property not owned by North Valley Ranch. Additionally, the future connector road would eliminate parking for the commercial area. Mr. Reese concluded by asking if North Valley Ranch would have additional parking to not interfere with the road?  

Mr. Kohler referred to the site plan and stated, the site plan would be different once complete. If front doors were along the freeway, parking in the back of the property could be problematic. Mr. Kohler noted Mr. Reese was concerned they had to build to a zone of 0-15 feet when there was a minimum requirement of 60-75 feet. Mr. Kohler added he had made recommendations to resolve the issue, and the Staff Report should clarify those concerns. 

Mr. Kohler continued there had not been a site plan approval, and the site plan was to visualize the development. Mr. Kohler’s recommendation was to add a landscape buffer to the Build-To Zone. The principal entrance location would be on the front or side corner façade in the Commercial (C-2) Zone. In the North Village, they wanted commercial oriented to the center of the property, not toward the highway. The code would need to read a rear entrance to a parking lot to enable the access to be oriented to the road or side street.

Mr. Russ [surname inaudible] commented they could make the building along the highway appear to be the front. The entry needed a landscape buffer and would eliminate parking along the side of the structure. Their request was to allow access from the back and the front of the building. 

Mr. Kohler asked if there were any issues with the recommendations. 

City Consultant Mr. John Janson noted there was no intent to make Highway 40 the main entrance. They had allowed parking on that side, but there would need to be an entrance. The primary access would have been a road acting as the main street paralleling Highway 40.

Mr. Kohler stated this would not be near the Highland area but farther north. The project came with specific site plan issues. 

Mr. Janson stated they also required a landscape buffer facing the highway. 

Mr. Kohler wanted to be more specific on the 50-75-foot buffer. He wanted to work with Mr. Janson to clarify what was needed with the buffer. 

Mr. Janson commented the practicality of accommodating the code would be worth a discussion. He wanted to work with the City to create the community. 

Mr. Reese stated the site plan was conceptual and not site-specific. 

Mr. Robert McConnell, Highland Development Group, commented on the NVOZ Ordinance and that the sensitive land language would be acceptable, but there were issues with some Ordinances making development difficult. The present code would not allow them to move forward with the way they had designed the project. There was no definition of sensitive land. The developer would need guidelines for sensitive land requirements. Mr. McConnell concluded concerns could be adequately addressed concerning the 25-foot buffer from stream land and wildfire mitigation. If the plan were required to be changed, it would be costly and raise housing costs.

Mr. Janson noted he had defined the sensitive land in the plan's features, but they had struggled to preserve all of the Maple trees.

Mr. McConnell had issues with the qualifiers being modified in Subsection One of the code he was referencing and spoke about preserving sensitive land areas. He felt the qualifiers applied to all of the features and not just the scrub oak trees. The land was to be preserved if over 5000 square feet, and clarification would be needed if the preserved area could be modified. 

Mr. McConnell asked if there was an Ordinance protecting scrub oak trees and asked why this was the only concern for preservation.

Commissioners discussed other developments like Red Ledges and the uniqueness of the Town Center area. The intent was to make it feel open. 

Mr. Janson commented they wanted to preserve the ledge and vegetation from the high density developed in the area. 

City Council Member Heidi Franco referred to table two of the Sensitive Lands Requirements section presented on screen. She was confused about the section regarding buffers and asked for clarification. 

Mr. Janson clarified it required a 50-foot space for gullies or wetland and a 25-foot buffer around them as trails may need to move in and out of areas. 

Council Member Franco wanted a 25 to 50-foot buffer but felt the language should be clarified. 

Council Member Franco was grateful for recognizing sensitive lands and felt a wetlands delineation should be due when an application for development took place. They should preserve the wetlands or enhance the wetlands. 

At the beginning of the chapter, Mr. Janson referenced a section on the design process. A concept plan identified sensitive lands on the property and wetland delineation. They suggested a design process locating the land features first and then a design for preservation as much as possible.

Council Member Franco stated the section was vague and asked for a timeframe in the process for the wetland delineation to be included. 

Mr. Janson stated it should have been done on the concept page. However, the application would detail all of the concerns. 

Brent [inaudible surname] commented there was not a wetland on any of their properties. 

Mr. Rawlings noted the report would have reflected there was not a wetland. 

Mr. Ken Puncerelli, LAI Design Group, stated on page 55 that the word "encouraged" should be included under Preservation. There was a conflict between higher density being in demand and land preservation. Encouraging preservation would allow for developers' leniency in areas it was not possible to preserve. 

Planning Commissioner Covarrubias disagreed with Mr. Puncerelli's statement. He believed it should be a mandate so the land could be protected. 

Mr. Puncerelli note had only referred to the scrub oak and maple groves. The Wetlands were managed through the Army Corp.

Mr. Janson stated the language could be made clear. However, the word encouraged usually meant it could be ignored. 

Mr. Puncerelli noted the Ordinance written created conflict to the Highland project and the sensitive land stipulation in the code. He stated a landscape could replace these areas, but the location of features with development may not be in line with each other.

Council Member Franco continued by referring to page forty-nine, number four, regarding the idea of adjoining open spaces allowing a five percent reduction in the overall area. She felt the Commission should have considered clarifying the Ordinance of contiguous open space between neighboring areas before the five percent minimum was reduced. She hoped the open space between the two areas could be clarified.  

Mr. Puncerelli noted there were different zoning districts and neighborhoods with adjoining open space. If they were attempting to meet the overall goal of open space, then the reduction was granted. Twenty-five percent of their property was open space, and seventy-five percent was University Village. The stipulation of the five percent reduction would be a permitted consideration. 

Mr. Janson noted a five percent reduction was an incentive to create open space between properties and also the issue of overlapping districts with an averaging provided. 

Council Member Franco wanted to create a percentage of open space requirements qualifying the percentage reduction of open space. 

Mr. Puncerelli replied the requirements protected Heber City in maintaining the beauty of the City and believed the table stipulations would be adequate protection. 

Council Member Franco was concerned about the details of where the five percent reduction would take place. 

Mr. Puncerelli read the total mandate for open space. The aggregate overall would have had to be met. The property would need to be part of the overall park and open space system. 

Council Member Franco did not want the twenty percent in North Village and University Village to be brought down to fifteen percent. She asked if the total twenty percent overall area had to be met or if they would receive the five percent reduction meaning only fifteen percent overall area had to be met.

Mr. Janson commented the intent was an incentive. The five percent was meant to achieve larger open space. 

Council Member Franco was concerned if the incentive minimized the total minimum overall space. She did not feel it was clear. In section 5.2.5 discussed trails constructed with roads as they develop. She was concerned the master plan and highway trails would be developed and not postponed until the last phase. She wanted to require the trails to be in place by the first phase of development. 

Mr. Reese commented safety would need to be considered when trails were installed, providing access through construction areas. He felt there might have been risks involved.

Council Member Franco referred to a trail where the New Park was located and stated it had taken years for the trail to be completed. She did not want the Master Plan for trails to be postponed.

Mr. Terry Diehl noted there were five miles of trail in their development. He did not know how the trails would be installed in phase one. There was to be a complete trail system along roadways and throughout the development. 

Council Member Franco stated she was referring to the Master Plan for the trails. 

Mr. Janson noted the trails that had been referenced were on the Community Design Map. 

Mr. Puncerelli commented the new trails might need to be ripped out to accommodate future developments. 

Council Member Franco believed air quality was a large aspect of the NVOZ. The area's growth would impact air quality and suggested page two of the draft indicates a purpose added to maintain the City's air quality. She wanted to apply this to the new growth and create standards for growth and emissions. 

Mr. Puncerelli added Council Member Franco’s suggestion had sounded positive. Green development and clean air started with high-density walkable communities. The City had developed a code supportive of green development. The Highland Development wanted to find a way to provide a transportation service to connect the surrounding areas. This initiative could support the effort. 

Additionally, Mr. Puncerelli noted he had joined the meeting late but wanted to ensure the five-story buildings could meet a ten-foot setback if decks and façade were substituted.

The Commission discussed the items sent as a recommendation to the City Council regarding five-story buildings. Other features were proposed instead of the ten-foot setback. The building setbacks were more appealing to the Commission. 

Mr. Janson added an option had been added to address additional façade and deck variations. 

Mr. Puncerelli noted they provided the developer with different options regarding the façade, decks, or amenities.

Commissioner Allen liked the idea of mixing the setbacks and balconies with façade changes throughout the buildings.

Chairmen Rawlings agreed with Commissioner Allen's statement and asked if any Commissioners had comments about the trails being finished in phase one of developments.

Commissioner Gunn agreed with Ms. Franco's comments regarding the trails and added when projects move to finish, the amenities can be forgotten. Commissioner Gunn agreed that developers might find it challenging to keep the trails during construction, but wanted to be proactive regarding air quality and wanted action to be taken before the Town Center area development began. 

Commissioner Richards commented building the trails throughout development in the first phase of development was not plausible, but there were other ways to enforce the trail development. He did not agree with all of the suggestions made for air quality and was not ready to support all of the suggestions. Commissioner Gunn agreed and added the City needed to be careful of what they limit for air quality control. He did agree air quality was important, and developments should be encouraged to manage their emissions. 

Commissioner Richards asked, regarding air quality, where the line needed to be drawn on what was allowed in the City for meat smokers and similar amenities. 

Council Member Franco noted there might be amenities needing elimination and sacrifices to live in the valley, including smokers. However, smokers could be allowed if they met the EPA emissions standards.

Commissioner Gunn agreed with Ms. Franco and added addressing drawing a line on what was allowed or not allowed would be difficult regarding air quality. 

Commissioner Richards commented there were EPA rated boilers and fireplaces but did not know what a price to pay for living in the valley would entail.

Mr. Puncerelli stated from an architect's viewpoint; open fireplaces were uncommon and impractical. Most fireplaces used natural gas, and fireplaces in new construction could require guidelines written in the building codes.  

Commissioner Allen stated snow removal equipment could be proposed as electrical, but was not worried about the wood-burning fireplace as the new homes coming into the valley would need to be gas. 

Chairman Rawlings asked if anyone would like to make a motion.

MOTION:  Commissioner Allen motioned to approve as proposed with the findings of the Staff Report. The motion was not seconded. The motion failed. 

MOTION: Commissioner Covarrubias motioned to continue the Item to another meeting with the direction for the applicant to review the height of the buildings, and the concerns discussed in the meeting, and Staff recommendations or changes needed be rendered from the recommendations of Council Member Franco and for further conversation regarding the building heights. Commissioner Richards seconded the motion. Voted Aye: Commissioner Slagowski, Richards, Covarrubias, and Gunn. Voted Nay: Commissioner Allen and Chairman Rawlings. The motion was approved to continue the Item

Commissioner Gunn noted significant items were needing to be addressed.

Chairman Rawlings felt many of the items discussed in their meeting were previously discussed. Building height had been discussed multiple times. 

Commissioner Richards was concerned with trails and air quality pollutants needing clarification. 

Commissioner Covarrubias agreed with Commissioner Richards and added perhaps the Staff could clarify the developer to the north regarding open spaces height of five-story buildings. 

Chairman Rawlings felt a trail installed in the first phase was unsafe. 

Commissioner Covarrubias agreed about the trails but wanted clarification on the open space reduction incentive. 

Chairman Rawlings believed the percentages for open space needed to be clarified. Air quality and electric charging stations were fine and asked how to hold a new development responsible for air quality.

Chairman Rawlings asked for the Commissioners to send any comments to Mr. Janson or Mr. Kohler. 

Mr. Kohler commented he was unclear on what the Commission needed him to provide or what action to take.

Commissioner Covarrubias stated some Commissioners understood the buildings in the front of the development were four stories, not five stories in height, and needed clarification. Additionally, Commissioner Covarrubias wanted the twenty percent open space with a five percent reduction for open space to be clarified. 

Chairman Rawlings stated he had always been aware of the five-story buildings proposal. 

Chairman Rawlings noted the five-story buildings were not in the front of the development. The five-story buildings were behind the four-story buildings.

Mr. Puncerelli detailed the placement of the buildings in question. There would be two five-story buildings behind the four-story buildings. 

Mr. Covarrubias agreed he had misunderstood the heights' information. 

Mr. Puncerelli clarified an elevation in the slide show showing the Wasatch Apartments taller than the five-story buildings. Mr. Puncerelli detailed the topography of the buildings. 

Mr. Covarrubias understood but wanted time to process the information and was concerned about how much open space would be provided. 

Mr. Diehl noted trails would be installed in the first phase if they did not interfere with the development. 

Commissioner Covarrubias explained he was not concerned about placing the trails in the first phase; he was concerned about reducing the five percent and the requirement be; fifteen percent or twenty percent from the developer or twenty to fifteen or fifteen to ten percent. Commissioner Covarrubias clarified he disagreed with placing trails in the first phase as it would be a hazard; he was only concerned with the trails' and open space percentages. 

Commissioner Gunn was not aware there was a five-story building as he might have missed the meeting where the building heights were discussed. Commissioner Gunn disagreed with the five-story building heights.  

Commissioner Covarrubias understood the building heights now, but wanted to review and process the information.

Chairman Rawlings reiterated if the Commissioners had additional comments, they needed to submit the comments to Staff. 

1. WORK MEETING ITEMS:

I.  Discuss the proposed Parking Text Amendment (Kohler)

Mr. Kohler stated that phase three of the Heber 2050 update was the parking update. He detailed the changes as followed. The parking stall dimensions from 8.5 by 20 feet to 9 by 18 feet to match industry standards. It would create a table of parking stall requirements for multi-family dwellings based on bedroom count. The current standard was two parking stalls per dwelling unit. The change would allow .75 parking stalls for studio apartments, one-bedroom units would require 1.5 stalls, two-bedroom units would require 2 stalls, three bedrooms would require 2.5, four bedrooms would require 3 stalls, and .33 stalls required for guests. There would be a twenty-five percent allowance for compact stalls. There was a shared parking matrix for mixed-use development based on a timeshare formula. Mr. Kohler showed the matrix and detailed the calculations for those parking spaces. In a mixed-use development, they should have had fewer parking requirements. It would require a six-foot landscape island surrounding parking lots, lighting requirements with a 20-foot pole height limit, and specified parking stall requirements for compact cars. A building could be calculated with the gross removing stairs for net floor area, hallways, etc. The amendment would require five stalls per thousand for retail service and medical clinics. 

Commissioner Covarrubias asked how the snow removal would affect the stall size at nine by eighteen feet. 

Mr. Kohler replied that driveways behind parking needed to be defined. That should be in the design criteria, but it may need to be addressed regarding the perpendicular parking lot. He would research that question. 

Commissioners agreed with Mr. Covarrubias to ensure there was room for snow removal. 

Commissioner Gunn asked that studio apartments have a parking stall requirement of one. 

Mr. Kohler replied if there was more than one studio apartment, they would round that up to provide one stall per studio apartment. He referred to number fifteen and that there was one space per two hundred net square feet floor area. 

Commissioner Gunn asked if the proposed changes were a minimum requirement.

Mr. Kohler replied, yes and more parking could be installed. Mr. Kohler continued that parking lots had a need for storm water testing. Lighting would need to be within dark sky requirements. Compact stalls would be 9 feet by 16 feet. There would be a six-foot landscape buffer area from parking lots along streets. Parking stalls would not be accessed from the street. Parking lots would have one driveway—circulation between parking areas. A plot plan was required to show storm water and snow removal areas. 

Additionally, there was to be a Public Hearing at a future date. 

Commissioner Richards liked the changes and was glad there was a variety of parking stall sizes.

Commissioner Gunn agreed with Mr. Richards and stated he liked the proposal.

Commissioner Richards noted that a three-bedroom apartment required 2.5 parking stalls and felt they would not need more than two spaces. 

Mr. Kohler anticipated that there might be changes to the proposal in a few weeks as he had consulted with design experts. 

Vice-Chairman Allen noted a young couple living in a studio could need two car parking and wanted to allow for ample parking spaces. Vice-Chairman Allen believed the studio apartments were under-parked.

Mr. Kohler commented that if they had segregated use like an apartment complex outside of the Town Center, they should require more spaces. In the Downtown and Town Center area with mixed-use, they should allow more permissive parking. 

Vice-Chairman Allen stated many Cities had a very detailed parking requirement with regards to Senior Citizen Centers. 

Chairman Rawlings looked forward to future recommendations. 
II. Discuss proposed Owner Occupied Accessory Apartments Text Amendment (Kohler)
Mr. Kohler explained the Item was prompted by Code changes regarding the Heber 2050 Update. The City had wanted to streamline the Code regarding accessory apartments. John Janson had reviewed the text amendment and had provided suggestions. The first suggestion would be to change the acronym from an OOAA to an ADU. The parking requirement would go from two to one parking stall per unit. It would clarify the gravel or asphalt requirement for parking and minimize the size of a dwelling unit. It was recommended to decrease the maximum unit size to 1200 square feet and eliminate a permit separate from a Building Permit. Mr. Janson recommended they do not have a Conditional Use Permit, but there be a requirement for a yearly business license, and it was also proposed to change the term in item O from the Board of Adjustments to the Appeal Authority.
Chairman Rawlings asked if the Conditional Use Permit had been an annual renewal.  
Mr. Kohler stated that when it was adopted, it had been successful. Most complaints were regarding an ADU verifying if a neighbor had a permit. They were not concerned about the ADU itself. Parking had not been an issue, but it was suggested that an ADU be permitted and require a business license. The change allowed for inspections that protected life safety and health issues. 
Commissioner Richards asked why Item K2 had a decrease in unit size maximum. 
Mr. Kohler noted that 1600 square feet was a large dwelling unit and along the line of a twin home. Mr. Kohler viewed Accessory Dwelling Units as smaller starter living units, and believed they would assist young couples and volunteers. 
Commissioner Richards noted he did not have a strong opinion about the unit size as long as there was the reasoning behind the change. 
Mr. Kohler noted that John Janson believed 1500 square feet was a large footprint for an ADU. 
Chairman Rawlings noted that there were larger families in Utah, and therefore, larger homes were being built. 
Commissioner Covarrubias asked if they could keep the unit size maximum at 1500 square feet based on lot size. 
Mr. Kohler noted they could make that change. 



III. Discuss the proposed amendment to Chapter 18.83 Infill Overlay District (Kohler) 

Mr. Richards asked if they were splitting lots in the Infill District. 

Mr. Kohler commented that it was a good policy question, and made a call that they would not split the lots, but it was difficult to make the call at the perimeter at 600 South and 3400 East. In most instances, he tried to draw the border of the district on a property border or along a street.

Chairman Rawlings commented that the border should be drawn by street or along property borders, and believed it would have been problematic to have two districts on one lot.

Commissioner Covarrubias stated there was a chance that an infill would grow, and thought whole properties should be included. 

Mr. Kohler continued he would include all properties on the map. There had been a Public Hearing held, and he would be willing to hold another. 

Mr. Rawlings noted they should hold another Public Hearing.

Mr. Kohler continued that the idea was to add enabling language. This language would provide guidance to future boundary changes or amendments. He showed the Infill District on a map. The district had currently gone through 100 East and 100 West, and he felt that they should not overlap the Downtown District with the Infill District. A new district would be the Tourism and Recreation Center included in the downtown area. Building Permits would still be through the Building Department. Planning Commission would be the authority for subdivision maps. He suggested 1000 square feet for a home occupation. 

Chairman Rawlings commented that customers would need plenty of parking for home-based operations, which needed to be considered. 

Commissioner Covarrubias asked for the definition of a home-based occupation. 

Mr. Kohler referred to title 18-108 for the definition and would provide the Commission with the new regulations at their next meeting. It would detail small businesses such as accountants or hair stylists. Mr. Kohler suggested that churches and private schools do not have a minimum size requirement.  

Commissioner Covarrubias asked if 18-108 would also include daycares and wanted to see the uses for daycares.

Mr. Kohler noted that daycares were included in a different provision in the code. Daycares could be opened in the area. They had a maximum of ten children in a residential area, and he would provide more information on daycares. Mr. Kohler recommended that in all situations on public streets, the infill lots improve roads. Private streets in the Infill area should not be required to have sidewalks or gutters. However, Mr. Kohler believed they should meet the fire code requirements and public utilities easements. Sign standards for small business were addressed.

Additionally, the amendment provided definitions for single-family, townhome, mansion-style homes including park strips and landscaping. Mr. Kohler detailed the setbacks for the buildings. Garages were to be set back from the front façade of homes and could not behave more than fifty percent mass on the front of a house. Townhomes and mansion-style homes or condos would have garages in the back of the building. The parking surface would be concrete or asphalt. Mansion style buildings should have only one door facing the street.  The front porch requirements were sixty square feet. There was no minimum dwelling width for Single Family, but Townhomes had a twenty-foot width requirement. He detailed the façade requirements.

Commissioner Richards noted that aluminum fascia should be allowed where aluminum soffits were allowed. 

Mr. Kohler continued by detailing the amendments for townhome unit separation of townhomes with distinct faces. Mr. Kohler stated he would make a change to read that homes needed separation with materials and/or color. Minimum window area has existing building brought up to higher standard. He detailed minimum dwelling areas at 400 square feet and the quality of new apartments and buildings. Mr. Kohler showed detailed picture references.


1. ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS: NA
1. ADJOURNMENT:

[bookmark: _GoBack]MOTION: Commissioner Covarrubias moved to adjourn the meeting. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Richards. Voted Aye: Voted Aye: Chairman Rawlings, Vice-Chairman Allen, Commissioners Slagowski, Richards, Covarrubias, and Gunn. The motion passed unanimously.
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