SOUTH JORDAN
CITY OF SOUTH JORDAN
PLANNING COMMISION MEETING
ELECTRONIC MEETING AGENDA

TUESDAY, June 8, 2021
6:30 P.M.

Notice is hereby given that the South Jordan City Planning Commission will hold a Planning
Commission Meeting on Tuesday, June 8, 2021, in the City Council Chambers, located at 1600 W.
Towne Center Drive, South Jordan, Utah with an electronic option via Zoom phone and video
conferencing. Persons with disabilities who may need assistance should contact the Planning
Department staff at least 24 hours prior to this meeting.

Attendance in person will require face masks according to House Bill 294 if attendance has 50 or more
individuals.

Attendees will be allowed to join via phone or video, using Zoom phone and video conferencing.
Note, attendees joining electronically may public comment with access through video conferencing,
and a participant must have their video on and working to speak. Attendees who wish to present
photos or documents to the Planning Commission must attend in person. Those who join via phone
may listen, but not comment.

In the event the electronic portion of the meeting is disrupted in any way that the City in its sole
discretion deems inappropriate, the City reserves the right to immediately remove the individual(s)
from the meeting and, if needed, end the electronic portion of the meeting with or without a motion
and vote. Reasons for removing an individual or ending a meeting include but are not limited to the
posting of offensive pictures, remarks, or making offensive statements, disrespectful statements or
actions, and other action deemed inappropriate.

Ability to connect and comment is dependent on an individual’s internet connection, not the City. To
ensure comments are received regardless of technical issues, please have them submitted in writing
to the City Planner, Greg Schindler, at gschindler@sjc.utah.gov by 5:00 p.m. on June 8, 2021

Instructions on how to join the meeting electronically are below.

Join South Jordan Planning Commission Electronic Meeting June 8, 2021 at 6:30 p.m.
e Join on any device, with mobile and desktop availability
Visit: www.sjc.utah.gov/planning-commission/
Zoom link, Meeting ID and Meeting Password will be provided 24 hours prior to meeting start
time.
e Zoom instructions are posted www.sjc.utah.gov/planning-commission/

THE MEETING WILL BEGIN AT 6:30 P.M. AND THE AGENDA IS AS FOLLOWS:
l. WELCOME AND ROLL CALL - Commission Chair Michele Hollist

1. MOTION TO APPROVE AGENDA


mailto:gschindler@sjc.utah.gov
http://www.sjc.utah.gov/planning-commission/
http://www.sjc.utah.gov/planning-commission/

I1.  APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES

IV.  STAFF BUSINESS - None

V. COMMENTS FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS
VL.  SUMMARY ACTION - None

VII.  ACTION - None

VIIl. ADMINISTRATIVE PUBLIC HEARINGS -

A. DAYBREAK SOUTH STATION PLAT 1 AMENDED, SUBDIVISION

AMENDMENT
Location: 11319 S. Grandville Avenue
File No: PLPLA202100099

Applicant: The Gardner Company

B. DAYBREAK SOUTH MIXED USE PLAT 1 AMENDED, SUBDIVISION

AMENDMENT
Location: 11015 South 6060 West
File No: PLPLA202100066

Applicant: Daybreak Communities/LHM Real Estate

C. UTILITY OUTBUILDING, CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
Location: 2612 W. Horseshoe Cir.
File No: PLCUP202100113
Applicant: Daybreak Communities/LHM Real Estate

IX. LEGISLATIVE PUBLIC HEARINGS -

D. TEXT AMENDMENT - AMENDING CITY CODE SECTIONS 16.04.060 AND
17.04.060 CONCERNING PUBLIC NOTICING
Ordinance No.: 2021-11
Applicant: South Jordan City

X. OTHER BUSINESS - None

ADJOURNMENT

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING

STATE OF UTAH )
]
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE )

I, Cindy Valdez, certify that | am the duly appointed City Deputy Recorder of South Jordan City, State of Utah, and that the
foregoing Planning Commission Agenda was faxed or emailed to the media at least 24 hours prior to such meeting, specifically the



Deseret News, Salt Lake Tribune and the South Valley Journal. The Agenda was also posted at City Hall, on the City’s website
www.sjc.utah.gov and on the Utah Public Notice Website www.pmn.utah.gov.

Dated this 3rd day of June, 2021.
Cindy Valdez
South Jordan City Deputy Recorder


http://www.sjc.utah.gov/
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CITY OF SOUTH JORDAN
ELECTRONIC
PLANNING COMISSION MEETING
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
May 11, 2021

Present: Commissioner Michele Hollist, Commissioner Nathan Gedge, Commissioner
Trevor Darby, Commissioner Steven Catmull, Assistant City Attorney Greg
Simonson, Assistant City Engineer Jeremy Nielsen, City Planner Greg Schindler, IT
Director Jon Day, GIS Coordinator Matt Jarman, City Planner David Mann, Deputy
Recorder Cindy Valdez, Transcriptionist Diana Baun.

Others: Tina Falk, Brad Neves, Sean Lesko, Matt Jennings, R. Elder, Sean McCarty,
Abhiram Guvvala, Melanie Culley, Arpit, Bill Norton, Dave Rasmussen, Satej
Prabhu, Mark Nelson, Coleman Family, McCarty, Douglas Bjerker, Mindi, Scott
Howell, Larissa, Dave, Brad Lash, Danny Wehungie, Narendra Marbate, “A”,

Rain, Paul Stringham, Mike, Emma, Amanda, Brooke Shaver, Tiffany, Everett
Rasmussen, Ray Smith, Scott Hendrickson.

6:31 P.M.

REGULAR MEETING

l. Welcome and Roll Call — Commission Chair Michele Hollist

Chair Michele Hollist welcomed everyone to the Electronic Planning Commission Meeting.
. Motion to Approve Agenda

Commissioner Gedge motioned to approve the May 11, 2021 Planning Commission
Agenda. Chair Hollist seconded the motion. Vote was 5-0 unanimous in favor.

[1l.  Approval of the Minutes

Commissioner Catmull motioned to approve the April 27, 2021 Planning Commission
Meeting Minutes as printed. Chair Hollist seconded the motion. Vote was 5-0 unanimous in
favor.

IV. STAFF BUSINESS - None

V. COMMENTS FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS - None

VI. SUMMARY ACTION — None

VII.  ACTION - None
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VIiIl. ADMINISTRATIVE PUBLIC HEARINGS —
A. JORDAN WOODS PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION PLAT

Location: 9524 S. Redwood Rd.
File No: PLPP202000270
Applicant: Scott Yermish, Newman Construction

City Planner Greg Schindler reviewed background information on this item from the staff report.

Scott Yermish (Applicant) said thank you for hearing their plan tonight. This has been a long, long
process with a lot of changes involving them going back and forth, working with the city and
neighbors, meeting people’s objections and concerns. He said that Chair Michelle Hollist was
correct, that when they first came before the planning commission in December it was sent with a
“no” recommendation to the city council. The council had a lot of concerns, asked him to come back
with a lot of changes to meet what they felt was something they would feel comfortable approving.
They made those changes, met with some members of the community and addressed the issues that
they had; they came back and had these new plans approved with a development agreement that
included quite a few stipulations for them to-get approval. A couple of those requirements were
making sure that they had the walls, keeping certain lots only at one level so as not to obstruct the
view of the neighbors to the north with only ramblers, no two story homes. They had certain
restrictions on certain lots and they were fine with that. They were asked to move the subdivision
around a little bit to make it more appeasing. They added the pocket park and anything else that was
asked, they didn’t push back once. They just said yes and that they would work within it, and they
did. A couple of comments that were made when they came before the commission were that people
in the neighborhood were concerned that the values of their homes would go down. They didn’t even
list this property yet, just put.a signout, and they sold the entire property out in three days. Every
single lot was sold and has a construction deposit. They have almost all the permits pulled and upon
the commission’s approval and a couple other things they are ready to start installing the sewer. They
have pulled the bond for the sewer and he is here to tell us that every one of their homes sold for well
more than $600,000 in this development, some as high as $800,000. The lots on the back side of the
property are where the bigger lots and more substantial homes are. They are building four homes for
the Okesons who live there and rezoned the property, and they are pretty excited about that and
getting a new home. They have been on that property their whole lives. The applicant decided that
they are going to take out four of those lots and build them new homes at no cost to them. Newman
Construction has been around for 80+ years and has been a valuable part of this community. The
applicant knows Bob Elder who lives in South Jordan and he’s excited. He also wanted to thank staff,
working with them back and forth a thousand times they were always accommodating, getting back
to them with answers to their questions; it has been a pleasure working with South Jordan. They have
another development in Eagle’s Landing and they are ready to start digging their first hole up there
near where they are doing the Bangerter work at 10400 S. They are excited and wanted to thank
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everyone for their time, and he is here to answer any questions we might have about the
development.

Chair Hollist opened up the hearing to public comment.

Brad Neves (Resident) said those on Zoom were unable to understand any of the comments that
were just made. He is here for the next issue but was unable to understand what was said through the
microphone with the last speaker.

Chair Hollist said the next time they have someone come up to the microphone they will test that out,
IT will give them some feedback and then they will check with those on Zoom: She asked if there
was anyone else who joined us tonight to speak to this issue. She closed the public.comment for this
issue.

Commissioner Nathan Gedge said the applicant talked about City Council requiring a development
agreement and the various iterations and requirements, he asked staff to confirm for the public record
that all the things in the development agreement have been satisfied.

Planner Schindler said yes, he has gone over this and there are only a few small things like the
structures on lots 6, 12 and 13 shall be single story; those lots are no longer 6, 12 and 13 but they are
the same lots that were 6, 12 and 13. Those lotsare now 102, 108 and 109. He has checked it all and
looked over it, he is pretty sure City Planner Damir Drozdek has as well since he was the planner on
it. Some of the things architecturally will-have to wait until they build to make sure they comply, but
all the other landscaping requirementsiand other things on their landscaping plan, as well as the
roads, meet the requirements.

Commissioner Gedge said he was pretty sure requirements were met, but he wanted to make sure that
was clarified before getting to the next step.

Chair Hollist said she knows the report indicated that the roads, especially the hammerhead, had been
reviewed and meet code. She asked staff to comment on snow removal and trash pickup as she had
that concern.in the first phase and she still has it now.

Assistant City Engineer Jeremy Nielsen said he can confirm that is has been reviewed and
approved by staff. He didn’t specifically ask them about trash removal but he knows with fire
access that has been reviewed and yes, Public Works has reviewed this and trash was part of that.

Chair Hollist had a question on the legal side. She asked now that City Council has voted to
approve and rezone this, and they have a development agreement in place, if that effectively
overrides any ordinances or general plan type rules that we have? Does this stand as the binding
agreement between the developer and the city? For example, our general plan indicates that we
encourage two accesses for a development. This does not have that, but because they have a
development agreement with the city council she is wondering if that overrides issues and
concerns like that.
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Assistant City Attorney Greg Simonson said he doesn’t have the development agreement in front
of him and he doesn’t know exactly what it says, but he believes this development has been all
along a one access property and has been approved that way; we are too late in the game to be
able to change that at this point.

Planner Schindler said in the development agreement it talked about emergency access, that the
developer shall provide an appropriate emergency access to the project which may include a
wider entrance and exit onto Redwood Road, bigger turnaround areas in the development and if
permitted by UDOT a second access on Redwood Road. The developer might be able to answer
the question, but he doesn’t believe UDOT would allow a second access and that may be why
they only have the one. As for the road widths, our code requires those to be approved by the city
engineer and he has approved all the roadways, hammerheads and modifications to the code.

Chair Hollist asked if the hammerhead allows all the frontage that they would normally require
for this zoning.

Planner Schindler said he believes it does because each of those lots do front on the
hammerhead.

Chair Hollist said she was curious about the one lot, lot 102, where it is essentially just their
driveway.

Planner Schindler said yes, it is just their driveway and that’s the only one he can see as well.
The only other way would have been to make it a cul-de-sac, but again that has been modified by
the city engineer and allowed so he doesn’t think it is in any violation of our codes.

Chair Hollist said she had concerns when this came before them in the first place and she still has
some of those concerns, but her understanding of the way it works is that they make
recommendations.to the city council and they hear and review those. In this case, the council has
reached an agreement they feel comfortable with, so this now has become administrative as far
as it goes concerning their body. As long as it meets the agreements set aside by the development
agreement she believes it is their responsibility to follow through on the wishes of the city
council,

Commissioner Steve Catmull said he has a question around the property on the north. The zones
there were A-1 and PO and it looks like there are homes there now. He asked for the history
there, and in the context of access, what will that look like if it ever were to develop as
professional office and they have the one access right there.

Planner Schindler said the property has two zones, it is all owned by one owner. The owner’s

name is Gary Howland and he has been in here to see the commission many times about projects
he has had in the city. His PO zoned area has his office and one residence, that residence is his; it
has been there for at least 25 or more years. He has never taken the opportunity to develop closer
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to Redwood Road. If you notice the driveway that goes back, it is tree lined and that is the way
he has planned it and had it for years. If he decides to develop that PO zone, the access to his
house would be much more congested. If he sold the house after that, there would be access
provided back to the home, but they would have to go through parking lots and the office zone to
get to it. With the A-1 zone they can’t really develop any more property back there residentially
because he believes they have less than two acres.

Commissioner Catmull said those were his concerns regarding access on Triad Cove on the plan
and the hammerhead.

Planner Schindler said part of the reason that the lots along that north sideare all limited.to
single story is because his home is fairly close to the property line there and itwas in
consideration of that existing home that the city council asked that those homes only be single
story.

Commissioner Gedge motioned to approve the Jordan Woods preliminary subdivision plat,
File No. PLPP202000270. Commissioner Hollist seconded the motion. Roll Call VVote was 5-0
unanimous in favor.

IX. LEGISLATIVE PUBLIC HEARINGS -

B. HARVEST POINTE WEST LAND USE AMENDMENT AND REZONE
Amending the land use designation from Economic Center to Mixed use and
rezoning from Commercial community (C-C) to Commercial Community
Planned Development (C-C-PD).

Location: 3773 W South Jordan Parkway
File No: PLZBA202000247
Applicant: Peterson Development

Planner David Mann reviewed background information on this item from the staff report.

Chair Michele Hollist asked to clarify the parking. The applicant responded to the staff’s request
about parking and indicated there is ample parking because they are going to dedicate or count some
of the stalls out in the business portion of the property.

Planner Mann said you can see on the concept plan they are showing a total of 30 or so parking stalls
around the area, but that also includes two parking spots for each garage. If you include all that it
does meet the parking requirement for this type of residential development.

Chair Hollist said there was something in the staff report that indicated the garages were narrow and
that he didn’t believe two cars would park there.

Planner Mann said doing initial measuring on this concept plan it looked like it was to scale. They
used some of the software for electronic review to estimate what the width of the garages would be, it
looked like the garage doors would be around 15-16 feet wide which seemed pretty small. In talking
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with the applicant they said the garages would range on the interior width from 20-22 feet, 22 feet is
the standard minimum requirement for a single family house for garage space.

Chair Hollist asked if the applicant said they would reach that for every unit.

Planner Mann said he believes it was the corner units that would have a smaller interior garage but
the applicant can clarify that if they’d like. These are not expansive garages, they are pretty tight, so
that also lends to the chance that some residents wouldn’t use them for parking if they have large
trucks or something that might not fit in these garages.

Chair Hollist asked if any other information has been provided to the city as to what will happen to
the rest of the property; if there are office buildings planned, or is this just trying to get these
townhomes in and they’1l address the rest later.

Planner Mann said they are showing the blue area on the concept plan labeled as office/condo, that
would be an allowed use in the existing zone. The change to the zone wouldn’t necessarily impact
that either way.

Chair Hollist asked if you can get a three story townhouse unit that doesn’t exceed our height
limitations in our residential zones, or would this be asking for an exception.

Planner Mann said he believes he received an email that indicated the heights would range around
30-35 feet tall depending on the type of unit. Thirty five feet is the maximum allowed in residential
zones. Because this is a PD zone that can go.up or down depending on what the council decides to
include in the development agreement.

Chair Hollist asked to clarify that we have two items to address on this issue tonight, a land use and a
rezone.

Planner Mann said yes, that is correct.

Jeff Seaman (Applicant - Peterson Development) said this is first time going through this process
and it has been eye opening and fun. He wanted to thank the staff for being patient and working
through this with him. It is a fun process to stand up here and then to see people who may be opposed
to what you'believe.in and what you prepared and presented, it is an interesting process. As Planner
Mann mentioned; this property has been kind of an interesting scenario. Albertson’s was originally
the anchor tenant in this commercial center, they pulled out a number of years ago and left the
property vacant for a number of years; now it is currently occupied by Vasa. There are two junior
anchar pads on both sides of that building, 20,000 square foot pads to handle retail. The pad to the
east got eaten-up by the Bangerter expansion, which is a good thing, but that really orphaned this
piece and left it alone. The viability to the center for commercial and the Amazon effect has really hit
retail hard. They have this vacant piece of property that has been a challenge and the way it is laid
out is funky; this is really an in-fill project. Had things worked out as it was master planned 20 years
ago we wouldn’t be here and asking for some of these things. As the staff report pointed out,
although it wasn’t required, they held two Zoom neighborhood meetings and they had great
participation in both of them. Their initial concept that they brought to the neighbors included three
story townhomes throughout the whole project and when they got there they said “heck no,” and they
listened to it. They came away from those Zoom meetings with boiling it down to four major
concerns that the neighbors and residents had; those were privacy, parking, traffic and safety. Going
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back to the whole project being a three story unit, for some reason there are comments on these plans
that aren’t showing up. All the units to the south have been changed and they are all two story units,
which is consistent with the neighborhood to the south where they are all two story homes.
Additionally, as part of the privacy concerns (no one wanted anyone looking into their backyards)
they addressed them by making the fence line to their units around 30 feet with a five foot landscape
buffer; the rear setbacks for Rushton Meadows from the back of the home to the fence line is 25 feet.
They are also addressing this privacy issue with the trees that they will put in. They are dense
columnar trees that are fast growing and grow to be about 45 feet tall with a 15 foot wide spread.
These trees are super compatible and add a level of privacy to the existing residents; they took the
concerns and wanted to address them. Regarding parking, this Rushton Meadows subdivision has a
townhome project to the south of it that has caused a number of concerns with residents in this
neighborhood because there wasn’t adequate parking there. They are now feeling the effects of that
insomuch that they wanted to separate them out and show that their project; Harvest Pointe West, is
not Rushton Meadows Townhomes. Those townhomes have a density of 15.4 with two car garages.
There are 142 units in that project, right there you have 284 parking stalls. They havean additional
31 public parking stalls which equates to 2.2 stalls per unit. If you look at theirs, all of their units
have two car garages that fit the required code with 31 additional stalls. The applicants are offering
the same amount of parking stalls as the other project. That means that each of their units will have at
least one stall, which exceeds the code requirement of 2.5‘and makes their total 3 spaces per unit. The
difference between a 2.5 and a 2.2, which the Rushton Meadows Townhomes are, is that they don’t
make 20% of a car; this means there is one stall for every five houses. The applicants have at least
one stall for every unit in the development; that is how they theyare different from that project. Next,
he wanted to talk about traffic. For those that have been to Neilsen’s and around that area, we know
that it can get backed up. What they are entitled to right now at the current zoning, and would add, is
755 daily trips in that area. This was a huge concern to the residents as they are not currently
experiencing that traffic, but if something were to go in there they would be, and then it would be a
major cause of concern and they would be dealing with other problems in the future. Of course,
taking this and downzoning it to'a much less intense use, which these townhomes would be, reduces
that traffic by 65% which is a huge savings there. Regarding safety, originally they wanted to do a
raised crosswalk across Harvest Pointe Drive, tying in their townhomes and taking advantage of that
awesome park that is right there. It snows here in the winter and staff in the city came back and said
we can’t do a raised sidewalk, so they pivoted and they are willing to put in a flashing crosswalk
right there; that would be paid for at their expense. They take safety and traffic very seriously and
they addressed those concerns. The underlying thing is if you want more safety you reduce the
amount of traffic, that’s a no-brainer. He said this process has been eye opening and they have tried
to address each of the concerns of the neighbors. Does it make everyone happy? No. Does anybody
want anyone living behind them? No. But, really for this orphaned parcel it kind of completes the
areaand is a good use for it.

Commissioner Steve Catmull asked about the garage size, he is hearing two different things; that it
meets the requirements, but also that at least one may not.

Mr. Seaman said they asked throughout this process if there were any requirements; because it is the
PD zone, there is some ambiguity as far as some of the requirements there. They asked what those
requirements would be from staff and they didn’t get a clear answer. If they are now telling him that
they have to meet the 22 foot requirement for garages they can make that work, they can fine tune
some of these small details in the development agreement which is something they would have to do

anyways.
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Commissioner Sean Morrissey said, related to the recommendation from staff, the staff had stated in
their report that they came back and said the applicant’s proposal doesn’t warrant changing the future
land use designation or zoning. The applicant is here before us now with a big uphill battle where
staff usually works with the applicant throughout the process, enough to where they feel confident
and comfortable to present. Obviously, they can go through the process whenever they want to, so he
asked for the applicant to explain why they haven’t concluded that preapproval process where city
staff feels comfortable enough to send it to the commission and be the applicant’s advocate. He
admires what they have done so far, they have done a great job giving him an idea of what they are
trying to accomplish. The Amazon effect is real. He has been on the planning commission for 7-8
years so he is aware of what the city has gone through the last 8 years, including the Rushton
Meadows Project. That was a big reason he is on the planning commission, because he lives near that
neighborhood and was appointed by the council member who was elected because of that project. He
is very familiar with the area and discussion points. What he is concerned about, that hasn’t really
been vetted, is why they are here too soon (in his opinion) to discuss this when they have an
opportunity to work through these issues with staff before they are presented.

Mr. Seaman said it comes down to his rookie time. He thinks Covid definitely played a part in it, that
they didn’t have a lot of face to face and meetings, and he takes responsibility for that. Looking back
and getting to this point right now there could have been more collaboration with staff to get them
more comfortable, or at least to have them see their point of view. He thinks early in the process
talking to neighbors and then reviewing the Zoom meeting, there were some things that they said that
didn’t sit well with them and perhaps they thought they were throwing them under the bus. This
wasn’t the case, they are just trying to show that their project is different from the Rushton Meadows
townhomes and how they’re laid out; the numbers tell that tale. He agrees there could have been
better collaboration between him and the staff.

Commissioner Morrissey asked if they were still open to that, moving back to that milestone event
and working with staff first; then moving forward after there is some sort of collaboration and
meeting of the minds at the city level before they have to vote on this.

Mr. Seaman said he would have Barrett Peterson answer that question as he is in the audience, but
thinks this is part of the process; that they can get here and at least continue the collaboration. They
are at such a high‘level and really what they are looking for is a rezone.

Commissioner Morrissey said that yes, they are looking for the rezone, but there is a final goal/vision
in mind that they have, and they have been kind enough to share that with them from the beginning
which he really appreciates. He has been here for a long time and seen developers come, do the land
use change, and then change direction on them because they got what they wanted with the land use
change and changed direction because it’s now allowed.

Mr. Seaman asked if they are bound by the development agreement.

Commissioner Morrissey said yes, if you have one, but not all situations have a development
agreement.

Mr. Seaman said he believes a development agreement is part of the PD floating zone and the council
has to sign off on that.
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Commissioner Morrissey said to the commissioners that we are in a pivotal moment in time with the
Amazon effect. A year ago we were busting at the seams with opportunities for office and
commercial, and now all of that is being vacated because of the work at home model that has been
successfully introduced. Now developers, like Peterson Development with commercial real estate,
are looking for opportunities to see what they can do now to exercise what they can with the land that
they have available now where the commercial use isn’t what it used to be, and he gets that. Right
now, because they are the guinea pigs, one of the first, they are going to have to vet through that
process a little more with city staff than they have in the past to push this through and sell the vision
that they have; this may be including a little more mixed use ability and opportunities. Those
opportunities aren’t something he’s saying are right, or what the applicant wants right now, but he is
suggesting they take a step back to city staff and get those comments.

Commissioner Catmull said they talked about the four categories of feedback they-got regarding
privacy, parking, traffic and safety. One of the things they have to consider in the PD zone, in the
purpose. is the three main ones which are unique situation, substantial benefit to the city and a
significant improvement over the standard zoning. He asked the applicant to speak to him in those
terms, what are they saying they should consider as part of this.

Mr. Seaman said he thinks with the uniqueness of the situation, this commercial center got decimated
by the original anchor that vacated and then by the expansion of Bangerter; that makes this parcel
unique. He doesn’t think that happens everywhere in.the city, so really they have this orphaned
parcel. Next, as a benefit to the city, right now we are in a severe housing crisis. The amount of
inventory that is on the market is at all-time lows, but the vision here is that this will also be
workforce housing that would be available, similar to Bingham Court that Ivory Homes just did. That
is a benefit to the city with city employees who can’t get into higher end homes being able to afford
this property. He asked to be reminded of what the third item was.

Commissioner Catmull said it was a significant improvement over the standard zoning, but that they
don’t have to meet all them, it'is an “or.”

Mr. Seaman said these aren’t.cookie cutter, they are meant to be high quality homes. Their history
with the city is that they are not new, they developed both sides of Bangerter at 10400 South, they
have had 55 and older and are building a 55 and older community right along River Heights Drive
and it is going well; they make a good product. They don’t just come in and leave, they are here for
the long haul. They: still have ownership in this center and they want to see that survive, so they want
to have aproduct that is good for the community and good for the residents.

Commissioner Catmull said, regarding the quality, it is quality over something the standard zone
would give as part of the rezone. He asked if the applicant had anything to say to that, regarding
something they wouldn’t get from any other zone.

Mr. Seaman said they went above and beyond as far as parking goes, because that was a big concern;
being at 3.1 as opposed to the required 2.5, and the flashing crosswalk (that isn’t necessarily their
responsibility, but they are happy to put that in) which is not cheap. They want their residents to see
that park as a benefit, and it helps sell units because it is an awesome location. In dealing with staff,
parking along Harvest Pointe Drive can be an issue. While dealing with staff they incorporated a
holistic view of the area. On the map in the report you can see the possible eight street parking and
eight spaces to the north of the park area and to the south, they like that idea. It is pocket parking,
cutouts where the sidewalk might have to be shifted a little bit, but they wouldn’t lose park space as
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opposed to a parking lot inside the park which was another option. This option gets people off the
road and into a pocket which adds additional parking safety for that area, which is needed.

Chair Hollist asked how many bedrooms these units will have.

Mr. Seaman said the two story will have at least two and the three story will be three bedrooms.
Chair Hollist asked if they were in the works with the city to work on the workforce housing.

Mr. Seaman said that they had to cross this barrier first, then they can work out the details on that.
Chair Hollist asked to clarify that they haven’t spoken with the city council about this.

Mr. Seaman said in the work session and other communication with council at this point they have
talked to them about it, they have also made their intentions known to staff that this is'the goal here.
His understanding was that they had to do this step before they could get to that step.

Chair Hollist asked if they know at this point how many units-would be deeded as such.
Mr. Seaman said a minimum of 10%, but maybe more.

Chair Hollist asked if he anticipates that the city will control that deed restriction, like they did with
the Ivory Homes.

Mr. Seaman said yes.
Chair Hollist asked for him to share what he envisions the rest of the property being.

Mr. Seaman said, as far the commercial parts, he sees it being more professionals; accountants,
someone who needs an office offsite who doesn’t like to have their Zoom meetings while the rest of
the family is running around (we’ve all seen those videos on the internet). Someone made a comment
about parking and it can’t be seen really well on the presentation, but there are 14 spaces right in
front of the condos, and then 47 other spaces inside that is already parking, for a total of 61 parking
stalls which is way over-parked; they’d like to count those for their residential.

Chair Hollist said they may have to count those if they lose the 14 along the road, as the city
indicated it isn’t up to what they normally do.

Mr. Seaman said they can put a landscape buffer and move those a little bit closer to the offices/
condos. They can still work out the fine details on this, they are just looking for rezoning and land
use right now. This is not a finished product by any means, but once they go through these steps and
get it all established they can fine tune the details they need to.

Barrett Peterson (Applicant — Peterson Developent) said Mr. Seaman touched on a lot of the
points very well, he just wants to say from the outset to respond to Commissioner Morrissey’s
comments there may have been an opportunity they missed to collaborate more with staff and he
acknowledges that and takes responsibility. They have been working quite a bit with the council, they
had a meeting with the mayor recently and they have met with the neighbors. Eight months have
gone by and he is not sure how they missed the opportunity to do a better job of collaborating with
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the staff, they would be willing to go back and do that. Having said that, they have put a lot of work
into this and it is very difficult to satisfy everyone’s requests and demands. You get a lot of feedback,
both from the neighbors on Zoom and the staff/council, and it is a tightrope walk; they could do
better and that’s on them. If the commission wants to send it back and they can collaborate more with
staff they will do that. Will they come back having met all their demands? Maybe not, and they
would just say, respectfully, make your best recommendation (negative or positive) and they will
move forward with City Council. He thinks the commission is right, it is probably unwise for them to
move forward at this point with a negative recommendation from staff. To review some of the
history, they have owned the property 15-16 years and they have been very patient. The./Amazon
effect is very real. They were in limbo for a few years when UDOT said they were going to lose that
ground and once you lose that one junior anchor it makes it very difficult to have the second junior
anchor; the center has to take on a whole new look and feel. They think it will'be very walkable, it is
right there by the park and they are very concerned about safety. He disagrees with Planner Mann’s
comments about traffic. They have an independent traffic engineer saying the trip generation is night
and day. Their allowed use is 800 or so cars and the residential would be around 250.as Mr. Seamans
cited. That is a real thing and he knows they will hear from the neighbors about how they don’t want
it, but safety is an issue and what they are proposing is less traffic and he will stand by that. Those
are his quick comments, but he’s trying to be sensitive to everyone’s time:

Commissioner Catmull said part of the traffic study that was shown in the packet they received
talked about how that traffic study and counts were done, it was based off of ITE. Those are
published multiple years apart so it is based on same history, butthen on another part of this
conversation we are saying we are in this unique situation with the pandemic and commercial issues,
and he believes the traffic has changed as the remote work force has changed. Those AM and PM
counts are probably not as high because people are working from home and maybe making different
trips. He feels that is something to be aware of in the traffic conversations to be consistent, since the
traffic study they had was based off of books and past and they are trying to apply it to a currently
unique circumstance and he wants them to be cognizant of that as well.

Mr. Peterson said that is great feedback and they can certainly bring a traffic engineer (the one hired
to do the study) to speak to that because he can speak to it much more intelligently than he can.

Chair Hollist said Mr. Peterson alluded to something that she thinks would be good for our
participants to understand. If we do end up voting on this item this evening, this panel does not have
the authority to make the final decision. The commission is the recommending board and their
recommendation would be forwarded on to City Council. There would be another public hearing,
they would hear the issue just like the commission has tonight, but ultimately the final decision rests
with them. They do overrule the commission sometimes, in fact the first item agenda she remembers
the commission voting against and here it was. They are not the final say by any means.

Chair Hollist opened up the hearing for public comment.

Camille Frandsen (Resident) said she is in a unique situation as she has probably proposed to the
commission more than once. She lives on the south end with the other townhouses so she has come
up and fought for the stop signs that were on that street and the red zoning by the park. They now
have permits on half of their neighborhood because of the townhomes and parking; the townhome
residents don’t park in their garages, they use them as storage. They rent the units out so they have
four to five people living in a three bedroom townhouse, which creates five additional cars. So, when
they propose that they want this parking, it is really hard to see where else they are going to park.



South Jordan City 12
Planning Commission Meeting

May 11, 2020

They have that little trail way between Vasa and the paint shop, so that’s an easy walk through; they
will park in the neighborhood in front of all of their houses and then go back and forth where their
main cars are not on Harvest Pointe Drive. That’s a huge concern. She has been fighting this since
2017. They can have traffic reports that show in one direction it is 2,000 cars a week going back and
forth on their street, which is ridiculous for how small their neighborhood is. Second, they are
proposing parking along Harvest Pointe Drive. Great idea, but it’s not going to be used for the
residents, it is going to be used by the people who come to the park. If you’ve ever driven down the
street, they red zoned the one side because they couldn’t even get two cars down the street. The way
it bends and curves, you are lucky if there aren’t traffic accidents now. By having parking available
to the people who come visit the park it isn’t going to be for the residents, it’s going to be for the
park people. She is glad they are recognizing the safety of the park for how many times a kid runs out
in the middle of the street; they are worried that it will eventually happen and whose kid will it
happen to. Those are her main concerns being on the other side, and she knows everyone else who is
closer will have more concerns.

Rachel Rasmussen (Resident) said her home is just across the way from the houses that back the
property that we are talking about today. She also has a unique perspective because she also lived in
the DR Horton townhomes that are on the south side of the neighborhood. She has seen firsthand
some of these concerns that are being brought up tonight. It is a real thing, people don’t use their
garages for parking and there are multiple renters (some of which she knows personally) that have
three to four people in the same house with four different vehicles, so this is a valid concern. Just
today, she has a picture of 10 cars that are parked on the side where Camille was saying it is used by
the park users and it happens like that every day; where they come down the street and it’s just lined
with cars and it’s a real safety concern with-her having five young kids. The traffic studies that have
been done in the neighborhood, the news stories that have come because of the amount of traffic and
speeding in the area are proof. The idea of increasing the possibility of more parking in front of their
homes and more foot traffic in frontof their homes is a real concern. If the Peterson Developer’s
traffic study was true, and having an economic type zone there increased traffic to their area, she
actually wouldn’t mind that; she thinks she would prefer that because that wouldn’t increase traffic in
front of her home where her children play or her two year old toddles out into the street all the time.
She would prefer that it remain a business, even if it some sort of shipment/Amazon center or
WalMart where people are comingand going because they are accustomed to that. There is a UPS
store with trucks coming in and out, and that isn’t a concern for her. Her concern is traffic right in
front of her home and parking right in front of her home.

Paul Stringham (Applicant — Peterson Development) said he wants to reel this back a little bit. He
wants to start with his thoughts on the premise that they are very hopeful as a company that they can
find this right compromise because they want to recognize, and they do recognize, the needs of the
community and city. He believes with Peterson Development, who he has worked with and consulted
with for 37 years, they do take this interest and position seriously. He has signed and negotiated with
every lease that is in that project. For every spot that is vacated, with new tenants coming in, he has
been instrumentally involved. For 15 years this piece of property that we are referring to, he can
count on three fingers the amount of interest they have had in commercial activity; it is simply not
there. It is a challenge, it doesn’t have frontage off of 10400 South (South Jordan Parkway). They
deal with it, right now it is a field and more of a weed abatement program than anything else they are
engaged in. They would like to do something with this. The whole retail sector has changed, it has
been completely redefined since they started this project back in 2006 and to find an anchor or junior
anchor that size that you can really count on, you can count on two or three fingers tenants who want
to be there in that kind of space; they have consolidated and it is very difficult to do. Leasing smaller
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space could be done with a residential component there. He believes, as Mr. Seaman and Mr.
Peterson have mentioned, that there has got to be some sort of mixed use component there where
they believe it could be compatible to the neighborhood. He also understands that position of
neighbors there that would prefer to see it the way it is, because it doesn’t increase traffic and is a
field. They pay property taxes on it every year and they have suffered on this project for 15 years.
When Albertson’s moved out of this project overnight, unbeknownst to them and the community, it
wasn’t right. They had a position to take, they had the option to throw the towel in and put a chain
link fence up around the property when construction costs were at their highest point; they chose to
lower rents to anywhere from $25 a square foot to $10-$11 a square foot. That was not.a break-even
scenario. They have been feeding that project for a long time. This is a hardship on.a developer and
he is not looking for mercy or pity on that, they are not as a company, but they have covered the debt
and shortfall for every month for 15 years. They would hope that they can find a resolution in
working with the community to make this work. He hopes what he has to say is of value because
they do care about South Jordan, they have developed a lot here and they enjoy. the relationship with
the city, the community and with their neighbors.

Danny Wehungie (Resident) said he lives on Harvest Pointe, at the stop sign at the intersection of
Grassy Meadow. He just wants to echo some of the things that Mrs. Rasmussen stated. They moved
into their house about two years ago, bought their first house there with his wife and two kids. They
were excited about the neighborhood, street, park, all of those things. The first morning they came
out, they had both of their cars parked on the road and came out to see they had both been totaled and
smashed by a hit and run driver. It was a very challenging time for them and a welcome to Harvest
Pointe and the safety issues. With the amount of traffic that they have seen and witnessed every day
from their front porch, the number of people that cut through their area to get to Bangerter, he thinks
he would agree with Mrs. Rasmussen that he would rather it stay commercial. He feels like the local
traffic that would come up and down would be more. The traffic study from the beginning seemed
flawed to him and that it was looking.at a big box commercial real estate, but now in the same vein
we are talking about how commercial real estate has changed and we can’t lease that property out so
he is getting somewhat conflicting arguments and logic around that property and how it would be
used, the amount of traffic it would bring to the neighborhood. If you just walk up and down the
street you can look and'see there are trees that are planted next to the park; some of those trees are
bigger and smaller. Just in the last two years he has lived there cars have come over the curb dodging
other cars and have destroyed those trees. It is only a matter of time, with that traffic and that curve,
with the properties that are around, that two people dodge and someone goes over a curb and
something terrible happens with the kids at the park. For them, it was just their cars, those can be
replaced with insurance, but people’s lives and people who live in the neighborhood would generally
agree that less traffic is better and personally he doesn’t believe the traffic study.

Mark Nelson (Resident) lives one house in from the intersection of Grassy Meadow and Poppy
Meadow Lane. What his neighbors have said is 100% true, the situations they’ve described are all
there. The traffic is unreal some nights, especially when Neilsen’s is busy. On an average day when
school ends you’re going to see 15-20 cars parked along Harvest Pointe at that park. Those parking
spaces would be taken by this change to the property and there would be nowhere for the people who
come to the park to park there. On the parking situation, their concern is that on Poppy Meadow Lane
and Grassy Meadow there is a walkway into the development that is there to access the commerce
over there. If these townhomes are put in, the east end of that project will be a perfect access point to
their community. In his previous neighborhood over there, the Villas at Sterling Village, he was right
on the corner where they put the road through and it became a walkway; the issues that come with
that are not good. If it is just them accessing the commerce it’s not a big deal, but if others start to
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access their neighborhood for parking in their community they are running into another situation. He
knows that many of his neighbors have expressed that they are not going to take it, there will be fight
and pushback to keep them out of their community. If they are going to move forward with this
project at any time he asks that walkway to possibly be gated off for the utility units in there, to only
be accessed by the city or the utility companies. He understands the situation Peterson Development
is in, it has been sitting forever and personally he would love to see something go in there. It is sad
that he said there have only been three applicants who even expressed interest in it, but they would
love to see more commerce in there. It is sad Albertson’s doesn’t exist in there anymore, they would
have used it to death.

Brad Neves (Resident) said he is across the street from Danny. They woke up that morning to see
his and his wife’s vehicles, along with a third, smashed by a driver that ran through the stop sign. The
amount of traffic and width of these streets are not really supportive of the volume that they have. He
asked for the dates from the traffic study that Peterson did. His concern about the dates is that most
likely it has been since the pandemic began, since people were moved to home offices and kids have
been homeschooled, and he finds it very hard to believe that residential application of this land as
proposed would actually reduce traffic. He doesn’t understand, at the very least it might reduce
traffic with the commercial in the PM hours, but what he and-all.his neighbors have been concerned
with and expressed is that they would see an increase in street parking. There are a lot of young
families on Harvest Pointe to begin with, and as time goes on, where most homes are two car garages
and many of those are still parking only one vehicle (as people have the right and choose to use
garages for storage). As families age, these children will start driving. There will be more vehicles in
each home, and the parking problem will just grow from.their own existing community. He has a few
concerns, and Peterson can address how they’ve calculated their parking figures, but he does know
that they are currently listed as the owner of some of that commercial space and parking. They are
not guaranteed to always hold those parcels or properties and they can’t therefore claim any parking
space that is not part of the parcel that they are considering developing. He would ask the
commission to not let them include those spaces in the counts of their parking estimate. Like his
other neighbors have expressed, please don’t let them include any parking that is not included or in
the land unit itself. To Peterson he would say he is a businessman himself, he doesn’t like seeing
other businesses struggle or have issues. We can’t control everything, we put ourselves at risk in
business and Albertson’s leaving was difficult for their company; the loss of rent and receivables
because they had to devalue it is tough. They are not as a neighborhood looking to see a company
take a loss, but the values that they might experience in their own homes’ decreasing due to this
proposal would force a loss on some of them, so it’s not their concern to necessarily see a max profit
come out of the proposal that would hurt the safety, appearance and appeal of what has been a great
neighborhood and community. He has lived there for five years now. To Mr. Stringham he would say
even though they don’t want to see the proposal go through as it is, that doesn’t mean that they don’t
want to see it improved. As others have said, they would love to see the appeal look nicer than it is.
They see the concrete waste disposals there, the weeds, but it would be nice to see something better
than that. An entire commercial or professional development there, most of the neighbors would
rather see that than the townhomes. He doesn’t know that he’s going to make a lot of other points
tonight that are much different from the other neighbors, so he will respect the time to hand it back.
He would ask the council to vote to deny if they are going to vote as it was recommended at the onset
of this public comment section.

Tina Falk (Resident) said her property is to the south and shares the fence line of this Peterson
Property. She is in a little bit of a unique situation. She agrees with everything that has been said up
to this point from her neighbors and neighborhood. They picked this property for a reason, because it
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was on the outskirts of the development. Her kids are older, they (the residents) are older and didn’t
want to be in the center of a community, in the center of backyards and that kind of stuff. She feels
with this development going in that they are being forced to live in a multi-family development
because they are going to have several units within 25-30 feet from their fence line. Their backyard is
very short, which they wanted since downsizing and moving from Herriman. They like their
backyard and knew that this was zoned commercial and that there could be potential for another
building like what already exists being put there that is run during business hours. They were not
prepared for this, to be sitting in her backyard and hearing a motorcycle start up in the garage or a
DIY project happening with a saw right outside her back door. She is not prepared to hear the
garbage and recycling crew going down her fence line, her bedroom windows are on the back side of
the house for the most part. She does live right along that pathway where people walk from their
neighborhood to Vasa, Domino’s and Roxberry’s; her community does love that part. She loves the
idea of being able to have more of that content there in their neighborhood. She is also concerned and
sent staff her thoughts in a presentation that she believes was passed on to the commission. She is
concerned about the residents that will live on the north side of these townhomes thatback up against
these commercial buildings. You will see pictures she took, she doesn’t need to stalk the UPS store
as it’s there every day; sometimes during Christmas time there are five UPS trucks jockeying for
position. There are people that are picking up their big parcels; the Sherwin-Williams guys, and who
knows who else is going to move into that other strip area there. If she was a resident there and had
to back out, running late for work and needing to get her child to school and had to sit there and wait
for a semi-truck to move that is going to be an issue..She doesn’t see how squishing a bunch of
people in this awkward area is enticing to purchase, especially at the costs of things now, to live in a
setting like this. She is not in favor of the townhomes at all, and she does hope they can come to a
conclusion and solve this issue. She very much values what Peterson is wanting to do with the
walkway and adding parking for the park, but she believes there is another path and she hopes they
can all be a part of this and bring the community together. She doesn’t want these people to move
into these townhomes and they are hated by this whole section to the south of them, that’s not a good
way to have a new beginning. The commission can review her presentation and she will leave it at
that.

Abhiram Guvvala (Resident) was unable to enable his video, but said what the neighbors have said
it absolutely true. The biggest challenge on this proposal for townhomes is that they are comparing
the parking with the Rushton‘Meadows Townhomes, which is already bad. You don’t want to
compare against bad and say “we are good.” In order to make things better we need to take a better
step not to compare against something which is not right, and then showing what their problem is and
that they are addressing it. Along with all the points he wants the commission to consider that the
comparison is not correct here.

Everett Rasmussen (Resident) said they are very passionate about this and some of it is outside the
context of tonight, but as may or not have been shared he wanted to share that they moved into
Rushton Meadows at the beginning of the development five years ago. They spent two years in the
townhomes, three years in the single family homes, and the reason you hear everyone so passionate
is because the issues have just kept coming at them. First it was no driveways in the townhouse
development of DR Horton. Then of course as those moved from being owned by the occupants to
then being rented out and all the car issues, community parking in that area turned to permit only
with predatory towing coming. Then, dozens of parking stalls painted on the road by the canal and
LDS meetinghouse and the neighborhood to the west, followed by the park installed with no
dedicated parking. He did notice there is a little sign that says “this parking lot is shared with
Neilsen’s Frozen Custard.” As they all know, nobody is using that and he is curious to know, as
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hindsight is 20/20, what the options are for this area. He would love to see the park built there instead
of the townhomes, it would have made a lot more sense than backing a canal and a road with no
parking. If that is an option he thinks certainly the neighborhood would love that, he doesn’t know
the economics of that piece but it would certainly be something. If they are not getting any
commercial bids they would love to propose a park there with actual adequate access. However, with
the 11 homes being bulldozed, in recent memory they have been beat up as a community. Now they
are dealing with the Bangerter expansion, then with this proposed rezone and jamming the
townhomes it really just feels like the last straw for a lot of them as residents. He and his wife chose
to stay in the neighborhood because they love the people there and the problems just keep.coming.
He knows Peterson is feeling the effects of a lot of those and so they are not blaming them for some
of this backstory, but that’s really what has happened to them as a community. They have had issue
after issue. He is Danny’s neighbor and remembers when he moved in, they all keep talking about it
but it’s just indicative of the problem. It is representative of the emotions they all feel, that they are
feeling crammed. Another point regarding traffic is that there are a number of homes due west of the
LDS meetinghouse that, over the last several months, have been built out very rapidly and will add
significantly more traffic on Harvest Pointe Drive as those folks then use that road to access South
Jordan Parkway. As those homes are completed they will have even more traffic along that road.
They have been beat up, some things have been out of their control and they get that, and they are not
looking to take down Peterson or anything as they are a business and they want them to succeed as
well. They agree with the denial that has been proposed and they would love to see something more
amenable to both sides of the equation here.

Mindi Butterfield (Resident) said that something she doesn’t believe has been brought up yet about
the traffic is that if this is going to be zoned as commercial, she doesn’t see people coming in on
Harvest Pointe for that purpose. If they are coming for commercial they are going to come in off of
10400 South, they are not going to be using Harvest Pointe Drive. If she was looking for a
commercial space and trying to find it, she wouldn’t go into a neighborhood, she would look off of
where Vasa is, she wouldn’t even be entering Harvest Pointe Drive. She doesn’t think their numbers
can be right because the traffic they are getting is residential, it is not from the businesses.

Commissioner Gedge motioned to suspend the rules and allow additional comments to be made
by repeat members of the public. Chair Hollist seconded the motion. Vote was 5-0, unanimous
in favor.

Mr. Neves said hewas still looking for the dates of the traffic study, and beyond that he wanted to
propose to.not allow a future study to happen in the event that Peterson wants to do another study
until the Bangerter expansion has been completed. Now that 10400 South has been shut down at
Bangerter, their traffic patterns are vastly different and another study should not be done until they
resume more of a regular pattern.

Commissioner Nathan Gedge said the dates for the traffic study are in the packet, but they will
address that question after public comment is closed.

Chair Hollist closed the hearing to public comment.
Chair Hollist said there are a lot of concerns to get to, most seem to revolve around parking, traffic,

speeding, views, change in the zone and having something come in that was not anticipated. As far as
questions, she believes the first one was regarding the walkway. She asked what the options were
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with the walkway, if it was part of an HOA agreement or does the city have some measure of control
over that walkway to gate it off, should it be requested by the residents of the neighborhood.

Assistant City Engineer Jeremy Nielsen said he would look at the parcel data, but believes it would
be controlled by the HOA. After research he discovered it is controlled by the city.

Chair Hollist asked what the city would do if the residents called and expressed an interest in having
that gated off, or having a gate installed that only certain people can open.

Engineer Nielsen said he hasn’t been asked this before, gating off a walkway. He doesn’t know the
purpose of the walkway but they would certainly look at it and see if it was something they could do.
He doesn’t see any reason why it would be an emergency access or anything like that. Maybe it is a
utility corridor, but they could come up with a way to still access those utilities. Right now he doesn’t
see a reason why that couldn’t be done if there was pretty strong support of that:

Chair Hollist said that Mr. Nielsen with our Engineering Department is very responsive. Our city is
very responsive when issues come up, so in the future, should there be a desire to limit the access
through that walkway, the city is somebody that you could reach out to and work with to accomplish
that. The next question she had was from Mr. Neves and it was the date on the traffic study. For the
benefit of those joining tonight, if you go to the city’s website under “meeting minutes” (where you
went to find the link for the meeting this evening) there are several options where you can see our
agenda and you can see our agenda with supporting documents. The supporting documents link will
open up the entire packet they have had access to thatincludes staff reports, letters between the city
and the applicant on this particular issue, and.she believes it will give you the dates of that traffic
study.

Commission Gedge said he is looking at it right now and it is dated October 14, 2020, but there is no
date range of when the study was conducted on the three pages, so we may want to invite the
applicant to shed some light if they have that information.

Engineer Nielsen said on that traffic study they did not go out and do formal counts, it was more of a
comparison of land uses; what a shopping center would look like versus 28 townhomes. Then, the
data that they used to determine the number of trips is based on historical measured data that the ITE
manual provides as trip. generation numbers that they use to estimate the number of trips that those
different land uses would generate. They followed standard transportation engineering practices in
generating that report. Where they were only looking at that particular land use that didn’t exist, there
was no need for them to go out and actually measure traffic counts on Harvest Pointe Drive.

Chair Hollist asked to confirm that those tables are generated from data pre-pandemic.

Engineer Nielsen said they are pre-pandemic. The ITE manual data goes all the way back to the
1980s, they have been collecting data since then. Whoever works for that group that develops those
numbers they compile all that data. As far as Covid counts, UDOT has seen a reduction in trips by
about 10%-15% on the major highways, so that kind of gives us an idea. As far as how that compares
to number of trips to a shopping center versus a townhome, he doesn’t really have a good idea, but
10%-15% is kind of the mark of how Covid has affected us at this point. It is hard to say how that
will normalize as we open back up.
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Commissioner Catmull said when they were talking overall traffic counts, do they have any input or
knowledge on how it has affected AM and PM traffic counts, or the peak, as we have been in the
pandemic.

Engineer Nielsen said he hasn’t studied it in that detail, other than the peak correlates really strongly
to the total daily count. If the total daily count has dropped by 10%-15% then our peak likely has
followed that 10%-15% as well. There are always cases where the trips are spread out a little more
with more remote work. There are a lot of variables, but at this point all he has is the 10%-15% for
Covid.

Commissioner Catmull said he presumes that the rigor for this type of application'was appropriately
followed and his comments to the property developer were more about, to the extent that we can,
recognizing both factors; if we are going to apply the pandemic on one side, we should apply and talk
about that on the other side as well.

Engineer Nielsen said some of the people on Zoom questioned the trips that would'go down Harvest
Pointe Drive, and that is a valid point they are making. In the report it mentions the trip generation of
755 trips for a shopping center, that is just what that shopping center would generate. The study did
not say they believe 20% are going to come off of South Jordan Parkway, 30% will access from
Harvest Pointe Drive. This study was more of a comparison of the total number of trips from the
source. We should keep that in mind, it is not saying.that all of those trips would be directly off of
Harvest Pointe Drive, it would be spread out among the differentaccesses. He is sure they would use
Harvest Pointe Drive, but there would be a percentage that would use other accesses as well.

Chair Hollist asked for comments on the space that would be between the Sherwin-Williams
buildings and the driveways of what is proposed, as there was concern about those driveways being
blocked. Is it meant to be just a pass through lane, is it appropriate to technically park on (whether or
not the reality is that they do).

Planner Mann said this is something they hadn’t really taken a close look at. It does look like the
concept shows the standard minimum of 24 feet wide interior driveways that you would find between
rows in parking stalls. If there is going to be space there utilized by deliveries and other vehicles, in
addition to potential for cars to back out of their garages, that does provide a conflict in those uses
especially in the morning it seems like; that definitely is a valid concern.

Chair Hollist asked if when staff is working with the applicant, would they recommend a bigger
setback.

Planner Mann said it would come down to how the overall development is laid out, to make sure that
those concerns are addressed as much as possible so there isn’t that much of a conflict between those
users.

Chair Hollist said for educational purposes, can they address the parking issues; specifically, which
parking spots would be assigned to this property and can thus confidently be counted as parking
spots for this development versus what is out in the commercial parking lot.

Planner Mann said you can see the odd shape of this parcel does extend to the north. Like the
applicant said, there is existing parking there, so that could be counted as far as parking that is on
site. Our code does restrict what parking can be used for specific use, he believes it is within 400
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feet. The parking stalls have to be within 400 feet to be considered usable for a specific use on the
property. There is also looking at it not by our code, but just by how land or development would be
used; the likelihood that people are going to park on the north end of that little finger that comes out
of the parcel where the existing parking is to park daily and then walk the distance to the townhomes
doesn’t seem legitimate. It is more likely that parking will be used by any development of the
office/condo are that is shown on the concept plan (the blue buildings).

Chair Hollist said to address the concern that was expressed by Mr. Rasmussen, how would we
ensure that the parking that has been set aside for these units is always tied to these units. Let’s say
the developer decided to subdivide and separate the residential from the commercial, is there any
way to write into the agreement that certain spots must remain with the residential portion.

Planner Mann said yes, that would have to be clearly stated in the development agreement,
something like “the existing parking can’t be used in the parking calculations for the use, the use in
this case will require this ratio rather than our standard ratio.” That’s where the development
agreement plays the most important part with this type of proposal or concept, where we are basically
creating all the requirements for the zone for any development to ensure the impact on existing
residents, property owners and businesses is as low as possible:

Chair Hollist asked the other commissioners if she had addressed all the specific questions that were
brought up during public comment.

Commissioner Gedge said there was one that was raised repeatedly and he wants to bring it up to
staff for response. They said there are a lot of rentals going on in this area. He is assuming that is part
of capitalism, people can rent out their home, but do we have any type of plans for a rental cap or an
Air B&B cap like Millcreek and other cities have started to implement so those types of rentals have
to be registered with the city, to at least somewhat limit the number of vehicles per unit to help with
the parking issues.

Planner Schindler said he believes the city has a rule that if you own a certain number of rental units
you have to register with the city and get a business license and operate that way, but as rentals
within the same structure (one townhome has four to five people living in it that are unrelated) the
city doesn’t have any way of limiting the number of units that are rentals. They could require them to
put it in the development agreement that they have to set these up as owner occupied, or set a limit
that you can only own one unit but you have to live in that one and can use another as a rental. The
developer themselves could also not subdivide them and make them rented townhomes so they are all
rentals and own them, and continue to own them. He is not sure what the plan is for that, but he
assumes, since they have sales prices listed in the staff report, that they were intending on selling
them and not renting them out. At some point in the staff report the density was mentioned, that they
are proposing being nearly 11 units per acre; it has been the city council’s practice when they
approve townhomes through the PD zone to not go above 8 units per acre, and this is another reason
why the staff is recommending denial because they think that density is too high.

Chair Hollist asked for the density of the Ivory Homes project that had the workforce units in them.
Planner Schindler said it was less than 8, but along with the townhomes they also had a large piece of

property that had single family residences on it, which is why their density was lower. This one is a
smaller property and it is only proposed for townhomes.
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Chair Hollist said that in the staff packet it showed south of this property is zoned RM-8, the
applicant however claimed there were 15.4 units per acre.

Planner Schindler said in the entire Rushton Meadows project there is 8 units per acre, it’s just that
there are areas of that that are less and of course the townhouse areas are higher, but it is the entire
development that is counted in that.

Attorney Simonsen said he wanted to point out an error he should have caught sooner in the staff
report. It says on page four of the staff report that their alternatives tonight are to recommend denial
of the application, to propose modifications to the application, or to schedule the application for a
decision at some future date. The report does not say that you can recommend approval of the
application and he wanted to make sure that nobody has been deceived by hisfailure to catch that
error in the report.

Chair Hollist said she believes they have addressed the concerns brought up by residents, she is sure
they have also reviewed the concerns that staff brought up. There were concerns about the
landscaping and where the air conditioning units will be, garage size and standard setbacks, as well
as general concerns about not having sufficient information te feel comfortable recommending this.
She is open to suggestions on how they want to proceed this evening. Attorney Simonsen just laid
out some of their options, she is curious to have the applicant weigh in as well, whether he is
interested in continuing to work with the city. They could potentially table this and bring it back
when they and the city feel like they have addressed some of these concerns. They can certainly vote
on it this evening and forward it on to City Council; like she said, they are just a recommending
body, they do not make a final decision. They are welcome to listen to the commission’s
conversation and then at that point they can call the applicant up to ask what their preference is.

Commissioner Morrissey said the issues before us are usually pretty straight forward so he doesn’t
have much to say on those. On this issue there is obviously a lot of controversy and a lot of
discussion, a lot of opportunity for usto refine this project to something that he thinks we all want to
see in that area. He would like to see that area built out. He doesn’t want to see that area built out in a
way that restricts future opportunities for that mixed use and he feels that the staff has presented
some opposition to the current plan because they feel it doesn’t meet all the needs of the city in that
area as far as what it is currently designated for. He thinks there needs to be some refinement of the
application, of the proposal, through the process that has been set up and our staff at the city does a
great job of working through those issues and takes all the time necessary to address those to its
fullest extent; they usually satisfy the majority of those issues and he feels like the applicants did too.
This is an‘opportunity to reset and do just that. This is a very unique situation on a unique piece of
property and area. He understands where the citizens and residents are coming from because he lives
near this area. He lived in this area before that development behind this current proposal was even
developed and understands the anxiety, frustration and emotions that can go into high density or
proposed high density like this one; the situations in which they are putting their families in and what
they thought this area would or could be based on what it is designated to be. He thinks, through the
economic times we live in and through the transition of current land use and how it is currently
proposed, there is going to be some changes made based on the times. Those times are now.
Unfortunately and fortunately for this applicant there is a realization of this. They named it the
Amazon effect and he gravitated towards that because he understood it. In business right now there is
a transition, people are working from home with less opportunity to rent out office space because of
the online presence that we are seeing and people are gravitating towards. That is great, that is how
the economy works and how we change and grow. At this time though, unfortunately for the
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applicant, they are the guinea pig and we get to go through this process together. It is going to be a
little longer than usual. They mentioned eight months, it may take a little longer to figure this out so
we are comfortable with it as a city and as a recommending body, and so the citizens are comfortable
with it. There is going to be an education process involved. The citizens are going to have to learn
how to check their emotions a little bit, which is hard because they have invested a lot in that area.
They have put their families there and they want to see them grow up there. There is a park there now
with an ice cream shop that they want to walk to. They have family and friends there and don’t want
to move. They want to invest and they want to stay, but they want to see that area built out in a way
they feel like they can stay and feel safe; like there are enough precautions and measures put in place
that they feel comfortable with, and we just aren’t there yet. We can get there, but there is going to be
some understanding and compromise on both sides, and that’s where he is at as far as his thoughts;

he feels that staff is not there yet either. He still recommends that we table this for an undetermined
amount of time and allow the applicant to go back to staff to work out some of the issues which the
staff has pointed out, and come to a conclusion and maybe recommendation that we do feel more
comfortable with.

Commissioner Steve Darby said it seems to him that the biggest concerns, as far as the development,
come down to the density and parking. Of course the traffic is-a huge issue, but based on a
comparison, if that was a vibrant commercial area it would actually be generating more traffic than a
residential area; even if it is a high density residential area. It seems like the builder is willing to
make some accommodations. They have talked about reducing the south end there to two stories
instead of three stories, they have talked about installing the flashing lights to help the community; he
thinks that shows they are willing to work with the city and the current residents in that area, but it
still comes down to density and actual parking spots. He has some concerns with that, and he is
happy to go either way. If they decided to vote on this tonight he would probably lean towards not
recommending approval to the city council. His inclination is to table it and bring it back to staff and
let them work with the builder and-let them see what they can figure out. He understands that there
are some economic decisions based in reducing density, but if the city council won’t typically
approve higher density than eight it doesn’t make sense to try and jam through 11. He thinks we are
fighting a losing battle in attempting that. His inclination would be to table this.

Chair Hollist agrees with what has been said. She is sensitive to the difficulties that they are facing
commercially in an uncertaintime. With that said, they have land use plans so people can know what
to expect so when a change like this comes before them. They are very careful and cautious, and she
would probably recommend that the city help them work with the city council and mayor, as
appropriate, to potentially start working on a development agreement so that they will be brought a
plan that is firm. So they don’t make a change, as Commissioner Morrissey has seen before, where
something different ultimately gets built rather than what was anticipated. It may be that a mixed use
is appropriate at this site. In working with staff they may come up with what that looks like, but right
now it feels like it is solely focused on being high density residential. She barely feels like the
commercial aspect has been addressed, and maybe that’s because the applicant doesn’t have a tenant
in mind yet and that concerns her a little. As Commissioner Morrissey indicated, they don’t always
anticipate everything that is encompassed in a land use change or rezone when they initially pass
them, so she would be more comfortable if this was accompanied with a development agreement that
was very specific. She thinks that the staff will be able to help guide them as to the will of City
Council; they know very well what City Council does and doesn’t like and she knows they are very
happy with the workforce units that just went in with lvory Homes so that would be a very good
angle to approach with them in this. The inclination is to encourage the applicant to do this, so that
they can find something successful with this piece of property.
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Commissioner Catmull echoes a lot of the comments that have been made. He generally, at some
level, likes the buffer and feels this is a compatible buffer between commercial and what is existing
there in principal; to have this type of product if you can’t get commercial, this would be somewhat
amenable to him. He does struggle with the density and he feels that because of that there is a lot of
very interesting items to it that just don’t feel like they fit when they describe the conceptual plan.
Things like parking across the street by the park, that was listed as a potential and that’s okay if that’s
off the table, but as Chair Hollist talked about there were other things related to the distance between
and where people would go. There are just some things about it that feel a little odd to-him and might
be resolved if the density was a little lower, and that might make it more amenable to City Council.
He goes back and looks at what the PD floating zone gives them and its focus, and it is around the
unique situation, substantial benefit to the city and then they talked about the quality that could
supersede whatever existing zoning was there. He thinks the one that qualifies the most is the unique
situation. He has lived in this area for almost 24 years and clearly he knows 20 or so of the years this
has been there, so he appreciates the applicant having to figure out how to do this andthe economic
situation we are in. As far as the substantial benefit to the city, we talked about the workforce and the
housing crisis. He has looked at a lot of the inventory that has been approved that is coming online in
the city and that is not as strong of an argument for him to make.a PD zone as a substantial benefit to
the city over this small property. Lastly, key to him in being able to get the development agreement,
is good relationships with the city staff and council in getting to that agreement. As Commissioner
Morriseey talked about, it is hard for him to get into that mindset when the recommendation is to
deny because perhaps there is some disconnect there. It is vital for him to know that when a
development agreement is required, all the parties can collaboratively work together to the benefit of
all. As the applicant and representative has discussed, it is difficult to manage everyone’s
expectations. It is so hard, especially in unique circumstances; however that is what is required. We
have this intersection of all these interests and sometimes that does take a little bit of extra time. He
is on the fence, but if they had to vete tonight he would deny. He is open to tabling and resetting as
others have suggested if that’s what the applicant wants to do; build that confidence again that they
can collaboratively work together. The applicant might be closer than they think, but he thinks they
need to make some sort of effort, for him at least, to be more comfortable with a recommendation.

Commissioner Gedge has the same feelings as the rest of the commission. He thinks tabling would be
in the best interest, if that is amenable to the applicant. That will allow these issues, questions and
concerns to be resolved and work towards a development agreement. However, if they are not ready
for that he follows the opinion of the fellow commissioners of forwarding a negative
recommendation. This is a unique parcel/property and he compliments Peterson for coming up with
something, a possible solution here. He thinks that everyone participating tonight needs to understand
that'is not going to stay a field forever, there is something that is going to go in there. The residents
are going to have to give a little give and take as well. There are going to be additional cars. The
economics that Peterson is doing, sitting on an empty parcel right now, he understands their situation.
If the applicant is amenable to tabling that is what he would like to do so they can work through all
these issues, start to work on the development agreement with the city and have those conversations
with council, the mayor and staff as well to address the concerns brought up this evening. If the
applicant is not comfortable with tabling this, then let them go forward to the next step. As they saw
with their first item this evening, the council and mayor have overridden previous commissions, but
he would like to ask Chair Hollist to invite the applicant up and see how they would like to proceed.

Mr. Peterson said these have been some very thoughtful questions and responses, and very civil and
respectful comments from the neighbors; even better than their first Zoom call which wasn’t
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necessarily bad, but it was handled well tonight. Not all the problems of growth and traffic are on the
developer, but they have a bit of a bullseye anytime they propose something as it is a sensitive and
complicated issue. He is leaning towards the option of tabling it. They will certainly look at density
and parking, all of their parking counts did not include the street parking or the little finger, they just
did everything around the brown buildings. They will be back before the commission and they can
continue to add some finer detail. They will certainly look at the density. We are in a housing crisis
and he wants to bring up the comment about the Amazon effect. We are in a different world, where
are our kids going to be able to live and afford. He wants to say to people who don’t want this
development that they are going to need infill housing like this and it is going to continue to be the
norm. Working through these challenging issues of where people park, and how you regulate that,
isn’t something he has all the answers for here tonight. They will certainly look at that through
CC&Rs that they can do, but they can’t police everything. The city has been part of that by ticketing,
and he acknowledges that this is something that can be looked at through afresh set of eyes. As far as
the development agreement, they want to have something that ties their hands so that if they sell the
commercial the parking stalls are still allocated to this project. They already have a real estate
agreement (RDA) that governs that whole center and this is something that makes it very difficult if
they sell to change that. It was helpful to have Mr. Nielsen talk about the traffic study. It was just
traffic counts rather than a full blown study, but having a traffic.engineer come and explain his
numbers and methodology would be helpful; they certainly didn’t spend the money on a full blown
analysis because there are a lot of upfront costs that go into this and they have to be wise about what
they spend and where. He does think they are proposing a development that would bring down traffic
counts. He knows that could be looked at in more detail and a traffic engineer could answer a lot of
these questions that residents have raised, and they are good questions; however, it was simply a trip
generation report. He thinks they could certainly bring him to the next meeting and he could answer
questions. The gentleman that prepared.it, his name is Joe Perrin, and he is a reputable traffic
engineer here in the valley. They are open to tabling this, working with staff and trying to work
through these issues. They may not-see eye to eye completely on the density, they may still go
forward and give them the thumbs up or down before going on to council, but he thinks it is wise to
do what they’ve recommended tonight.

Chair Hollist asked the commission if they are comfortable tabling this until the applicant is ready to
come back.

Commissioner Gedge asked in the motion to table, do they need to have a specific date, or can they
do a date uncertain-just in case they are not prepared for their next meeting. He wondered if proper
noticingwould then go out if they did it to a date uncertain.

Planner Schindler said if they table it, they don’t have to do it to a certain meeting, it can be tabled
indefinitely. This might be for Legal to answer, but if this is tabled and new development comes
back, technically we already held the public hearing. He wonders if part of the public hearing could
be that we re-notice it for a public hearing at that time too because it could be a totally different type
of project; we would want input again from the neighboring property owners as well. If the legal
department believes that is okay, he would suggest making that part of the motion, to have another
public hearing when it comes back.

Commissioner Gedge asked if since we’ve have the public hearing this evening, and as long as it’s
the same items that come back, do we need to have another public hearing and re-notice.
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Attorney Simonsen said it doesn’t do any good to send it back if there has not been some thoughts
generated and hopefully the new proposal is a little bit different. Even if it’s exactly the same, if the
staff and Peterson couldn’t really come to some kind of mutual understanding, the commission still
needs to take a vote on it and will want to re-open it for a hearing at that time.

Chair Hollist said that if Attorney Simonsen is telling us that’s ok, then that would be her inclination.
There has been enough interest in this issue that she feels it would be appropriate for the commission
to hear from the public again and have it re-noticed.

Commissioner Catmull asked staff about the discussion they had regarding garages-and parking,
whether we think someone might use a parking stall or not and how that might affect. He doesn’t
recall that they have actually done that too often. He can’t remember any discussions where they
have done that, other than situations in Daybreak where they say it’s close to a transit stop so they
think people will do something specific. He doesn’t think they officially can take a position on
whether they think someone might use it, versus if it’s eligible to be used.

Planner Mann said he believes that is where the development agreement comes into play. It wouldn’t
be based on opinion or trying to predict how the property would.be used by the new tenants there, but
anticipating as much as we can, with concrete rules in place, so that when it'is developed any
potential impact is minimized as much as possible within reason.

Commissioner Catmull said it’s more that thingsare very specific to the development agreement so
they get a very firm development agreement that everyone understands because of the unique
situation, what’s at play and what’s been applied for.

Planner Mann said that, for instance, if they put in a requirement that the garage has to be 22x22
which is standard minimum for single family residential, or there needs to be “this many” parking
stalls that are clearly designated for the residential component of this development, those are the
tools that they can use to address that.concern.

Chair Hollist said with a house bill they adopted from last year they had to pick three metrics of a
big, long list and one of those was that if you are within a certain distance of public transportation we
can lower our parking requirements; that is why that always comes up out in Daybreak.

Commissioner Gedge moved that they table File No. PLZBA 202000247, the Harvest Pointe
West land use amendment and rezone, to a future date; during which time the applicant will
work with city staff to address staff’s issues and concerns raised by the commission and the
public, continue to work on a development agreement and once that future date is set that
proper noticing will be made to the general public for a subsequent public hearing.

Commissioner Catmull asked if it matters that the motion says the applicant will do certain things.
Does that matter if they say they have the option to do those things?

Commisioner Gedge amended his motion to say the applicant may work on the items discussed
this evening.

Commissioner Catmull wants to make sure we are not directing specific actions, they are just saying
they are not comfortable and have given feedback where the applicant has said they may or may not
change things.
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Chair Hollist seconded the amended motion. Roll Call Vote was 5-0 unanimous in favor.

Chair Hollist said they meet every two weeks, so some time in the future they anticipate this will be
on their agenda again; anybody that was noticed this evening will be noticed again. They will have
another public hearing to address what the applicant and the city are able to work out on this issue, at

this point they will make a recommendation to City Council and send it to them to make a final
decision on the rezone and land use for this parcel.

X. OTHER BUSINESS — None
ADJOURNMENT

Chair Hollist motioned to adjourn the May 11, 2021 Planning Commission meeting.
Commissioner Gedge seconded the motion.

The May 11, 2021 Planning Commission Meeting adjourned-at 7:58 p.m.

Meeting minutes were prepared by Deputy Recorder Cindy Valdez



SOUTH JORDAN CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT Meeting Date: 6-8-2021

Issue: DAYBREAK SOUTH STATION PLAT 1 AMENDED
SUBDIVISION AMENDMENT

Address: Generally 11319 S. Grandville Avenue

File No: PLPLA202100099

Applicant: Daybreak Communities

Submitted By: Greg Schindler, City Planner
Chris Clinger, Senior Engineer

Staff Recommendation (Motion Ready): Approve File No. PLPLA202100099 as presented.

BACKGROUND

ACREAGE 11.579 Acres

CURRENT LU DESIGNATION Stable Neighborhood (SN)

CURRENT ZONING PC
CURRENT USE Apartment Buildings (Occupied, under construction and

approved but not yet under construction)

STANDARDS FOR SUBDIVISION AMENDMENT REVIEW

The Planning Commission shall receive comment at a public hearing regarding the proposed
subdivision amendment. The Planning Commission may approve the amendment if it finds
good cause to amend the subdivision, and the amendment complies with City Code Chapter
16.14, other City ordinances, and sanitary sewer and culinary water requirements. The
Planning Commission may only deny the amendment if there is no good cause for amending
the subdivision and the proposed amendment does not meet all provisions of City Code
Chapter 16.14, other City ordinances, and sanitary sewer and culinary water requirements.

ANALYSIS

The Gardner Company has filed an application to amend the Daybreak South Station Plat 1
Subdivision. The proposed amendment, if approved will divide the 11.579 acre Lot C-115
into two lots. The reason given for the amendment is for development financing purposes.

In February of 2018, site plan approval was given for the construction of 16 apartment
buildings (473 units) on original lot C-115. Construction of the first 9 buildings, located on
proposed lot C-201, is nearly complete.



STAFF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS:

Findings:

e Development financing purposes are good cause for the amendment since the project
will likely be able to move forward more quickly and provide much needed housing
opportunities in the city.

e The proposed amendment meets all of the provisions of South Jordan Municipal Code
Section 16.14 in regards to amendments to subdivisions.

e The proposed amendment is consistent with the PC zone and Kennecott Master
Subdivision requirements.

e All State subdivision amendment review requirements have been followed.

Conclusions:
e The proposed amended subdivision remains consistent with both the Community
Structure Plan and Daybreak Development Plan.

Recommendation:

e Based on the Findings and Conclusion listed above, Staff recommends that the Planning
Commission take comments at the public hearing and approve the subdivision
amendment, unless, during the hearing, facts are presented that contradict these findings
or new facts are presented, either of which would warrant further investigation by staff.

FISCAL IMPACT:
« None.

ALTERNATIVES:

e Approve the subdivision amendment.

e Deny the subdivision amendment.

e Schedule the application for a decision at some future date.

SUPPORT MATERIALS:

e Aerial Map

e Proposed Amended Plat
e Original Recorded Plat
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SOUTH JORDAN CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT Meeting Date: 6-8-2021

Issue: DAYBREAK SOUTH MIXED USE PLAT 1 AMENDED
SUBDIVISION AMENDMENT
Address: Lots 168-188, 248, 272, 301-302 and a portion of Arranmore Drive
File No: PLPLA202100066
Applicant: Daybreak Communities

Submitted By: Greg Schindler, City Planner
Chris Clinger, Senior Engineer

Staff Recommendation (Motion Ready): Approve File No. PLPLA202100066 subject to City
Council approval of the proposed vacation of a portion of Arranmore Drive.

BACKGROUND

ACREAGE 2.359 Acres

CURRENT LU DESIGNATION Residential Development Opportunity (RD)
CURRENT ZONING PC

CURRENT USE Vacant

STANDARDS FOR SUBDIVISION AMENDMENT REVIEW

The Planning Commission shall receive comment at a public hearing regarding the proposed
subdivision amendment. The Planning Commission may approve the amendment if it finds
good cause to amend the subdivision, and the amendment complies with City Code Chapter
16.14, other City ordinances, and sanitary sewer and culinary water requirements. The
Planning Commission may only deny the amendment if there is no good cause for amending
the subdivision and the proposed amendment does not meet all provisions of City Code
Chapter 16.14, other City ordinances, and sanitary sewer and culinary water requirements.

ANALYSIS

Daybreak Communities on behalf of AMH Development has filed an application to amend
the Daybreak South Mixed Use Plat 1 Subdivision. The proposed amendment, if approved
will accomplish the following:
1. Adjust property lines and drainage easements between lots 169 through 188.
2. Make small changes to private ingress/egress easements and private sewer lateral
easements associated with lots 248, 272, 301 and 302.
3. Vacate a portion of public right-of-way within Arranmore Drive.

The portion of Arranmore drive proposed to be vacated will be a landscaped median near
the street’s intersection with Kitty Hawk Road. When South Mixed Use Plat 1 was recorded



in April of 2020, the median should have been designated a P-lot to be landscaped and
maintained by the Daybreak HOA. Neither the applicant nor City staff noticed this error until
recently.

The property line adjustments and changes to the easements are very slight, generally less
than a 1 ft. change. Vacating the portion of the Arranmore Drive right-of-way will correct an
error that was made on the recorded plat.

STAFF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS:

Findings:

e (Good cause exists for the amendment since lots and easements need to be sized and
located correctly to accommodate impending development.

e City Council approval of the right-of-way vacation is required prior to recording the
amended subdivision.

e The proposed amendment meets all of the provisions of South Jordan Municipal Code
Section 16.14 in regards to amendments to subdivisions.

e The proposed amendment is consistent with the PC zone and Kennecott Master
Subdivision requirements.

e All State subdivision amendment review requirements have been followed.

Conclusions:
e The proposed amended subdivision remains consistent with both the Community
Structure Plan and Daybreak Development Plan.

Recommendation:

e Based on the Findings and Conclusion listed above, Staff recommends that the Planning
Commission take comments at the public hearing and approve the subdivision
amendment subject to City Council approval of the proposed vacation of a portion of
Arranmore Drive, unless, during the hearing, facts are presented that contradict these
findings or new facts are presented, either of which would warrant further investigation by
staff.

FISCAL IMPACT:
« None.

ALTERNATIVES:

e Approve the subdivision amendment.

e Deny the subdivision amendment.

e Schedule the application for a decision at some future date.

SUPPORT MATERIALS:

e Aerial Map

e Proposed Amended Plat
e Original Recorded Plat
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SOUTH JORDAN CITY

PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT Meeting Date: 06/08/2021
]
Issue: UTILITY OUTBUILDING

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
Address: 2612 W. Horseshoe Cir.
File No: PLCUP202100113
Applicant:  John W. Scott

Submitted by: Damir Drozdek, Planner 111

Staff Recommendation (Motion Ready):
e Approve application PLCUP202100113 to allow for construction of a utility outbuilding located at
2612 W. Horseshoe Cir.

ACREAGE: 1.94 acres

CURRENT ZONE: R-1.8 (Single-Family Residential, 1.8 lots per acre) Zone
CURRENT USE: Single-family residence

FUTURE LAND USE PLAN: SN (Stable Neighborhood)

NEIGHBORING ZONES/USES: North — R-2.5 / Single-family residences

South — R-1.8 / Horseshoe Cir. road
West — R-1.8 / Single-family residence
East — R-1.8 / Single-family residence

CONDITIONAL USE REVIEW:

A use is conditional because it may have unique characteristics that detrimentally affect the zone and therefore
are not compatible with other uses in the zone, but could be compatible if certain conditions are required that
mitigate the detrimental effect.

To impose a condition on a use, the detrimental effect must be identified and be based on upon substantial
evidence, not simply a suspicion or unfounded concern. Any condition must be the least restrictive method to
mitigate the detrimental effect.

The Planning Commission shall approve a conditional use permit application if reasonable conditions are
proposed, or can be imposed, to mitigate the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed
conditional use in accordance with applicable standards.

The Planning Commission may deny a conditional use permit application if the reasonably anticipated
detrimental effects of a proposed conditional use cannot be substantially mitigated by the proposal or the
imposition of reasonable conditions to achieve compliance with applicable standards. Further, City Code §
17.18.050 provides:

l. COMPLIANCE AND REVOCATION:
A. A conditional use may be commenced and operated only upon:
1. Compliance with all conditions of an applicable conditional use permit;
2. Observance of all requirements of this title relating to maintenance of
improvements and conduct of the use or business as approved; and
3. Compliance with all applicable local, State, and Federal laws.



B. A conditional use permit may be revoked by the City Council at any time due to the
permittee's failure to commence or operate the conditional use in accordance with
the requirements of subsection A of this section.

BACKGROUND:

The applicant is requesting that the Planning Commission review and approve a Conditional Use Permit for a
utility outbuilding. The proposed structure will be constructed on property located at 2612 W. Horseshoe Cir.
The outbuilding will be situated in the rear yard behind the main building / house. It will be located at the
northeast corner of the property. The building will be multifunctional. According to the applicant, the structure
will be used as a riding arena, storage building and/or a gym.

The footprint of the proposed detached garage is approximately 7,500 sq. ft. or roughly 100°x75’. According to
the Salt Lake Assessor’s office records, the home footprint, including the attached garage, is 3,897 sq. The City
Code allows for staff approval of an accessory building when its footprint is at or below 100% of the home
footprint. When and if a proposed accessory building exceeds this number, an approval can only be given with
approval of a Conditional Use Permit.

The proposed garage will only have one level. The building will top off at approximately 25 in height. The

home itself is only 19° in height as measured from finished grade to the peak. Accessory buildings which are
higher than the main dwelling require approval of a conditional use permit.

STAFE FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATION:

Findings:

e The subject property is located in the R-1.8 zone.

e The outbuilding as proposed requires a conditional use permit approval for both the proposed height and
the footprint size in the R-1.8 zone. See the following Code sections:

e Accessory buildings may not be higher than the main building, except as approved by the Planning
Commission as a conditional use permit. In no case shall an accessory building be greater than
twenty five feet (25') high (817.40.020.1.3.a).

e The footprint of accessory buildings in the R-2.5, R-3, R-4, R-5 and R-M Zones shall not exceed
sixty percent (60%) of the footprint of the main building, including the footprint of an attached
garage, except that the Planning Commission may approve a conditional use permit for an accessory
building with a footprint that is greater than sixty percent (60%) but in no case shall exceed the
footprint of the main building. In the R-1.8 Zone, the footprint of an accessory building, such as a
barn or a stable, shall not exceed the footprint of the main building, except with a conditional use
permit approved by the Planning Commission (817.40.020.1.3.b).

e This neighborhood is rather unique in the City based on the lot sizes and and the number of farm
animals. Average lot sizes are roughly around 2 acres and farm animals are not uncommon here. Based
on these factors, the proposed building size does not appear to be out of character.

e There appears to be at least two other outbuildings in the subdivision that are similar in size to the one
being proposed here.

e Staff has not identified any potential detrimental effects that the proposed structure may cause to the
immediate neighboring properties or the neighborhood in general.

Conclusion:

e The proposed use does not appear to violate any health, safety or welfare standards. In addition, staff was
not able to identify any detrimental effects to the adjacent properties. Therefore the planning staff
recommends approval of the application.



Recommendation:

e Based on the Findings and Conclusions listed above, Staff recommends that the Planning Commission take
comments at the public hearing and approve the Application, unless, during the hearing, facts are presented
that contradict these findings or new facts are presented, either of which would warrant further investigation
by Staff.

ALTERNATIVES:

e Approve the Application with conditions.

e Deny the Application.

e Schedule the Application for a decision at some future date.

SUPPORT MATERIALS:

Aerial Map

Zoning Map

Steel Building Design

Land Layout

Elevation Levels

Size of Home

Assessor’s information

Subdivision Plat Map

Applicant’s response to staff questions

Damir Drozdek, AICP

Planner I11
Planning Department
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Will want to install bathroom / sink / shower in NW corner
List 2 entry doors as 1 unit side by side.

4 X 6 Window above entry doors / centered

2 doors 3 X 8, A SIDE and D SIDE of building, fire exits

2 Corner windows 4T X 5W




SQUARES represent 10 X 10 feet space APX. (BUILDING 100 LONG X 75 WIDE)

Building will be 12-20
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Search Salt Lake County

SLCo / Assessor / Search / Parcel 27094520020000

Resources

Printer Friendly Version

Classic Parcel View

Property Tax Information

Legal Description
Building Sketch

Property Type Search

Interactive Parcel Map

Neighborhood Values

Adjoining Values

Assessor

2001 South State Street N2-
600

Salt Lake City, UT 84114-7421
(385) 468-8000 Email

Hours: M-F 8am-5pm

Parcel Search Q

This page shows the assessor's CAMA data, as it was, on May 22, 2020.

Parcel

Owner

Address

Total Acreage
Above Grade sqft.
Property Type
Tax District

2020 Land Value

2020 Building Value
2020 Market Value

W 10000 5 '

40.569212120
~111.956157220 _
Value History

Land Value
2019 1 $ 443,290
2018 1 $ 443,290
2017 1 $ 443,290
2016 1 $ 443,290
2015 1 $ 391,690
Land Record
Record ID
Lot Use
Lot Type
Land Class

Income Flag
Seasonal use
Influence Type
Influence Effect
L Assessment Class
Lot Depth
Acres

Zone

Sewer

Number Lots
Lot Shape

Lot Location
Neighborhood
Nbhd Type
Nbhd Effect
Topography
Traffic

Traffic Influence

27-09-452-002-0000

SCOTT, JOHNW

2612 W HORSESHOE CIR

1.94
2574

111-SNGL FAM RES

38
$ 467,500
$410,100
$877,600

Building Value Market Value
$ 364,000 $ 807,290

$ 300,600 $ 743,890

$ 263,900 $ 707,190

$ 155,300 $ 598,590

$ 130,700 $ 522,390
27-09-452-002-0000

1 2
RESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL

PRIMARY-LOT

RES-PRIMARY

1.00

1114
PUBLIC

1
IRREGULAR
INTERIOR
868
STATIC
TYPICAL
LEVEL
LIGHT
TYPICAL

PRIMARY-ACRE

RES-SECONDRY

0.94
1114
PUBLIC

IRREGULAR
INTERIOR
868

STATIC
TYPICAL
LEVEL
LIGHT
TYPICAL

Text: Larger-Smaller | Translate

Q
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Land Record
Record ID
Street type
Street Finish
Curb Gutter
Sidewalk

Residence Record

Building Style
Assessment Classification
Exterior Wall Type
Roofing

Central AC

Heating

Owner Occupied
Number of Stories

Total Rooms

Bedrooms

Full Baths

3/4 Baths

Half Baths

Number of Kitchens
Finished Fire places
Year Built

Effective Year Built
Interior Grade

Exterior Grade

Overall Grade

Interior Condition
Exterior Condition
Overall Condition
Visual Appeal
Maintenance
Conformity

Livability

Primary Kitchen Quality
Primary Bath Quality
Percent Complete

Main Floor Area

Upper Floor Area
Finished Attic Area
Above Ground Area
Basement Area
Finished Basement Area
Finished Basement Grade
Carport Surface Area
Attached Garage S. Area
Builtin Garage S. Area
Basement Garage S. Area

Detached Structures
Record ID

Structure

Description
Assessment Class

Units

Measure 1

Measure 2

Effective Year Built
Actual Year Built
Quality

Condition

Income Flag
Replacement Cost New

Replacement Cost New, Less Depreciation

Sound Value

27-09-452-002-0000
1 2

TWO-WAY TWO-WAY
PAVED PAVED

Y Y
N N
27-09-452-002-0000

|?U
=2

BB

o < 10 <

5B

a1 BN =N = o

—
\\o)
N

N
o
o
(o)

oo > o >

<

o|m|m|>|rn|3|>|m|

=

Abaove Grade Area + Basement Area: 5152

1 2

GARAGE GARAGE

BLOCK BLOCK

RES-PRIMARY RES-PRIMARY RES-F
SQUARE- SQUARE- !

FEET FEET

32 32

64 50

2001 2001

1975 1975
AVERAGE FAIR /

AVERAGE AVERAGE /

$62,525 $42,592
$50,645 $ 34,500
$0 $0
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Detached Structures
Record ID

1 2
Building Number 1 1
4 »
Legal Description 27-09-452-002-0000
LOT 9, BONANZA ACRES #1. 3868-70 3868-0071 5459-1303 5627-

20755741-0038 5872-1583 5872-1584 6098-2423 6243-2763
6883-3000 7454-0141 9161-5738 9658-3048

3/5



4/5



Back to Top

SL County Home | Important Dates| FAQ| Contact| SITEMAP| Home
nFind and Like Us On Facebook

TTY | Disclaimer | Non Discrimination | ©Salt Lake County - All rights reserved | Privacy Statement |

GRAMA | Comment about this page?

5/5



- MHCEODR. ALNGOD TAYT 15 S FAL
%S = \w
T2 g IOV T SO0 3 ¥ 6 5777 UL T2 7N S/ v
s ey S— S — Y e
T FLLT o iwxwa \av%m/:ﬁ»\m%&
A GHLLLY GEUL ANV GIQHOOTH TNV LTvS 40 ANAGO ‘HYIO S O 04 8Y = - . Sos .
GEILLRE # Caauooan THOJ OL SY T9AOHdZY 145G TORLNOD dO0 M HITVaA 40 Codon
RYIANTN § 3SVA TIVT LTV :
M SEL-H7DRS fOFUS Yt SO FMIS 2 v pRrodo)
VAZ44 W.UKUQ QNQQQQQ
Laou VT LTS OO0 "GOy v N\Q\w Qm@q.ud\m,m\sq ‘ : p ! )
. T o fopauco tipuagy 1 oy s sy : e e R Ll W
B T SFIKA NOISSIURCO A¥t - SVHL 3¥ Ok QISCTIMONADY ' D0 LMOYS SpIAUISTD /0 Dbl (07 p Pk i . o - : . [
st “peuonusn S0y [ f2g0y ! 2254 i &%\\wm\b\ P WN&N%Q %\\\\\\\ 2077 » QQ A 7 — : AR S o *,E& :
i 5055 mmaogm puo sesm, 8y} I0f PUR Amiunjos pup K@ey 3 ,umdb m@uwm%wzim m‘wﬁi Eﬁg,. ety () payopsur og of puoiply oury - Q ¥ : : Lo mum P ;
T T pg s oy peSpemotToD Ap oum. soquin ut ° oS T72 8 7o o : R IR S S ?Ec, -
"uompdIpen ummEsO ShOgD SUY O ( )JIPUDIS ey ‘Yo JO OIS PS U ‘ S o SRS .
BPT RS jo AUnoy) PIos. 10} pub U ‘orgnyg AmioN poubisIepun i ‘e L o M MIS-SEL HIBT
+-®10jeq pamaddp Afouosied UL QYT jo 4dp U U0 | # LETEES M.ELE1LETY : AR SRR AR : o el
: 1 ) . (ELBDOZ, R0 H wres
H ¢ e $87PT 10T JO AUNOD o é LEZEE N e LT o R 5
(RGBS SR SSY VI 4O 4IVIS 6996 040376 . ;
b o - | INZWDAITMONIDY = pepoREs O G !
ey < sagves 8% : Aa
? LT MR (0567) (oegr) R
o 3 3T EISoF I8 2/ o AN :
o g S8p¥edin e ¥ Loz veseroy SN
- g FrFesgsR &7 BT T
¢ £ TewasNAl g T O AR
i NP FEFTIens B0 WELIZIT
b 58 pEgRE o i
i i P e i N P g &5 oo
et L83 o8
b \Om\u&cm,@ s5ymog Y JUALE Yo * - 27T T 3 o % W M M 2 N | 2 . |
PR E_wiium .““s et 5 3 ¥reA L ok
o a i\\MuJ\:.“ﬁ,\&\\ ?urum..v\ M.W M» W WW W N .mJ rﬁ\w ol 5. m\\\th. o
e %ﬁhs pomary & GG s s Sg— 1 R 8 L5 Tet 8 & S S00T7 woﬁ 0 = :
CliE » S\ S3deos N 8 LL22T GoEL T wor
o TEBLaY AEgopsp 10 ADp p5E s 5 %M MMM L N SZGE T
TEECey ias Im o?%%M_Mx,,%t% pu\x “josleym mmuE A uf Awf ~ M yw hy & o ﬂv o0 0 m 7) oot B
puwy [p speoipd 1B ongnd et jo s < W> @W | ¥ hd
: TR g @ | ;
i VA LR S 3 | & o
" L i = ! Ry ; d ovt)
0 UMOUY, JBBISY 4 O .M i * ; & i
posTPR Buiani ‘pun{ o 1o & ‘ : £591/-07 N
U F TSN HA DY} STuesoud] mqmé IS | | P e W
i g | SR
NCTivoidad G asnNmo > ; e !LQ%NN il My
w W == 5 W '
2YQ . <
TTis X e ol o :
W Wﬂw ‘
— | e
JECLET T i
i
e R
i — N
00/, \/ x,u\m.vm/ ) %
AT MH o L
) o .
Q 15 405 owoor
; i 9 e
- M : .
rd WEG TS I -SET B U] :
[ \o\\\\:v& D P
i RS M ,\(Gw%\\ 4R
v splerel ey o il . E .
N «.oaﬂ i (0857 "
SR S| ESENCD
NOUWOSAT RIYONACE .
d g@ UG ﬂ.sc,wq SO R
“hL pundiB.et) o _war:m pro ﬂ@#@&dm Lppaiic: - 085
Y Rz
PEULDSSp. PUD, md X E mw
8anYy 1 's1sume) ayj Jo, hﬁﬁoéna Ag f 8 . : )
oYl jo smMR] .8 epun pequoserd sp I 7/ A s . PR N —~— — - T I = (Ag AN ) B . O 4D
POV [0 pups iokeams’ pup 10 pud isewbug TALD poielst b 926 4O gy jsO7 T LPOEET 1EGITIOST O06b LPUEET (#5090 ; 2N A
L sBoy p owm | yoy Apen Aqerey op ) T . DoriEe < : ity
. dLYOIATINAD S, d0X5GA4NS . SRR i

AN KINAOD T LTYS




Damir Drozdek

From: John Scott <john@athleticquest.net>

Sent: Tuesday, May 18, 2021 1:06 PM

To: Damir Drozdek

Cc: John Scott

Subject: JOHN SCOTT - 2612 HORSESHOE CIRCLE : CUP - PLCUP202100113

Attachments: SIZE OF HOME - SQ FT - DEMENSIONS - 2612 HORSESHOE CIRCLE.pdf; LAND LAY OUT

(1 Acre) for PASTURE BUILDING.pdf

Categories: CityView Planning Attachment

Hello Darmir,

Please see answers to your e-mail below and feel free to call with questions.

NOTE: Based on costs, | am wanting to change the size of the building length from 120 to only 100 feet long. Is there
something | need to do in submission to do that or will you make note of it?

John W. Scott
DO ONE THING TODAY TO MAKE SOMEONE ELSES LIFE BETTER. . .

CELL: (801) 550-9131
SKYPE: john.scott77

scott@sportamerica.com
2612 West Horseshoe Circle
South Jordan, UT. 84095 USA

NOTICE: Recipient of this e-mail should check email and any attachments for the presence of viruses. The company accepts no liability for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this email. This email and any
files attached and / or transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you have received it by mistake, please let us know by e-mail reply, then
delete the e-mail / file from your system. You may not copy this message or disclose its contents to anyone. Note that any views or opinions expressed in this email are solely those of the author and do not necessarily
represent those of the company. WARNING: Any reproduction, duplication, sharing, copying of content, materials and information is strickly prohibited by law and may be subject to severe penalties in a court of law. This
serves as legal notice that industry and business competitors attempting to replicate or use any proprietary data ormaterials will by subject to fines of $100,000.00 or more, plus penalties and attorney fees for both parties.

From: Damir Drozdek

Sent: Monday, May 17, 2021 4:18 PM
To: John Scott

Subject: CUP - PLCUP202100113

John,
Have a few follow up questions in regards to this application. ALL ANSWERS IN RED UPPER CASE TO DISTINGUISH
CLEARLY

First off, what is it that you are requesting the CUP for? Is it just the footprint, or does it include height as well? Meaning
does the proposed structure exceed height of home? Please provide home footprint dimensions as well as home height.
A) REGARDING THE “CUP”, | WAS TOLD BY PERSONNEL AT THE CITY OFFICE | NEEDED TO FIRST FILE A
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, SO | DID. | DO NOT KNOW WHY.



B) THE BUILDING FOOTPRINT SIZE WILL BE 100 FEET LONG X 75 FEET WIDE / 20 FEET AT EAVES, 25 FEET AT
RIDGE.

C) THE PROPOSED STRUCTURE DOES EXCEED HIEGHT OF THE HOME, AS DO MULTIPLE BACK BUILDINGS OF
OTHER HORSESHOE CIRCLE 2 ACRE PROPERTIES. (19 LOTS)

D) HOME FOOTPRINT DEMENSIONS: 102.5 LENGTH X 38.5 WIDTH / HEIGHT APX. 18 FEET AT ROOF RIDGE, 10
FEET A EAVES. (SEE ATTACHMENT)

Second, the steel building design drawing, it appears to show garage door or 2 entry doors. Will you please explain?

IT WILL BE 2 STANDARD DOORS SIDE BY SIDE THAT CAN BE OPENED FOR A WIDER SPACE ENTRY. WIDE ENOUGH TO
PUT A GARAGE DOOR OR BARN DOOR IN TO REPLACE IF DESIRED.

WIDE AND TALL ENOUGH FOR HORSE TO WALK THROUGH OR TO STORE VEHICLE(S) SO A HOLE DOES NOT NEED TO BE
CUT OUT LATER.

How tall are the windows off the ground, and will there be a second story or attic?
A) CORNER ROOM ON SW SIDE WILL BE 4 FEET OFF GROUND FOR A CORNER ROOM WINDOW.
B) UPPER WINDOWS WILL BE APX. 15 FEET ABOVE GROUND TO PROVIDE LIGHT.
C) THERE WILL BE NO SECOND STORY OR ATTIC IN BUILDING

Three, the land layout plan appears to show the proposed building in place of an existing tennis court? Is this the
approximate location for the building?

SEE ATTACHMENT. TENNIS COURT TO BE REMOVED AND BUILDING TO RUN LENGTH WISE EAST TO WEST. (SEE
ATTACHMENT: LAND LAYOUT)

Four, the elevation levels drawing appears to show a shed and three buildings behind the home? These are all existing
buildings, | assume? The so-called utility building is the new/proposed building?
A) ON MY PROPERTY, THE SHED and 3 OTHER BUILDINGS ALREADY EXIST, THEY ARE ALL CONNECTED AND WERE
HERE IN 2000 WHEN | BOUGHT THE PROPERTY.
B) THE UTILITY BUILDING IS THE NEW PROPOSED BUILDING. CORRECT.

Five, is the CUP being requested for only the architectural deviations, or is it for the proposed building use as well? The
zoning code allows for public agricultural facilities in the R-1.8 zone which allows for boarding, riding, exhibition and
training for commercial and public activities with the CUP approval. What is the intended use for the facility? Will it be
used for personal affairs only, or will it be run as a commercial type business? What type of uses and activities will be
conducted out of the proposed building?

A) | WAS ONLY TOLD TO APPLY FOR THE CUP, | AM NOT SURE WHY, SO | DID.

B) THE INTENDED USE OF THE BUILDING IS PERSONAL USE FOR PARTIAL STORAGE, PARTIAL GYM AND POSSIBLY
RIDING IF | GET HORSES AGAIN. RECREATIONAL ACTIVITY, USE AND STORAGE.

FEEL FREE TO CALL WITH QUESTIONS, (801) 550-9131
Thanks,

Damir Drozdek, AICP | Planner IlI | City of South Jordan
1600 W. Towne Center Drive | South Jordan, UT 84095
0:801.254.3742 | C: 801.946.4377

0000



SOUTH JORDAN CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT Meeting Date: 06/08/2021

#

Application: TEXT AMENDMENT - AMENDING CITY CODE SECTIONS
16.04.060 AND 17.04.060 CONCERNING PUBLIC NOTICING

Ordinance No.: 2021-11
Applicant: South Jordan City

Submitted By: Meadow Wedekind, Long Range Planning Intern

Staff Recommendation (Motion Ready):
I move that the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council that it approve
Ordinance No. 2021-11 amending Sections 16.04.060 and 17.04.060 of the South Jordan
City Municipal Code concerning public noticing requirements.

BACKGROUND:

The Utah State Legislature recently passed Senate Bill 201 “Public Notice Amendments,” which
eliminated the State’s requirement that cities publish notice of certain land use related public
hearings and meetings in a public newspaper. The meetings no longer required to publish notice
in the public newspaper include public hearings and public meetings to consider general plan
modifications and/or adoption or modification of land use regulations. Only the newspaper
publishing requirement has been eliminated. Other public noticing requirements for mailing
notices to affected properties and City and State website postings about public hearings and
meetings concerning general plan modifications, adoption or modification of land use regulation,
rezones, subdivisions, and site plans have not changed.

Newspaper publication of public notices is generally an outdated and ineffective method of
noticing. Circulation of newspapers has decreased significantly and more people are using
methods like the City and State website’s to gather their information. Additionally, the City pays
about $90 per public notice published in the newspaper, so eliminating newspaper noticing will
result in a small cost savings for the City and a more efficient use of funds. This change
simplifies the City’s public noticing requirements and makes them consistent with State
requirements for public noticing. Other minor language changes are included in this amendment
to bring consistency to sections 16.04.060 “Public Notices” and 17.04.060 “Public Notices” of
the City Code.

ANALYSIS:

If approved, the proposed text amendment would eliminate the City’s requirement for newspaper
publication of land use related public hearings and meetings. This simplifies and updates the
City’s public noticing requirements to make them more effective. It also makes the City’s
requirements consistent with State requirements for public noticing. The City would still require
that public notice of land use related public hearings and meetings be mailed to affected property
owners, posted on the City’s website, and posted on the Utah Public Notice website in
accordance with State law.

Staff Report for Ordinance 2021-11
Page 1 0f 2



STAFF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATION:

Findings:

e Utah Code § 10-9a-102 grants the City Council a general land use authority to enact
regulations that it considers necessary or appropriate for the use and development of land in
the City, including maintaining the aesthetics of the City and protecting the tax base, and the
City Council has the power to amend its land use regulations. (See Utah Code § 10-9a-501 et
seq.)

e The proposed text amendment is consistent with the City’s Strategic Priority to promote a
balanced regulatory environment by “establishing and implementing clear, effective, and
necessary regulations to protect the health, safety and welfare of the community.”

Conclusions:

¢ The proposed text amendment will reduce unnecessary, ineffective, and outdated regulation
and make public noticing requirements in the City consistent with current State public
noticing requirements.

Recommendation:

o Staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council that is
approve Ordinance No. 2021-11 amending Sections 16.04.060 and 17.04.060 of the South
Jordan Municipal Code concerning public noticing requirements.

ALTERNATIVES:

« Recommend approval of Ordinance No. 2021-11 with changes.
e Recommend denial of Ordinance No. 2021-11.

« Schedule the application for a decision at some future date.

SUPPORT MATERIALS:
e Ordinance No. 2021-11
e Exhibit “A” — Proposed Text Amendment

Staff Report for Ordinance 2021-11
Page 2 of 2



ORDINANCE NO. 2021-11

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SOUTH JORDAN,
UTAH, AMENDING SECTIONS 16.04.060 AND 17.04.060 OF THE SOUTH JORDAN
CITY MUNICIPAL CODE TO SIMPLIFY STATUTORILY REQUIRED NOTICE OF
HEARINGS AND MEETINGS.

WHEREAS, Utah Code § 10-9a-102 grants the City Council of the City of South Jordan
(the “City Council”) authority to enact ordinances that it considers necessary or appropriate for
the use and development of land in the City of South Jordan (the “City”), including the City’s
aesthetics; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has adopted Title 16 (Subdivision and Development Code)
and Title 17 (Planning and Zoning Code) of the City of South Jordan Municipal Code (“City
Code™); and

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to amend City Code § 16.04.060 of Title 16
(Public Notices) and § 17.04.060 of Title 17 (Public Notices) to change and simplify the process
for giving statutorily required notice of public hearings or public meetings; and

WHEREAS, the South Jordan Planning Commission held a public hearing, and reviewed
and made a recommendation concerning the subject text amendments; and

WHEREAS, the City Council held a public hearing and reviewed the subject text
amendments; and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the subject text amendment will enhance the
public health, safety and welfare, and will promote the goals of the General Plan.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
SOUTH JORDAN, UTAH:

SECTION 1. Amendment. City Code § 16.04.060 (Public Notice) and City Code §
17.04.060 (Public Notice) is amended as shown in Exhibit A to this Ordinance.

SECTION 2. Severability. If any section, part or provision of this Ordinance is held
invalid or unenforceable, such invalidity or unenforceability shall not affect any other portion of
this Ordinance and all sections, parts, provisions and words of this Ordinance shall be severable.

SECTION 3. Effective Date. This Ordinance shall become effective immediately upon
publication or posting as required by law.

[SIGNATURE PAGE FOLLOWS]

Ordinance 2021 - 11
Page 1 of 2



PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SOUTH
JORDAN, UTAH, ON THIS DAY OF ,2021 BY THE
FOLLOWING VOTE:

YES NO ABSTAIN ABSENT

Patrick Harris -
Bradley Marlor
Donald Shelton

Tamara Zander
Jason McGuire

Mayor: Attest:
Dawn R. Ramsey City Recorder

Approved as to form:

e G Xyon L jun 7. 3301 3817 MOT)

6fﬁce of the City Attorney

Ordinance 2021 - 11
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EXHIBIT A

(Deletions in strikethreugh new language in bold underline)

CHAPTER 16.04
GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PROVISIONS

16.04.060: PUBLIC NOTICES:
The following regulations shall apply in providing pubhc notices:

A. Required Notice: The City Council, the Planning Commission., or an Appeal and
Variance Hearing Officer shall shall schedule and hold aAny statutonly requlred pubhc

hearing or public meetingshs d
City-Ceuneit according to provisions of thls t1t1e and State law. The Cltv sha]l nrovlde
nNotice of the date, place, and time of statutorily-required-public hearings or public

meetmgss-han—be-pfewded—by-t-he-‘éﬁy at least ten (10) days before the date of the public
hearing or meeting, or such lesser or greater time as provided by State Statute or City

ordinance, by: 1) posting notice of the hearing on the Seuth-Jordan-City’s website and to
the Utah State government notice website; and 2) by giving mailed written notice of the
hearing to each affected entity. The City shall provide a: copy of each staff report
pertaining to a land use applicant shall-be-provided-to that applicant at least three (3)
business days prior to the hearing. If notice given under authority of this subsection is
not challenged in accordance with applicable appeal procedures within thirty (30) days
from the date of the hearing for which the notice was given, the notice is considered
adequate and proper. The notice required byprevided-ia this subsection may be referred
to in this title as "required notice". Each applicant shall pay the ¢Costs of required

notice for his or hershall-be-paid-by-the applicationsnt.

B. Requirements For Notification: All-applieants, Eexcept in the case ofthese-apphyins-for
development ordlnance text amendments the Clg shall &&bfm-t—t@-ﬂ%&@lﬁ'—ﬂt—&&éh—m

(-z}sets-ef—pes%age—femotlce all property owners of record of the subj ect property and
properties within three hundred feet (300") of the boundary of the subject property as

evidenced by the current records of the Salt Lake County Recorder's Office. #The City
shall be-the-applicant's-sele-respensibility-te ensure that the list of property owners and
the address labels are accurate and complete. Subject to the limitations set forth herein,
the City shall provide notice using the address labels and postage providedpaid for by
the applicant.
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CHAPTER 17.04
GENERAL AND SUPPLEMENTARY PROVISIONS

17.04.060: PUBLIC NOTICES:

The following regulations shall apply in providing public notices:
A. Required Notice: The City Council, the Planning Commission, or an Appeal and Variance

Hearing Officer shall schedule and hold any statutorily required public hearing or public
meeting according to the provisions of this title and State law. The City shall provide
notice of the date, place, and time of public hearings or public meetings at least ten (10)
days before the date of the public hearing or public meeting, or such lesser or greater time
as provided by State Statute or City ordinance, by: 1) posting notice of the hearing or
meeting on the City's website and to the Utah State government notice

- : and 2) by giving mailed written notice of the hearing to each
affected entity. The City shall provide a copy of each staff report pertaining to a land use
applicant to that applicant at least three (3) business days prior to the public hearing or
public meeting. If notice given under authority of this subsection is not challenged in
accordance with applicable appeal procedures within thirty (30) days from the date of the
public hearing or public meeting for which the notice was given, the notice is considered
adequate and proper. The notice required by this subsection may be referred to in this title
as "required notice". Each applicant shall pay the costs of required notice for his or her
application.

B. Requirements For Notification: All-applieants; Eexcept in the case ofthese-apphane-for
development ordinance text amendments, the City shall submit-te-the-City-atsuch-time-as
directed by-the-P i DenaFtnen ; A0 ets-ofprinted-addresstabe

notice all property owners of record of the subject property
and properties within three hundred feet (300") of the boundary of the subject property as
evidenced by the current records of the Salt Lake County Recorder's Office. #The City
shall-be-the-applicant's-soleresponsibility-te ensure that the list of property owners and the
address labels are accurate and complete. Subject to the limitations set forth herein, the
City shall provide notice using the address labels and postage providedpaid for by the
applicant.

C. Posting On Site: Applicants applying for future land use map amendments and rezoning of
property shall, in addition to the above requirements, post notification of the proposed land
use change and/or rezoning on the site as directed by the City of South Jordan.
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	THE MEETING WILL BEGIN AT 6:30 P.M. AND THE AGENDA IS AS FOLLOWS:
	I. WELCOME AND ROLL CALL – Commission Chair Michele Hollist
	II. MOTION TO APPROVE AGENDA
	III. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
	IV. STAFF BUSINESS – None
	V. COMMENTS FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS
	VI. SUMMARY ACTION – None
	VII. ACTION – None
	VIII. ADMINISTRATIVE PUBLIC HEARINGS –
	A. DAYBREAK SOUTH STATION PLAT 1 AMENDED, SUBDIVISIONAMENDMENT
	B. DAYBREAK SOUTH MIXED USE PLAT 1 AMENDED, SUBDIVISIONAMENDMENT
	C. UTILITY OUTBUILDING, CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

	IX. LEGISLATIVE PUBLIC HEARINGS –
	D. TEXT AMENDMENT - AMENDING CITY CODE SECTIONS 16.04.060 AND17.04.060 CONCERNING PUBLIC NOTICING

	X. OTHER BUSINESS – None
	ADJOURNMENT



