Notice is hereby given that the
WILLARD CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
Will meet in a regular session on
Thursday, March 18, 2021- 6:30 p.m.
Willard City Hall, 80 West 50 South
Willard, Utah, 84340

AGENDA
(Agenda items may or may not be discussed in the order they are listed and may be tabled or continued
as appropriate.) Public Comment may or may not be taken

1. Prayer
2. Pledge of Allegiance
3. Roll Call
4. General Public Comment (Input for items not on the agenda)
5. Discussion/Action Items
a. Public hearing to consider a request from Trish Heath (Barker/Braegger) to rezone
property located at approximately 110 South 250 West (02-054-0003) from A5 to R 1/2
b. Public hearing to consider a request from Damon and Morgan Palmer to rezone property
located at approximately 683 North Main (02-046-0102) from R % to Commercial
Neighborhood
C. Public hearing to consider an amendment to Chapter 12-110-4 of the Willard City
Zoning Ordinance regarding notification for applications for zoning changes
d. Public hearing to consider an amendment to Chapter 12-400-4-08(5) regarding required
public hearings for preliminary subdivisions
e. Approval of a lot line adjustment for Travis Wells located at approximately 1215 North Main
(02-040-0030)
f. Consideration and discussion regarding the proposed Master Planned Community Zone
(Chapter 12-106)
g. Consideration and discussion of the Storm Drain Capital Facilities Plan
6. Consideration and approval of the March 4, 2021, regular Planning Commission minutes
7. Commissioner/Staff Comments
8. Adjourn

I, the undersigned duly appointed and acting Deputy City Recorder for Willard City Corporation,
hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing notice and agenda was posted at the City Hall and on
the State of Utah Public Meeting Notice Website this 12 day of March, 2021.

/s/ Michelle Drago

Deputy City Recorder



Individuals with questions, comments, or needing special accommodations pursuant to the Americans with
Disabilities Act regarding this meeting may contact Michelle Snarr at (435) 734-9881. I, the undersigned duly
appointed and acting Recorder for Willard City Corporation, hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing notice
and agenda was posted at the City Hall and on the State of Utah Public Meeting Notice Website this 12 day of
March, 2021

/s/ Michelle Drago
Deputy City Recorder



WILLARD CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

PUBLIC HEARING
NOTICE

The Planning Commission of Willard City Corporation will hold a public hearing at 6:30 p.m. on
Thursday, March 18, 2021. The public hearing will be held during a regular meeting at the Willard
City Hall located at 80 West 50 South, Willard, Utah 84340. The Public Hearing will be held to
take public comment regarding a request from Trisha Heath to rezone property located at
approximately 110 South 250 West, Willard, Utah (Parcel No. 02-054-0003) from A5 to R %..

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special
accommodations (including auxiliary communications, aids and services) during this meeting
should notify the City Office at 80 West 50 South, Willard, Utah 84340; phone number (435) 734-
9881, at least three workings days prior to the meeting.

|, designated deputy city recorder for Willard City, hereby certify that the foregoing notice was
posted at the Willard City Hall and on the State of Utah Pubic Meeting Notice Website,
http://utah.gov/pmn, March 3, 2021.

/sl Michelle Drago
Deputy City Recorder




Willard, Utah 84340
(435)734-9881

80 West 50 South
Box 593

NOTICE

Notice is hereby given that the Willard City Planning Commission of Willard City Corporation will hold a
public hearing at the Willard City Hall, 80 West 50 South, on March 18, 2021, at 6:30 p.m.

The public hearing will be held to take public comment on: A request from Trisha Heath to rezone
property located at approximately 110 South 250 West (Parcel No. 02-054-0003) from A5 to R V4.

Written comments will be accepted at the Willard City Offices until March 16, 2021. If you have any
questions, please contact Bryce Wheelwright at 435-734-9881.

A copy of the proposal is available for review on the State of Utah Public Meeting Notice Website at the
Willard City Hall, 80 West 50 South, Willard, Utah 84340 during regular business hours Monday —
Thursday 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. and Fridays 8:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.

|, the undersigned duly appointed and acting Deputy City Recorder for Willard City Corporation, hereby
certify that a copy of the foregoing notice was posted at the City Hall and on the State of Utah Public
Meeting Notice Website this 5" day of March, 2021.

"% Michelle Drago]
Willard City Deputy Recorder

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations
(including auxiliary communicative aids and services) during this meeting should notify the City Officer at
80 West 50 South, Willard, Utah 84340, phone number 435-734-9881, at least working days prior to the
meeting.
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RECEIVED BEC 9yligh ARD CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
0020 ¢ 330 0an303y RE-ZONE APPLICATION

Application Date Assessor Parcel Number *
) O =057~ 0003
-.-’ “ DG 2020 _
Applicant ' Parcel Legal Description®
See a,rfacia/acf
/A, jz{q ’74/6(-:'. f'L

Mailing Address
g 00 S
Willarof , Uy K439 AS g -~ &

Present Zone Proposed Zone

Phone Number
Y35 -730 - 8000
Cell Phone

This completed application, must be submitted at least 15 days prior to the Aprll or
October Planning Commission meeting and be accompanied by:

1) Proof of ownership.*
2) Non-refundable application fee of $125.00.
- 3) Written petition designating the change dnswed and the reason for such change,
bearing the signature(s) of the fee title owner(s) of the parce! or designated
agent. (See reverse of this form for required Applicant’s Affidavit.)

4) List of all property owners within 1/4 mile of the parcel.*

9) Map (Assessor’s Plat* or suitable drawing) of the proposed re-zone area, annotated
to show the location and boundaries of the parcel to be re-zoned.

6) If a subdivision is planned, supply sketch of possible subdivision, to show
compatibility with existing and planned infrastructure, with emphasis on roads,
water supply and other utilities.

* Available at the office of the Box Elder County Registrar, 01 South Main Street, Brigham, Utah, 84302

CARe-zone\RZAPPLIC,wpd



Project Summary

(Please use additional pages as necessary to adequately address the answers.)

1. Location Map (showing nearest cross streets):

See, arrechel nicps

2. Site Address/Description;
[10 5 3250 . N-Végfc{i‘ ///pr

3. Parcel Number(s):
OF-0sY- 0003
4. Current and Proposed Zoning by parcel number and area in acres:
g Geres 1o foesidinslad /(‘m‘,{

5. Road Access Provided: L g G oy
fpm,e ColessS Lyow P 4 be Y7 wes f'/kJ:/' Gr—orarTy = piriaxe f‘:’jﬁfcwzggswma

c.XT'(-a?(\‘?ul- .C‘, o L r’a[r_, fothe p ropers wvcz fM.ﬂlcn Az. e

of 7h< P'g.«ot}f{g -roaoasfcvwg. © P’y g $ 7T Stele.
6. Utility Plan:

.Sd(.;'r__-" A.nf) :'.,J' rr-a:{rj At‘—clv 2/7&07’ rlfobj ‘_’:r .744' /“”'"/U or—/j

o I :
Pt e (.uul'f\sf;& WOW’#( éL— C,Xra;(/(‘/ [reosy ydh/%r

7. Reason for the requested change: A
55”«}1:] SOme Q'f 'fl\t— /orofdef'fj 6.« o lwma T bv/ éu,;’/r on /7

8. Impacts (financial and other) of the change to surrounding
properties and the city as a whole:



APPLICANT’'S AFFIDAVIT

el
STATE OF UTAH )

) 8S
COUNTY OF BOX ELDER) )

[, (we) 5 < /Lc 0‘/461 7‘4. , being duly swom, depose and say that |, (we) am (are) the owner(s)~,
or authorized agent(s) of the owner, of property located at_//& § Q50 [+’ L. //aa-Lhé’

in Willard City, which property is involved in the attached application and that the statements and answers therein
contained and the information provided in the attached plans and other exhibits present thoroughly, to the best of
my (our) ability, the argument in behalf of the application herewith requested and that the statements and information

above referred to are in all respects true and correct,to the best of my, (our) K waec%/and belief.
SIGNED -'-A’f—z@,uaéém752 T L LA

Property Owner(s)

AGENT.

<A 020
Subscribed and sworn before me this ,5&’- day of MZ&Q_

IRNS) COMNL ¥ 69672 | : z .,d
bl 5 MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 7 7 -
f AUGUST 22, 2021 . -~ i Public
__emEopumd. |

Residing in W Cadw
& My commission exXpires: ok 72. 200

* May be owner of record, contract cwner, part to valid earmest money agreement, option holder or have other legal control of property.

- AGENT AUTHORIZATION

I, (we) , the owner(s) of real property described above, hereby

appoint , as my (our) agent(s) to represent

me (us) with regard to this application affecting the above described real property, and do authorize them to appear

on my (our) behalf before any Willard City Boards considering this application.

SIGNED

Property Owner(s)

Subscribed and sworn before me this day of 200__

Notary Public

Residing in
My commission expires:
C:\plancomm\Forms\applicant affidavit.wpd Form PC-2 Rev. 8/19/02
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WILLARD CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

PUBLIC HEARING
NOTICE

The Planning Commission of Willard City Corporation will hold a public hearing at 6:30 p.m. on
Thursday, March 18, 2021. The public hearing will be held during a regular meeting at the Willard
City Hall located at 80 West 50 South, Willard, Utah 84340. The Public Hearing will be held to
take public comment regarding a request from Damon and Morgan Palmer to rezone property
located at approximately 683 North Main, Willard, Utah (Parcel No. 02-046-0102) from A5 to R
Ya..

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special
accommodations (including auxiliary communications, aids and services) during this meeting
should notify the City Office at 80 West 50 South, Willard, Utah 84340; phone number (435) 734-
9881, at least three workings days prior to the meeting.

|, designated deputy city recorder for Willard City, hereby certify that the foregoing notice was
posted at the Willard City Hall and on the State of Utah Pubic Meeting Notice Website,
hitp://utah.gov/pmn, March 3, 2021.

/s/ Michelle Drago
Deputy City Recorder




CM/L/ lendl C-Lly Co'c/aotaﬁon

Willard, Utah 84340
(435)734-9881

80 West §0 South
Box 593

NOTICE

Notice is hereby given that the Willard City Planning Commission of Willard City Corporation will hold a
public hearing at the Willard City Hall, 80 West 50 South, on March 18, 2021, at 6:30 p.m.

The public hearing will be held to take public comment on: A request from Damon and Morgan Palmer to
rezone property located at approximately 683 North Main (Parcel No. 02-046-0102) from R % to
Commercial Neighborhood.

Written comments will be accepted at the Willard City Offices until March 16, 2021. If you have any
questions, please contact Bryce Wheelwright at 435-734-9881.

A copy of the proposal is available for review on the State of Utah Public Meeting Notice Website at the
Willard City Hall, 80 West 50 South, Willard, Utah 84340 during regular business hours Monday —
Thursday 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. and Fridays 8:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.

|, the undersigned duly appointed and acting Deputy City Recorder for Willard City Corporation, hereby
certify that a copy of the foregoing notice was posted at the City Hall and on the State of Utah Public
Meeting Notice Website this 5t day of March, 2021.

W /wm,&rb\ago

Michelle Drago
Willard City Deputy Recorder

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations
(including auxiliary communicative aids and services) during this meeting should notify the City Officer at
80 West 50 South, Willard, Utah 84340, phone number 435-734-9881, at least working days prior to the
meeting.

PIRARRE 2 ) ANDER SON[DONELR
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WILLARD CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
APPLICATION FOR PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING
Application Date:Q ) 0] __&’ Assessor's Parcel Number

Applicant:

wmnﬁlu\‘ %' Mﬁ'@!\) B"‘WWZ« Parcel Legal Description

T/ Noch Nl
S} \Nilre Moz Ul

I hereb;\r)equest a hearing before the
Willard City Planning Commission in

- Project Address behalf of my application for:
QJ{NW\&/ M Conditional Use Permit $25 Fee
44/\1( e r_ r‘_(— ~ -—--"(}
BF ng\J?u [){)D U}{ ) } ] L] Lot Line Adjustment $25 Fee
TR - 2o X
Cell Phone Other Fee variable, $25 Min.

(6, 70N,

NOTE: Fees will be charged on each application and are non-refundable. Additional
applications on the same project will be considered as new applications and be
charged accordingly. All applications, with required data and fees, must be filed in the
Willard City Office at least two weeks prior to the scheduled hearing date.

Project description: (Attach additional sheets, as required.)
Complete Applicant Affidavit on back of this page.

- VSZONQ/ om (Gidorthial o Comm ax| C{;&,(
- Dondrhonis VG Pt Yor Walomee. P LLC

C\plancomm\Forms\hear application.wpd Form PC-1 Rev. 9/3-02



APPLICANT'S AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF UTAH )
) 88

COUNTY OF BOX ELDER) )

I, (we)w\wo ! “z"” , being duly sworn dspo Tnd sa hal [ ,jwe.k) a (are}ihe owner(s)*,

or authorized agent(s) of the owner, of property located at f!?
in Willard City, which property is involved in the attached apphcatlon and that the statements and answers therein
ched plans and other exhibits present thoroughly, to the best of

contained and the information provided in the atta
my (our) ability, the argument in behalf of the application herewith requested and that the statements,and information

above referred to are in all res c\w (‘%W\M ﬁjf my (our) knowledge and belief,
SIGNED \i\ lj

F’mperkx}Owner(s)

AGENT
Subscribed and sworn before me this ‘? day of F@““"-] 20¢f
DON CORDON BARKER Notary Public
NOTARY PUBLIC » STATE OF UTAH
COMMISSION NO. 703459 Residing in T ldhewor (€1
COMM. EXP. 11/26/2022 —~ —J
My commission expirgs;___{| /26 /22 2|

* May be owner of record, contract owner, part to valid eamest money agreement, option holder or have other legal control of praperty.

| AGENT AUTHORIZATION . -

. the owner(s) of real property described above, hereby

I, (we)

appoint , as my (our) agent(s) to represent

me (us) with regard to this application affecting the above described real property, and da authorize them {o appear

on my (our) behalf before any Wiilard City Boards considering this application.

SIGNED

Property Owner(s)

Subscribed and sworn befere me this day of 20

Notary Pubiic

Residing in
My commission expires:

C:\plancomm\Forms\applicant affidavit wpd Form PC-2 Rev, 9/18/02
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WILLARD CITY COUNCIL
PUBLIC HEARING

NOTICE

The Willard Planning Commission of Willard City Corporation will hold a Public Hearing at 6:30 p.m. on
Thursday, March 18, 2021. The Pubic Hearing will be held during the Regular meeting at the Willard City
Hall located at 80 W. 50 S. The Public Hearing will be held to take public comment regarding revisions to
Chapter 12-110 -4 Application for Zoning Changes. A copy of the proposed amendment is available at the

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations
(including auxiliary communications, aids and services) during this meeting should notify the City Office
at 80 W. 50 S. Willard, UT, phone number (435) 734-9881, at least three workings days prior to the meeting.

I, designated Deputy City Recorder for Willard City, hereby certify that the foregoing notice was posted at
the Willard City Hall and on the State of Utah Pubic Meeting Notice Website on March 3, 2021.

/s/ Michelle Drago
Deputy City Recorder



District boundary location, the Board
of Adjustment shall interpret the
map.

12-110-4 Application for Zoning
Changes

The Planning Commission will
consider zoning change applications
at their regular January, April, July
and October public meetings. The
application package must be
submitted to the City Recorder at
least twenty-one (21) days prior to
the meeting the applicant wishes to
attend. The application package
must include:

1. A completed rezone
application.

2. The rezone fee (non-
refundable) .

3. A legal description of the
parcel to be rezoned, and
proof of ownership .

4. A copy of the county
assessor’s plat map, or
equivalent drawing,
annotated to show the
location-and boundaries of
the parcel to be rezoned.

5. A written petition
designating the change
desired and the reason for
such change. A description
of how the request is
consistent with the General
Plan. The petition for zone
change shall be signed by the
fee title owner(s) of the
parcel , or designated agent.

6. A list of all property
owners within 1/4 mile of the
desired zone change.

The Planning Commission shall
recommend adoption of a proposed
zone change when the following
conditions are met:

1. The proposed change is in
accord with the goals of the
Willard City General Plan
and Zoning Ordinance.

2. The approval shall not
place the city in a negative
financial position and the
applicant documents that all
utilities and access have been
obtained.

After receipt of the written
recommendations of the Planning
Commission for acceptance, the City
Council shall give notice of a public
hearing to consider such change as
provided by law for zoning
amendments. The City shall, by
certified mail at the expense of the
Developer/Subdivider, provide a
written notification of the public
hearing to consider rezone to all
property owners within 1/4 mile of
the property proposed for rezoning.

If change is necessary after the
public hearing or as advertised, the
proposed amendment may be
returned to the Planning Commission
for review and recommendation.

After the required public hearing on
proposed zone amendment, the City

Council may:
a.) adopt the zoning ordinance

change as proposed,



Proposed amendment to Chapter 12-11-04 — Application for Zoning Changes:

The Planning Commission will consider zoning change applications at their regular

Januan-Aprl-July-and-Osteber public meetings

6. A list of all property owners within 3%4-mile 300 feet of the desired zone change.

The City shall, by eertified first class mail, at the expense of the Developer/Subdivider,
provide a written notification of the public hearing to consider rezone to all property
owners within J4-ile 300 feet of the property proposed for rezoning.



WILLARD CITY COUNCIL
PUBLIC HEARING

NOTICE

The Willard Planning Commission of Willard City Corporation will hold a Public Hearing at 6:30
p.m. on Thursday, March 18, 2021. The Pubic Hearing will be held during the Regular meeting at
the Willard City Hall located at 80 W. 50 S. The Public Hearing will be held to take public comment
regarding a proposed amendment to the Willard City Zoning Ordinance, specifically to repeal
Chapter 12-400-4-08(5) regarding required public hearings for preliminary subdivision plans. A
full copy of the proposed amendment is available at the Willard City Office or on the State of Utah
Public Meeting Notice website http://utah.gov/pmn.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special
accommodations (including auxiliary communications, aids and services) during this meeting
should notify the City Office at 80 W. 50 S. Willard, UT, phone number (435) 734-9881, at least
three workings days prior to the meeting.

I, designated deputy city recorder for Willard City, hereby certify that the foregoing notice was
posted at the Willard City Hall and on the State of Utah Pubic Meeting Notice Website on March
3, 2021.

/s/ Michelle Drago
Deputy City Recorder




5. Commission Public Hearing Required. Prior to the
Commission formulating a

recommendation and prior to the SLUA considering a
Preliminary Subdivision Application, the Commission
shall conduct a public hearing, such hearing complying
with all notice requirements for a public hearing to
consider a Preliminary Subdivision Application.

6. Commission Recommendation Required. Following
the close of the Commission public hearing, the
Commuission shall consider all information and
materials received. The Commission shall formulate
and transmit a recommendation to the SLUA on the
Preliminary Subdivision Application for consideration.
The Commission may recommend approval of the
Preliminary Subdivision Application, as presented,
recommend approval of the Preliminary Subdivision
Application with requirements, or recommend denial of
the Preliminary Subdivision Application, with findings
of compliance or non-compliance with this Ordinance;
the City’s other Land Use Ordinances and all other
requirements, as applicable. The Commission may
recommend onsite and offsite improvements, facilities,
services, and amenities, provided one hundred percent
(100%) by the Applicant(s) for Preliminary Subdivision
Application approval, such improvements, facilities,
services, and amenities being determined to be
consistent with the requirements of Section [ ] herein,
including, but not limited to:

a) Road and street improvements, including

layout, design, grading and surfacing.

b) Flood control facilities.

¢) Culinary Water facilities.

d) Sanitary Sewer facilities.

e) Storm Drainage facilities.

f) Erosion Control facilities.

) Traffic Circulation and Access Management

facilities.

h) Lot, Parcel, and/or Site drainage.

i) Park and open space areas and facilities.

j) Fire protection and suppression facilities,

including fire hydrants, fire access, and water

storage facilities.

k) Fencing and buffering treatments.

1) Street lighting facilities; and

m) Streetscape enhancements, including street

trees and park strip improvements.

" 7. Subdivision Land Use Authority Action. Following
the consideration of the Preliminary Subdivision
Application, the recommendation of the Commission,
and all information and materials presented, the SLUA

13

may approve the Preliminary Subdivision Application,
as presented, approve the Preliminary Subdivision
Application with requirements, or deny the
Preliminary Subdivision Application with findings of
compliance or non-compliance with this Ordinance
and other Land Use Ordinances and requirements, as
applicable. The SLUA may require onsite and offsite
improvements, facilities, services, and amenities,
provided one hundred percent (100%) by the
Applicant(s) for Preliminary Subdivision Application
approval, such improvements, facilities, services, and
amenities including but not limited to:

a) Road and street improvements, including

layout, design, grading and surfacing.

b) Flood control facilities.

c) Culinary Water facilities.

d) Sanitary Sewer facilities.

e) Storm Drainage facilities.

f) Erosion Control facilities.

g) Traffic Circulation and Access

Management facilities.

h) Lot, Parcel, and/or Site drainage.

1) Park and open space areas and facilities.

J) Fire protection and suppression facilities,

including fire hydrants, fire access, and water

storage facilities.

k) Fencing and buffering treatments.

1) Street lighting facilities; and

m) Streetscape enhancements including street

trees and park strip improvements.

n) Trails.

12-400-4-09. Effect of Approval, with or without
requirements, of a Preliminary

Subdivision Application and Effective Period:

The approval of a Preliminary Subdivision
Application, with or without requirements, by the
SLUA shall not constitute a final approval of the
subdivision by the City. A Preliminary Subdivision
Application approval shall not authorize the division
or development of the Subject Property, but allows the
Applicant(s) to proceed with the preparation of the
Final Subdivision Application for the Subject
Property. As provided by the Act, the continuing
validity of a Preliminary Subdivision Application
approval is conditioned upon the Applicant(s)
proceeding after approval to implement the approval
with reasonable diligence. For the purposes of this
Ordinance and this Section, the approval of a
Preliminary Subdivision Application shall be effective
for a period of one (1) year from the date of approval
by the SLUA at the end of which time the Applicant(s)

Rev.:8/2000, 7/2001, 1/2008.



Proposed amendment to Chapter 12-400-4-08(5) regarding required public hearings for
preliminary subdivision plans:

6. 5. Commission Recommendation Required. Prior to the SLUA considering a
Preliminary Subdivision Application, the Commission shall consider the Preliminary

Subdivision Application at a regular Commission meeting. Following—the-close—of-the
Gomrnission-publie-hearing, The Commission ......

7. 6. Subdivision Land Use Authority... ...



WILLARD CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
APPLICATION FOR PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING

Application Date:/. Assessor's Parcel Number
2-9-2/

Applicant: 50 OL/@ 0330
%’J{ IS (/‘/ 0/ /f Parcel Legal bescription

Mailing Address

/2/51 /l/ M&«'ﬂ
willard YT Y340

| hereby request a hearing before the
Willard City Planning Commission in

Project Address behalf of my application for:

1215 N _Ma'n L1 conditional Use Permit $25 Fee

lﬁ Lot Line Adjustment $25 Fee

Phone Number

135-730-]48

Cell Phone Other Fee variable, $25 Min.

NOTE: Fees will be charged on each application and are non-refundable. Additional
applications on the same project will be considered as new applications and be
charged accordingly. All applications, with required data and fees, must be filed in the
Willard City Office at least two weeks prior to the scheduled hearing date.

Project description: (Attach additional sheets, as required.)
Complete Applicant Affidavit on back of this page.

C:\plancomm\Forms\hear application.wpd Form PC-1 Rev. 9/3-02



APPLICANT'S AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF UTAH )
) SS

COUNTY OF BOX ELDER) )

l, (we}P\(M»\\ U\k\\&( }"\\\(\ \\“’\ %emg duly sworn de;p nd say that l, \\m&r&) the owner(s)*,

or authorized agent(s) bfthe owner, of property located al \ N\ 0 A \!\ Y

in Willard City, which property is involved in the attached apphcatnon and that the staternents and answers therein

contained and the information provided in the attached plans and other exhibits present thoraughly, to the best of

my (our) ability, the argumerit in behalf of the application herewith requested and that the statements and information

ahove referred to are in all respects true and correct to the best of my(our) knowledge apd belief.
SIGNED___(lreen 0 Lo/ [ 7 quen

Property Owner(s)

AGENT
NATALIE POWELL Subscribed and swarn before me this lz- day af "F"&(o 20 i[
Notary Public
mﬂwﬂlﬂl 7, 2005 i
i Notary Public

Residing in Bidlharo. CohiA

My commission EXPQES:AMQ%_ZM
* May be owner of record, contract owner, part to valid eamest maney agreement, option holder or have other legal dahtrol of property.

" AGENT AUTHORIZATION -

[, (we) . the owner(s) of real property described above, hereby

appoint , as my (our) agent(s) to represent

me (us) with regard to this application affecting the above described real property, and do authorize them to appear

on my (our) behalf before any Willard City Boards considering this application.

SIGNED

Property Owner(s)

Subscribed and sworn before me this day of 20 _

Notary Public

Residing in
My commission expires:

C:\plancammiFarms\applicant affidavitwpd Form PC-2Rev. 9/19/02
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CHAPTER MASTER PLANNED COMMUNITY ZONE

MASTER PLANNED COMMUNITY ZONE SECTION: : Master Planned Community Zone

: (project) Master Planned Community Zone

MASTER PLANNED COMMUNITY ZONE:

Each master planned community zone, or MPC zone, is intended to allow a master planned,
architecturally designed development where customized zoning requirements apply in order to permit
flexibility and initiative in a large scale site development. The following requirements shall apply to the
establishment of any MPC zone:
A. Minimum Size:: Each MPC zone shall be at least ten (10) acres.
B. Open Space Required: A minimum of 20 percent to a maximum of 50 percent open space shall
be provided to include natural open space, improved trails or improved parks as approved by the
City Council. As an alternative, the City Council may at its discretion charge a fee in lieu of open
space to allow for more centralized parks or other municipal off site improvements as the City
Council determines.
C. Petition: A petition shall be submitted for a text and zoning map amendment as provided in
section 12-106 of this title, including the following materials:
1. The proposed zone name and location;
2. A proposed development agreement;
3. The proposed zone text including:
a. Permitted, conditional, and accessory uses and
b. Proposed development standards providing:
Land use standards establishing mix of land use types, location and density;
Lot standards establishing requirements for lot area and dimensions;
Building setback standards for front, side and rear yards; and
Building regulations addressing building height, building orientation, and architectural design
guidelines; and

Sl oo

4. A conceptual master plan showing:
a. The location of proposed land uses and proposed residential densities;
b. The location, arrangement and configuration of open space, parks and
trails; and
c. The location and design of street infrastructure..
D. Development Standards: The development standards may include development regulations
regarding processing of applications, common and private open space guidelines, natural
resource protections, grading, drainage and street standards.
E. Modification By City Council: In considering a petition for an MPC zone, the proposed zone
text and zoning map amendment may be modified by the City Council to meet the intent and
requirements of this section and may include regulations and standards other than those
proposed by the petitioner.
F. Development Agreement: An MPC zone shall only be established with the concurrent
approval of a development agreement.



G. Findings Required For Approval: The proposed MPC text and zoning map amendment
and schematic development plan shall be approved only if the city council makes the
following findings:
1. The zone is necessary to provide land use or design standards tailored to a specific
geographic area and development program that cannot otherwise be provided through
conventional zoning.
2. The zone provides equal or greater compatibility with surrounding land uses than would
occur with conventional zoning.
3. The zone provides equal or greater protection to sensitive lands than would occur with
conventional zoning.
4. The zone avoids incompatible development on lands subject to natural hazards.
5. The zone promotes efficient land use by allowing housing and commercial development
at densities that are appropriate for the area.
6. The zone provides equal or greater opportunities for alternative modes of transportation
such as walking, bicycling, or transit, than would occur with conventional zoning by:
a. Encouraging or requiring significant mixed use development where appropriate; and
b. Providing a master plan with direct and convenient pedestrian or  bicycle
connections between all land uses.
H. Designation: Upon approval, each MPC zone shall be given a unique name following the
designation “MPC--" and shall be independent of any other MPC zone..
I. Permit approval: Within an MPC zone, applications for subdivision approval, site plan,
conditional use permits and any other needed permits shall be submitted and approved as
required to implement the conceptual master plan. The conceptual master plan shall meet the
conceptual subdivision review requirement of title 12 of this code.
J. Amendments To Plan: Amendments to an approved conceptual master plan shall be obtained
by following the procedures required for first approval as set forth in this section.
K. Sunset provision: Any Master planned community zone created under this ordinance shall be
commenced within one year of the date which the City Council grants approval of the Zone and
the accompanying development agreement or the zone shall revert to the previous zone.
L. HOA: The City Council shall not typically allow Homeowners’ Associations to govern the
developments created by this zone.



WILLARD CITY CORPORATION — CITY COUNCIL
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Consideration of Resolution 2021-4 Approving Willard City to Participate in the Utah Retirement
Systems Employer Election to Pick-Up Member Contributions for Tier 2 Public Safety Employees

Mr. Davis recalled that during the last City Council meeting, the Council and Staff discussed Willard
City participating in the Utah Retirement System (URS) Employer Election Pick-Up Contributions for
Tier 2 Public Safety Employees. He noted what was being proposed was the retirement portion the
employee paid would be picked up by the city, which was an addition 2.27 percent on Tier 2 public
safety employees. He went on to say this option would allow them to retire at 25 years of service with
50 percent. It was said the proposed employer election would help keep the city in line with other
entities and it helps the city attract potential officers.

Motion: Council Member Seamons moved to approved Resolution 2021-4 Approving Willard City to
Participate in the Utah Retirement Systems Employer Election to Pick-Up Member
Contributions for Tier 2 Public Safety Emplovees. Council Member Kunzler seconded the
motion. Members voting ave: Council Members Kunzler, Robb, Seamons, Braegger and Ward.
Members voting nay. None. The motion passed unanimously.

Update on the 200 West Road Project

Mr. Davis indicated the engineers received information back from Staker Parsons regarding whether
they would or would not honor the same bid prices they offered to Perry City. He noted that they have,
and their bid came back for the 26 feet width of asphalt. The amount being proposed was $774,805.80
and additional funding was available beyond that amount. Mr. Davis indicated there are still some
outstanding issues in Perry. He went on to say, they had to add an addition $100,000 for engineering and
surveying and $50,000 for testing and there was still an addition $250,000 in funding left.

Mr. Davis informed that Council that they asked Staker Parsons what an additional one inch of asphalt
would cost, and it would cost approximately $73,000. He noted they would know more when the Perry
City side was completed.

It was suggested that the city should maximize what the city could get with the 90/10 match. It was
reiterated there was enough funding to get the roadway paved all the way to 750 North, and the city
could look at widening the road, deepening the asphalt or other improvements.

Council Member Ward commented that they should investigate any additional improvements that they
want completed so they could get the engineering competed. Mayor Braegger indicated that everything
would come back to the Council so we could see what options were available. He reminded the Council
the City would have to match 10 percent.

Mr. Davis informed the Council that currently in the Class C Road Funds, the balance was
approximately $205,000 and the city might utilize approximately half of those funds for the 1-million-
dollar match.

Discussion Regarding the Proposed Master Planned Community Zone

Mr. Davis referred the Council to their packets, which had a proposed ordinance staff previously gave
them that staff wanted some feedback. He noted there was an option of fee-in-lieu of green space. He
went on to say the Council may not want green space in a particular development; they may want to put
the funds somewhere else in the city. He pointed out the required acreage was reduced from 80 acres to
five (5) acres. In addition, the green space required approximately 20-30 percent. He reiterated staff
wanted to receive the Council’s input and with their guidance, they would put the proposed ordinance on

Page 2 of 10 — Approved 03/11/2021



WILLARD CITY CORPORATION — CITY COUNCIL

the planning commission agenda to conduct a public hearing so it would come back to the Council for a
public hearing and potential adoption.

It was noted that Ms. Snarr sent out the development agreement not the ordinance, which is not what the
Council would be looking at. Mr. Davis informed the Council the ordinance was about two to three
pages and it would become the zone i.c., the Deer Run zone. He explained staff was looking for
feedback regarding what the Council would like to see in the zone itself and take that to the Planning
Commission then bring it back to the Council.

Council Member Ward clarified the Master Plan Community Zone (MPCZ) that would be the guideline
to meet those requirements, and they (the developer) could be stricter; however, they could not relax the
requirements. It was indicated that was correct.

Discussion followed regarding lot size. Council Member Ward indicated that he would like to see half-
acre lots and a certain percentage down to a third acre. He noted that he would like only a percentage of
the lots that could go to a third acre. Council Member Ward referred to the proposed Master Plan, and it
references 30 percent (30%) of green space. He stated he would prefer eight percent (8%) open space.
He pointed out the City already had a few nice parks. From a city standpoint, he was looking out for the
residence of the city, so they don’t have to us the residence as a tax base to maintain the city. He thought
it should be looked upon as a minimum requirement and would like most of the land utilized for
housing.

Council Member Robb pointed out that Mr. Davis mentioned the city could accept fees-in-lieu of open
space. If the Council put it down to eight percent (8%), it would not be enough. Council Member Ward
questioned if the fees were going to cover what the city would do with 50 acres. Council Member Robb
stated that realistically, they would be looking at five (5) acres - not 50 acres. Council Member Ward
said he thought five (5) acres was too small.

Council Member Kunzler agreed five (5) acres was way too small for the MPCZ. He went on to say he
liked 50 acres. They could do something with that, and he thought it was a reasonable amount for a
substantial zone. Council Member Kunzler stated he would like to see the language of the MPCZ and
how it would work. Council Member Seamons clarified that language would be involved with the
development agreement. As of right now, there was no verbiage that said how that would work in the
ordinance; the details would be in the development agreement.

Mr. Davis informed the Council what he wrote down, as an alternative at the City Council’s discretion,
would be to allow for more centralized parks.

Council Member Seamons pointed out the original ordinance was too vague in some areas and to
detailed in other areas. He went on to say they need to sct the rules they want to live by and have the
developers bring in the development agreement.

Council Member Braegger stated that he thought 50 acres was too much. The city would end up with
developments that would not mesh well together.

Council Member Kunzler reiterated that he thought five (5) acres was too small. It was Council
Member Seamon’s opinion that the number of acreages they put in the ordinance would never work.
Someone would always try to push it, and he thought it should be a sensible number. He suggested it
should be nothing less than 10 acres, and then they could worry about the development agreement.

Council Member Ward pointed out in the proposed ordinance it indicated the new developments needed
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to blend with what was currently in the city. He said he could not see a developer coming in and
developing one-quarter and one-eighth acre lots.

Council Member Kunzler suggested if they left it open, a developer could come to the city and bring a
proposal and maybe as the Council reviewed their specific development it could or could not work. He
mentioned they could have that discussion as they look at the development agreement.

Council Member Ward stated that he thought it was the Council’s responsible to layout the plan of the
city. He went on to say he thought the city needed to be the boss - not the negotiator. Council Member
Kunzler noted it would not be a “the city would” approve it; it would be “the city may” approve it.

Council Member Robb agreed with Council Member Ward; they need to have a minimum lot size in the
ordinance. He went on to say he did not think they should waste people’s time. Mayor Braegger said he
was not against one-third acre lots with 30 percent open space; however, he thought a developer would
be crazy to do that. Council Member Ward indicated that was why he would like to lower the 30 percent
open space requirement.

Council Member Kunzler indicated he was more concerned with the density and that was the key to him.
He noted in order to maintain the density, they may have to go to one-third acre lots. Council Member
Robb said he did not think a development would work with one-third acre lots and a minimum of 30
acres.

Council Member Ward stated he looked at the majority of the property in Willard and most of the
property was developable. He went on to say, the tax base was what brought revenue to the city — not
residential house tops. Mayor Braegger said he did not think anyone would disagree with him, but you
have to get the people here to have the tax base.

Council Member Ward pointed out they had to have some type of number to specify the acreage of the
lots. They could not let the development get too small. Council Member Braegger agreed, and he
suggested they could specify 15,000 sq. feet, which was more than one-third acre. He went on to say he
thought something had to be in the ordinance whether it was 12,000 or 15,000 square feet.

Council Member Kunzler indicated it may be worth saying there needed to be a blend of lot sizes. He
noted it should be a planned development. It was his opinion that it would add value and makes it a
more attractive community. Council Member Robb indicated that would be a part of the development
agreement.

Council Member Seamons expressed if the city told them 30 percent (30%) open space and a minimum
lot size, they would still back themselves into a corner, and they still would not quite get what they were
looking for. He stated he was concerned with that happening. He suggested they could say a minimum
lot size and not specify open space. Council Member Kunzler stated that he agreed with that idea;
however, he did not know the language to utilize. Council Member Robb said if there was not any
language, there won’t be anything.

Council Member Ward inquired when they talked about open space fee-in-lieu, was that a one-time fee.
Mayor Braegger stated they could put lots in a development and give the city money instead of the open
space in the development and the city could invest the funds in trials, parks, ball diamonds, etc. They
could utilize the funds to develop what the city wanted.

Mayor Braegger pointed out in order to get the funds for the open space, there would be a few more
homes and density. He thought they needed to be cautious. They do not want the homes stacked on top
of each other. He went on to say he did not know the answer but that was a direction he would like to

Page 4 of 10 - Approved 03/11/2021
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move in.

Council Member Seamons referred to South Willard. He said as he understood it, South Willard was
blanketed with just one lot size, which he thought was decent. Council Member Robb mentioned if the
City utilized South Willard as an example, they have a half-acre lot; however, they do not have any
parks.

Council Member Ward stated he liked Mayor Braegger’s comment regarding parks. They could be
centralized and maintained. Mayor Braegger added the city have a few nice parks, but as they grow,
those areas would not be adequate. Council Member Braegger pointed out the baseball diamonds in the
summer were full.

Council Member Seamons pointed out the city’s history with open space had been negative. It has not
been what the city had looked for. He stated he hoped it would be something they look at.

Planning Commission

PUBLIC HEARING

The Willard City Council will conduct a Public Hearing to take public comment regarding a_
proposed ordinance to repeal Chapter 12-106, Planned Development, of the Willard City Zoning
Ordinance

Mayor Braegger entertained a motion to open the public hearing.

Motion: Council Member Kunzler moved to open the public hearing. Council Member Ward seconded
the motion. Members voting ave: Council Members Kunzler, Robb. Seamons, Braegger and
Ward. Members voting nay. None. The motion passed unanimously.

The public hearing opened at 7:07 pm.
Public Comments

Mr. Davis said you, as a council, indicated you wanted to have a review and repeal of the PUD
ordinance. He went on say it first went to the Planning Commission and they made their
recommendation to repeal the PUD and it should come back to the Planning Commission with
something more workable.

Don Waite, North Ogden, addressed the City Council. He indicated that he was looking forward to
living in Willard. He went on to say with his experience, he liked the direction the city was going with
the Master Plan Community. He noted that every city had the right to define itself.

Mr. Waite said he had watched the same thing in North Ogden; they have a PRUD ordinance, and
almost each of them had a HOA. It was his opinion that almost each one of them would come back and
become city property. It was his recommendation if the city allowed HOAs, make sure they maintain the

city’s standards. It was also his opinion a development agreement should be on anything more than five
(5) lots.
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Willard City

Planning Commissin Meeting — Regular Meeting
March 4, 2021 — 6:30 p.m.

Willard City Hall — 80 West 50 South

Willard, Utah 84340

The meeting was a regularly scheduled meeting designated by resolution. Notice of the meeting was
provided 24 hours in advance. A copy of the agenda was posted at the City Hall and on the State of Utah
Public Meeting Notice Website.

The following members were in attendance:

Sid Bodily, Chairman Colt Mund, City Attorney

Diane Baker Bryce Wheelwright, City Planner
Chandler Bingham Michelle Drago, Planning Secretary
Blake Harrop

Zack Hulsey

Excused: Alex Dubovik

Others in attendance: Councilman John Seamons; Clyde Westley; Brad Brown, Colliers; Garth Day; Travis
Mote; Randy Lemon; Lew Swain; Brent Bailey; and Brinton Neff.

1. PRAYER: Chairman Sid Bodily

2. PLEGE OF ALLEGIANCE: Chandler Bingham

3. ROLL CALL - Attendance was recorded by the secretary.

4. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENTS (INPUT FOR ITEMS NOT ON AGENDA)

Travis Mote, 455 South 200 West, understood the City's General Plan had not complied with the State
Code since 2016. Where was the City in the planning process? Bryce Wheelwright reported that the City
had received a grant to update the General Plan. A Request for Proposals had been advertised. Four
proposals were received and were being reviewed by the staff. A recommendation would be made to the
City Council at the March 11% Council meeting.

Clyde Westley, 221 East 100 South, hoped everyone was aware that the Zundel farm had been sold to
UTA (Utah Transit Authority). The farm consisted of 38 acres and was located on the south side of 750
North just east of the railroad tracks. The Zundel's accepted less than they originally wanted because the
land was being purchased by the State for future expansion of UTA’s Front Runner. The property was now
a contender for a future Front Runner station. He feit the sale information should be noted. No matter how
Willard developed, knowing about a possible Front Runner station could make the difference in whether or
not it was selected. UTA had a vision, or plan, that looked into the year 2050. A possible station wasn’t
going to happen right away, but now was the time for Willard to plan its direction into the middle of this
century. UTA was committing money to their vision now. People with vision would also start committing
money. Box Elder County had a stake in the rail system. Brigham City had been collecting taxes for UTA's
expansion for well over ten years. In the past Box Elder County officials had sometimes circumvented
Willard’s land use desires. Maybe now that could be changed by using the rail system as a common goal.
Willard was a beautiful, narrow strip of land confined between the Wasatch Mountains to the east and the
Great Salt Lake and Willard Bay to the west. Thousands of daily travelers on 1-15 and Highway 89 were
forced through Willard’s narrow corridor by nature. Mr. Westley feit Willard's mountains should be preserved
and showcased for all to enjoy, and the town needed to be maintained as a comfortable, healthy, and safe
place to live. There was a Box Elder County transit study available online. It could be accessed through
both Box Elder County and UTA's websites. The study offered a lot of information, including the RTP
(Regional Transportation Plan). Some of the scenarios presented in the RTP could offer ideas for Willard's
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future growth. It looked beyond the rail system’s development to bus service, bicycles, and walking trails.
The Bonneville Shoreline Trail, just east of Willard, and the Stewart Orchard Pathway extended north to
Brigham City and south to Pleasant View. Both were also identified on the RTP maps. He felt the City
needed to become more aware of the trails and continue to develop them for preservation in the future.

Chairman Bodily asked what UTA planned to do with the Zundel property until a station was developed.
Mr. Westley said UTA planned to lease it out for horses. He had encouraged them to not leave it for the
next 20 to 30 years. He hoped they made a plan to utilize some of its features and not just pave them over.

Chris Davis said he had spoken with UTA officials - Hal Johnson, Beth Holbrook, and Shule Bishop - that
afternoon. Beth Holbrook was one of the three trustees on the UTA Board. Hal Johnson was the Project
Manager. Shule Bishop was with Government Relations. They indicated they intended to keep the
property's agricultural use for the foreseeable future, as well as the water. They also indicated they wanted
to work with Willard City on a master plan update. They were willing to involve their planning resources.
UTA also wanted to preserve a transportation route going south from this property. It was their intention to
have a station built on this property.

Chairman Bodily felt it was important for Willard City to let UTA know the City was interested in a station so
it didn’t end up somewhere else. A few years ago, UTA was deciding between Willard and Perry. The station
couldn’t be located in both cities. It was important that Willard speak up, even if it was a long way down the
road. Mr. Davis said UTA had just invested a several million dollars because that was where they wanted
the station. Beth Holbrook planned to attend the next City Council meeting to give an update on bus transit.
She would also be able to answer questions about the station.

Commissioner Harrop stated that he had asked Bryce about an alternate freeway exit to the north rather
than from 200. There was also talk about tying 500 West into their system. Bryce said they were on board
with that as well.

Clyde Westley stated that Hal Johnson had indicated UTA was willing to make a presentation to the
Planning Commission.

5A. PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER ADOPTION OF AN ORDINANCE CREATING CHAPTER 12-
106 OF THE WILLARD CITY ZONING ORDINANCE ESTABLISHING A MASTER PLANNED
COMMUNITY ZONE

Chairman Bodily reviewed the Willard City Planning Commission Rules of Order.

Commissioner Baker moved to open the public hearing at 6:48 p.m. Commissioner Harrop
seconded the motion. All voted unanimously. The motion carried.

Bryce Wheelwright stated that a few months ago, the Planning Commission and City Council voted to repeal
the City's PUD Ordinance because the City wasn't happy with the development product it was getting. The
Planning Commission and City Council held joint work sessions prior to repealing the PUD. Since that time,
an interested party had proposed a Master Planned Community Zone (copy filed for record).

Mr. Wheeiwright explained that each master planned community would become a zone in and of itself. This

type of ordinance opened the door for different ideas and concepts in different parts of the City. The pros

of the ordinance were:

1. The Planning Commission and City Council's ability to approve a development wouldn’t be limited
because it didn't comply with the ordinance;
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Each development agreement for each project would actually be a zone;

Each development would be a different master plan community zone.

The City would have a say regarding design, density, lot sizes, open space, and what was done
with the open space.

2.
3.
4.

Commissioner Harrop clarified that each project would create its own destination and zoning. Mr. Davis
said a developer could propose and negotiate a zone through a development agreement. Mr. Wheelwright
said that when a development agreement was accepted by the City Council, the development would
become its own zone.

Chairman Bodily asked if there would be a problem if one development was allowed to do something that
another development was not. Bryce Wheelwright said there might be unique circumstances related to a
development that would prevent it from having something another development had.

Commissioner Bingham felt that opened up the opportunity for the City to play favorites.

Colt Mund, City Attorney, stated .that a Master Plan Community Zone gave the City and the developer
freedom to negotiate an arrangement that was mutually beneficial. This would be a contractual relationship
between two parties. If the parties could not reach an agreement that was mutually beneficial, a developer
could apply for a development that complied with the Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances. The Planning
Commission was right. Someone could argue the City wasn't letting them do something that someone else
was able to do.

Chairman Bodily asked if lot sizes could vary. Bryce Wheelwright said the ordinance was a template. The
template could be altered with lot size stipulations. However, that was what got the City in trouble before.

Commissioner Harrop asked if there would be ordinance guidelines to specify or direct a developer. Would
it be individual case by individual case that could be approved or not? Mr. Davis said the ordinance provided
a developer with a template and parameters for forming a development agreement. The open space could
be somewhere between 20% to 50%, or a developer could propose fees in lieu of open space.
Commissioner Harrop asked who would be responsible to maintain the open space — the developer or the
City. Mr. Davis said it would depend on the circumstances. One development might want their own
amenities. In another development the City might not want a pocket park.

Commissioner Hulsey asked if the Master Plan Community Zone meant the City Council would be making
all of the choices rather than having an ordinance that defined how the City wanted things. Would the City
Council would have the burden? Mr. Davis said that it would to an extent.

Chairman Bodily clarified that the Planning Commission would consider the Master Plan Community Zone
and make a recommendation to the City Council. Mr. Davis said the City Council would holding a hearing
on the Master Plan Community Zone during it March 11th meeting. The public hearings were simply intended
to allow for public input. The Planning Commission would make a recommendation to the City Council.

Chairman Bodily opened the floor for public comments.

Travis Mote, 455 South 200 West, felt the City needed to decide who was going to plan the future of the
City. Would it be randomly laid out and planned by a sequence of individual developers, or would the City
direct its own future? The Master Plan Community Zone should be considered a tool. It was only a useful
tool when the City had a General Plan to guide its use. Several times the Planning Commission and City
Council had stated in public meetings that the City did not have a General Plan that met the State
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requirements. Yet there seemed to be no active work to remedy that issue. As he understood it, Willard
City had not met the State requirements since 2016. What was the purpose of the Planning Commission if
it wasn’t planning? Before ordinances such as this were adopted, a suitable General Plan needed to be in
place. As for this ordinance, it lacked the specificity to inform citizens and developers. It left loopholes that
would be inconsistently applied and open the City up to legal issues. He listed some of the legal issues:
1. Section B. There was no definition of “Open Space,” nor was there a reference to a
definition elsewhere in the Code. The City had already learned that without a definition, the
developer gets deference to their definition by State law.
2. Section B. 20% to 50% open space. Where and how would this be determined? There
needed to be a General Plan to guide this so it was not arbitrarily implemented and caused legal
issues or created unforeseen safety issues, such as excessive traffic concentrations in town.
3. Section B. Fee in lieu of open space: There was not a method of valuation. Would the City
get the value of the gained lots or the lost open space? Would it be valued by appraisal? Again,
this could be seen as arbitrary and create legal issues.
4. Section C Sub 4: What was the guidance for base densities? That should be addressed in
a General Plan that had studied the infrastructure and resources of the City.
5. Section G. Approval is based on the City Council making the following findings: The
ordinance did not specify if it was one of the following or all of them.
6. Section G Sub 1-2. This sub section seemed to allow extraordinary land uses, such as
‘gravel pits,” as part of residential zoning The Blue Ox development came to mind. Several citizens
had already spoken out about this development approach.
7. Section G. Sub3-4. The sub section seemed to allow increased density due to ‘unbuildable
areas.’ Sensitive lands in Willard tended to be wetlands or steep slopes. Both should be avoided.
It was not necessary to increase density. These were the natural features that brought people to
Willard and made houses sell for a premium.
8. Section K. There was not a definition of ‘commenced.’ It could be defined anywhere from
platted to ground breaking.
Mr. Mote reiterated his assertion that the Planning Commission’s function was to plan. Before development
tools were adopted into the City ordinances, the General Plan needed to be updated. The citizens should
shape the future of the community. It should not be left to chance.

Brad Brown, Riverdale, stated that he was part of a group that had the Fitzgerald property under contract.
With the PUD Ordinance repealed, they were trying to figure out how to move forward. He liked the
proposed Master Plan Community Zone. it gave him a tool for moving forward. He agreed that it needed to
be part of the vision for the community. Sometimes zoning left openings for a developer to push an agenda
based on what he wanted rather than what was best for the City. He liked to align with the City’s vision. He
showed the Planning Commission a proposal for the Fitzgerald property that was prepared under the City's
old PUD Ordinance. It had lots with a big section of open space, but the City didn’t want a big weed field
behind the development. He prepared a second plan that had lots with parks, but the City didn’t want to
deal with pocket parks. He liked the mechanism provided in the Master Plan Community Zone. A developer
could propose something that would align with the City. It gave the City latitude to shape what it wanted. It
would allow developers and the City to align rather than but heads or argue over points. It was hard to hear
that Willard had repealed the zoning they were going for without a replacement. They had deadlines. They
were trying to come up with the best plan they could. After having spent time in Willard, he had recognized
how beautiful it was. There was a lake to the west and mountains to the east. Willard was a great city. He
hoped to be able to press forward with this project.

Garth Day, Heritage Land Planning and Development, spoke in favor of the proposed Master Plan

Community Zone. He had spent a great deal of his life as an urban planner working in various communities.
Zoning had always been difficult in Box Elder County because all zoning decisions were based on the very
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minimum. A traditional zoning ordinance told a developer and land user the very minimum they had to do.
By very nature they would do the very minimum. When alternatives, like the Master Plan Community Zone,
were considered, there was more flexibility. The market was tough. It would dictate what was needed.
Housing in Northern Utah had changed in the last 18 months in ways no one had ever envisioned. There
was now a 60,000 unit deficit. The pressure was moving Willard’s way. He agreed that the City needed a
General Plan; something that was usable. The Planning Commission and City Council also needed tools
to give them the flexibility to stay in control rather than telling someone the minimum they had to do. The
Master Plan Community Zone would allow the City to mix uses and enter into contracts. It would give the
City the protection it needed to hold someone'’s feet to the fire. in the past, PUD’s were notorious all over
Northern Utah for not working well. When the City entered into a contract or approved a zone by
development agreement, it had far more teeth than a traditional zoning ordinance. He felt the proposed
draft lacked a baseline. Where was the City going to start from? The City’s baseline could be half acre lots.
He had been in meetings in other communities where people weren't happy with half acre lots because
they were too big. If the City established what the baseline needed to be, densities could be worked from
there. In a Master Plan Community Zone, densities were established first. Then the designers and
professionals could make sure the needs were met versus trying to force everything onto a third acre or
half acre lot. He encouraged the Planning Commission to think about where the baseline needed to be —
20,000, 15,000, 13,000 or 40,000. The baseline would allow the Master Plan Community Zone to operate
most effectively. Then the City could get to things like open space and fees in lieu of. He felt the proposed
Master Plan Community Zone was about as creative as one could be in today’s planning world.

Lew Swain, Farmington, felt the Planning Commission had received some good feedback about things to
be cautious of and things to consider affirmatively regarding the proposed ordinance He had dealt with
development codes in seven states in the Western United States for over 40 years. It was difficult trying to
find a one size fits all. Sometimes cities came up with a great idea that would solve all kinds of problems,
but it didn't fit the ordinance. If it didn't fit; it didn't fit. If it didn’t fit, should it be approved? Concerns had
been expressed about open space. The Planning Commission had seen the evidence that open space had
been abused when it was located on the side of a hill or in a swamp. It was evident that any project that
was going to be approved in the community, whether under this ordinance or any ordinance approved,
would come back to the Planning Commission and the City Council. A developer wasn't going to sneak
something past anyone. It would be a collaborative effort with everyone working to the best of their ability
to make something that would hopefully meet what the market required, what the community felt
comfortable with, and provide something that would be a lasting asset to the community. He believed that
this flexible structure, when the City was dealing with the competent advice it had, could provide the
opportunity to develop the kind of open space the City wanted. Developers would have to provide analysis,
such as traffic and water, to make sure that alf aspects of the development were being considered and put
it in the form of a plan. The Planning Commission and City Council could then look at that plan and
determine whether it did or did not comply with the City's vision. He believed that the Master Plan
Community Zone, which appeared to have no structure, provided the flexibility to create a structure that the
Planning Commission could look at and decide if it provided for real, usable open space. Did it provide for
the things the City had been looking for? He felt the proposed ordinance would provide what the City had
been looking for.

Clyde Westley, 221 East 100 South, stated that he was not a community planner. It looked like the planned
community zone would be difficult. It would take a lot of people that really knew what they wanted. If the
City approved something for one developer, he didn’t know how it could not approve the same thing for
someone else. Mr. Swain mentioned something that met the market's demand and was comfortable for the
community. Developers would always push for maximum profit from the area they were working with; that
as their job. The community had to comfortable with what they came up with. The comfort zone was the
City's planning. It would be difficult to control something here and something there.
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Commissioner Hulsey moved to close the public hearing at 7:10 p.m. Commissioner Bingham
seconded the motion. All voted unanimously. The motion carried.

Chairman Bodily was concerned about the baseline. Did the City want 15,000 square feet? Did it want 95
feet of frontage? He was also concerned with the City’s ability to allow one developer to do something
without allowing it for all developers.

Commissioner Bingham wanted a tool that would allow the City to work with developers. He had seen what
happened when something was open to too much interpretation. He wasn’t sure the City Council considered
how much work and research was involved in the Planning Commission’s recommendations. There were
some developments in town that reflected the City’s concern about other things. They reflected that things
had been overlooked. He liked the ability the proposed ordinance gave the City to work with developers.
There were different needs in different parts of the community. He was concerned about its lack of checks
and balances. He really wanted the Planning Commission to have a work session with the City Council to
review the proposed ordinance.

Chairman Bodily agreed that the proposed ordinance was heading in the right direction. It needed some
baselines, such as road widths, so developers knew where to start.

Commissioner Hulsey felt that without baselines, the first developer to get away with something would set
the new precedence. He agreed that the proposed ordinance needed some checks and balances. Without
checks and balances, approvals would be at the Council’s discretion. He felt planning a community this
way was smart, but baselines were needed. He asked why the maximum amount of open space was 50%.
Mr. Wheelwright said the amount could be changed. It was an example of what could be done.

Commissioner Baker was concerned about that the ordinance was placed on the agenda for consideration
and adoption. This was the first time the Planning Commission had seen the ordinance. The Planning
Commission had not had a chance to discuss it prior to the public hearing. She felt there needed to be a
work session before anything was considered for adoption. It was moving too fast.

Chairman Bodily said the Planning Commission had had discussions with the City Council about this issue.
This was the first time the Planning Commission had seen a proposed ordinance.

Commissioner Harrop agreed that the ordinance needed to have some baselines. There had to be a profit
margin for the developers. The Planning Commission also had to consider the best interests of the City.
There wasn’t a set solution. The City couldn’t write up something that was black and white. For that reason,
he liked the proposed ordinance. However, he was concerned that the Planning Commission wasn't as
knowledgeable as developers. The City's knowledge shortcoming and the lack of black and white
regulations might leave something open. It could a school of hard knocks. He didn't know if the City could
come up with a one-size-fits all ordinance for the entire community. For that reason he liked the proposed
ordinance with some caution about a lack of knowledge in writing contracts could hinder the City's ability to
protect itself.

Chairman Bodily felt consideration of the Master Plan Community Zone should be tabled to allow baselines
to be added so developers would have a starting point.

Commissioner Bingham felt the Planning Commission and City Council needed to hold a work session. He
envisioned an ordinance that would allow the City to work with a developer to get a project that was
beneficial for everybody and that was equitable. From his construction experience, the best projects were
those designed by contractors because they were up-to-date. Design/build worked well because
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contractors wanted to do what was best and still make money. This ordinance could be good, but it also
had the potential for a really rough learning curve. The Planning Commission was just getting through the
learning curve on the old PUD Ordinance.

Chairman Bodily was concerned about the City’s ability to ability to allow a developer to do something that
didn't set a precedence for other projects. He asked when a work session with the City Council could be
scheduled. Chris Davis said he would talk to the City Council about holding a joint work session at the next
Planning Commission meeting.

Bryce Wheelwright agreed with the Planning Commission’s concern regarding the City's ability to regulate
development without setting presidents. If the ordinance was adopted it would have to be defendable in a
court of law.

Colt Mund stated this was a permissive opportunity for developers. He didn't see it as a vested right spelled
out in the City's ordinance. A development agreement allowed two parties to reach a contract. From a public
policy standpoint, he didn’t feel a court of law would prevent cities from entering into contracts because
someone felt they weren't freated fairly. If the parties could not reach an agreement, a developer still had
the opportunity to develop property under the Subdivision Ordinance. The Master Plan Community Zone
was a tool. It was not black and white law that everybody was entitled to. Not every person who subdivided
property would want a master plan community. To alleviate concerns, he would look into whether the City
could legally allow something in a master plan zone without setting a precedence for other developments.

Commissioner Bingham moved to table consideration of Chapter 12-106 Master Plan Community
Zone until a joint work session could be scheduled with the City Council. Commissioner Baker
seconded the motion. All voted unanimously. The motion carried.

5B. CONSIDERATION OF A LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT FOR JONATHAN MILLER LOCATED AT
APPROXIMATELY 110 SOUTH 200 WEST (PARCELS 02-051-0009 AND 02-051-0008)

Bryce Wheelwright stated that the Planning Commission approved a preliminary plan for the Jonathan Miller
Subdivision during its last meeting. The subdivision included a lot line adjustment with the neighbor to the
south whose driveway was encroaching onto the Miller property. The Planning Commission approved the
preliminary plan, but it didn’t approve the lot line adjustment. The lot line adjustment would be resolved by
recording quit claim deeds. The lot line adjustment would not make an illegal lot.

Commissioner Harrop asked if there were any ordinances that weren't being met. Mr. Wheelwright said
there weren't.

Colt Mund stated that Jonathan Miller’s initial proposal would have created a new dwelling lot. The City told
him that wouldn't work. Mr. Miller had made a great deal of effort to make the corrections the City wanted.
He now met the requirements of the City Ordinance. He was simply adjusting his property boundary a few
feet to make sure one neighbor’s driveway didn’t encroach onto another’s. He asked that the Commission's
approval be subject to Mr. Miller providing the City with signed copies of the executed quit claim deeds.

The Planning Commission members didn’t have any concerns about the lot line adjustment.
Commissioner Bingham moved to approve a lot line adjustment for the Jonathan Miller property

located at approximately 110 South 200 West (Parcels 02-051-0009 and 02-051-0008) subject to
Jonathan Miller providing the City with copies of the executed quit claim deeds dedicating the street
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to Willard City and adjusting the lot line Commissioner Hulsey seconded the motion. All voted
unanimously. The motion carried.

5C. CONSIDERATION AND DISCUSSION REGARDING CHAPTER 12-500 MOBILE HOME
ORDINANCE AND 12-700 RECREATIONAL VEHICLE ORDINANCE

The Planning Commission didn’t have any concerns regarding either ordinance.

Commissioner Harrop moved to recommend that the City Council approve Chapter 12-500 Mobile
Home Ordinance and Chapter 12-700 Recreational Vehicle Ordinance. Commissioner Bingham
seconded the motion. All voted unanimously. The motion carried.

6. CONSIDERATION AND APPROVAL OF FEBRUARY 18, 2021, REGULAR PLANNING
COMMISSION MINUTES

Commissioner Baker moved to approve the February 18, 2021, regular Planning Commission
minutes as corrected. Commissioner Bingham seconded the motion. All voted unanimously. The
motion carried.

7. COMMISSIONER/STAFF COMMENTS
Colt Mund did not have any comments.

Chris Davis appreciated the Planning Commission’s insight regarding the Master Plan Community Zone.
He explained that the staff wasn’t trying to circumvent the Planning Commission or the planning process
when it scheduled the public hearing. The staff just wanted to get the public input step required by State
law out of the way.

Bryce Wheelwright stated that:

¢ The City was moving forward with the waterline project.

e Now that UTA had purchased the Zundel property, there was a possibility 500 West would go in. -
The 200 West project was moving along.

e The culvert on 300 North where the creek from Willard Canyon crossed the road into the nature
park had eroded away. In the next few weeks, Flood Control planned to dig it up and put in a bigger
culvert.

e There were two new businesses coming to town — a candy store at 45 South Main and a
convenience store at 39 South Main.

Commissioner Harrop asked if the State was willing to help with funding for projects associated with their
future roads. Mr. Wheelwright said there was a lot of grant assistance available.

Chairman Bodily felt it was very important for Willard to keep up with the transit development. The City
needed to let UTA know it was interested in a station. Mr. Wheelwright stated that years ago, the City
approved a Transit Oriented District on the north side of 750 North by Flying J, which was a problem
because it was too close to the Perry Station. Now that UTA had purchased the Zundel property on the
south side of 750 North, it looked like the station was a pretty done deal. The 38 acres would allow them to
put in a parking lot. Chairman Bodily didn't feel it would be an issue to move the transit district.

Commissioner Hulsey had been reading the old City's General Plan. It talked about Willard's goal, which
read, “Most importantly the impacts of growth will be handled in a way that seeks as its prime goal to
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preserve the rural, agricultural quality of life, preservation of natural resources, and enhancement of its
community pride and value.” He felt the Planning Commission should focus on that as it when it was creating
ordinances for development. As the Planning Commission considered developments, it could ask how they
preserved Willard’s quality of life and natural resources. He felt that was a good goal set by Willard City.

Chairman Bodily agreed it was a good goal, but there wasn’t much agriculture left. Commissioner Hulsey
agreed the massive farms wouldn'’t be around, but he saw a lot of cool things when studying engineering
and development. There were developments that maintained an agricultural feel. Commissioner Harrop
asked how ‘agricultural feel’ was defined in development. It was an oxymoron. Commissioner Hulsey said
it was if a developer was just putting in houses. Developments had been done that made farming still
happen. People couldn't afford a hundred acres, but they could afford three or four acres and keep a little
ag feel going. It encouraged a younger generation that couldn’t afford larger parcels. Chairman Bodily was
all for it, but he didn't see it happening. Commissioner Hulsey felt the Master Plan Community Zone could
help the City set up things a little better for an agricultural feel.

Travis Mote stated that communities like Park City were using their open space fund to purchase
conservation easements. A conservation easement locked ground into agricultural production. Purchasing
a conservation easement reimburses land owners for the loss of development rights. Then an owner's
posterity could farm forever. The City could look at revenue streams to do that. There were groups like Utah
Open Lands and NRCS that contributed to open space and agricultural style easements. The City needed
to think outside of the box. Conservation easements would maintain the open space and rural feel without
the City having to take care of it. Everybody loved the agricultural open space in Willard, but no one knew
how to pay for it.

Commissioner Harrop asked how the funds were generated. Mr. Mote said USDA had a program called
the Agricultural Easement Program that provided cost shares to easement groups like Utah Open Lands,
Bear River Land Conservancy, Summit Land Conservancy, etc. around the State that were interested in
the same concept of providing open space. Park City and Summit County had a tax that funded some of
the conservation easements. They also approached private donors who partnered with the USDA and the
State of Utah who had grants for easements. The military also had grants for open space. There were
funding sources out there trying to preserve agricultural operations. There was a generation of ranchers
and farmers whose kids didn’t want to do it. The kids could be reimbursed for the development rights. If
they sold the land with the conservation easement, its value was less. The conservation easement was
permanent. Some states didn’t allow permanent easements. In those states, the easements were only good
for thirty years. Utah Code allowed for permanent easements. It was a method to reimburse land owners
and maintain the open feel.

Commissioner Hulsey said development didn't have to be just houses and parks. He wanted to explore
these avenues further.

Commissioner Bingham stated that not everyone wanted to run a large operation like Pettingills, but some
might want a few acres that could be operated along with their fulitime occupations.

Commissioner Baker was glad the Zundel property had been sold to UTA. The City needed another
frontage road, because traffic on Highway 89 was horrible when the interstate shut down. She didn’t feel
West Center Street could handle any more traffic.

8. ADJOURN
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449 Commissioner Hulsey moved to adjourn at 7:51 p.m. Commissioner Baker seconded the motion.
250 All voted in favor. The motion passed unanimously.
51
452  Minutes were read individually and approved on:
453
454
455
456
457  Planning Commission, Chairman Planning Commission Secretary
458 Sid Bodily Michelle Drago
459
460 dc:PC 03-04-21
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