PLANNING COMMISSION

MEETING AGENDA

Coﬂonwood Heigh‘[s Department of Community and Economic Development
City between the canyons Meeting Date: December 1, 2021

N

NOTICE is hereby given that the Cottonwood Heights Planning Commission will hold a Work Session
Meeting, beginning at 5:00 p.m. in Room 124 (Council Workroom) and a Business Meeting, beginning at
6:00 p.m. in Room 5 (Council Chambers) at 2277 E. Bengal Blvd., Cottonwood Heights, UT 84121, on
Wednesday, December 1, 2021. The public may remotely hear the open portions of the meeting through
live broadcast by connecting to http://mixlIr.com/chmeetings.

To View the Work Session: Each citizen desiring to view the Work Session must register in advance to view
the online video broadcast at the following link:
https://cwh.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN 9ff0gxdcSlewbPZ u9Sbh3Q

To View or Participate in the Business Meetings: Citizens will be able to make live verbal comments during
the “General Public Comment” or public hearing portions through the City’s online video broadcast via
Zoom. Each citizen desiring to make a citizen comment must register in advance to view or participate in
the online video broadcast at the following link:

https://cwh.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN 910duGYjSBa6yGi5BcjNgQ

5:00 p.m. WORK MEETING

1.0. Review Business Meeting Agenda
The Commission will review and discuss agenda items.

1.1. Additional Discussion Items
The Commission may discuss the status of pending applications and matters before the Commission and new
applications and matters that may be considered by the Commission in the future.

6:00 p.m. BUSINESS MEETING
1.0 Welcome and Acknowledgements
1.1 Ex parte communications or conflicts of interest to disclose.

2.0 General Public Comment
(Please note: In order to be considerate of everyone attending the meeting and to more closely follow the
published agenda times, public comments will be limited to three minutes per person per item. A spokesperson
who has been asked by a group that is present to summarize their concerns will be allowed five minutes to
speak. Comments which cannot be made within these limits should be submitted in writing to the Senior
Planner at ahulka@ch.utah.qov prior to noon the day before the meeting.)

3.0 Business Items

3.1 Project SUB-21-006
A public hearing to receive comments and take possible action on a request
from Todd & Stacy Bradley for a subdivision amendment for proposed changes
to the “Murray No. 7 Condominiums” plat located at 7280 S. Ponderosa Dr. in
the Residential Multi-Family (R-2-8) zone.


http://mixlr.com/chmeetings
https://cwh.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_9ff0qxdcS1ewbPZ_u9Sb3Q
https://cwh.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_91OduGYjSBa6yGi5BcjNqQ
mailto:ahulka@ch.utah.gov

3.2 Project CUP-21-016
A public hearing to receive comments and take possible action on a request
from Bryan Bone for a Conditional Use Permit to operate an audio retail store
within an existing commercial building at 1441 E. Fort Union Blvd. in the
Neighborhood Commercial (NC) Zone.

3.3 Project SUB-21-007
A public hearing to receive comments and take possible action on a request
from Ivory Homes for preliminary subdivision plat and conditional use approval
of a planned unit development (PUD) on property located at 3625 E. Doverhill
Dr. in the Residential Single-Family (R-1-8) zone.

4.0 Consent Agenda
4.1 Approval of Planning Commission Minutes
4.1.1 October 20, 2021 Planning Commission Minutes
5.0 Adjourn

Meeting Procedures
Items will generally be heard in the following order:
1. Staff Presentation
2.  Applicant Presentation
3. Open Public Hearing (if item has been noticed for public hearing). Written public comment received prior to the
meeting will be distributed to the Planning Commission.
4.  Close Public Hearing
5. Planning Commission Deliberation
6. Planning Commission Motion and Vote

Planning Commission applications may be tabled if: 1) Additional information is needed in order to act on the item; OR 2) The
Planning Commission feels there are unresolved issues that may need further attention before the Commission is ready to
make a motion. NO agenda item will begin after 9 pm without a unanimous vote of the Commission. The Commission may
carry over agenda items, scheduled late in the evening and not heard, to the next regularly scheduled meeting.

Submission of Written Public Comment

Written comments on any agenda item should be received by the Cottonwood Heights Community and Economic Development
Department prior to 12:00 p.m. on the day before the meeting date to be entered into the record and distributed to the Planning
Commission. Comments should be emailed to ahulka@ch.utah.gov. Comments received after 12:00 p.m. on the day before the
meeting date will be distributed to the Commission members after the meeting.

Notice of Compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations or assistance during this
meeting shallnotify the City Recorder at (801) 944-7021 at least 24 hours prior to the meeting. TDD number is (801) 270-2425
or call Relay Utah at #711.

Confirmation of Public Notice

On Wednesday, November 24th, 2021, a copy of the foregoing notice was posted in conspicuous view in the front foyer of
the Cottonwood Heights City Offices. The agenda was also posted on the City’s website at
www.cottonwoodheights.utah.gov and the Utah public notice website at http://pmn.utah.gov.

DATED THIS 24t DAY OF NOVEMBER 2021, Paula Melgar, City Recorder


mailto:ahulka@ch.utah.gov.C
http://www.cottonwoodheights.utah.gov/
http://pmn.utah.gov/

PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

AN Murray No. 7 Plat Amended
: Lol Meeting Date: December 1%, 2021
OﬂOIIWOOd Helghts Staff Contact: Andy Hulka, Senior Planner

City benween the canyons

Summary

Action Requested:
Preliminary plat approval of
Murray No. 7 Plat Amended,
converting 2 existing
condominium units to 2
standard lots.

Staff Recommendation:
Approve

Applicant:
Todd & Stacy Bradley

Project #:
SUB-21-006

Subject Properties:
7280 S. Ponderosa Dr.
- Common Area
7282 S. Ponderosa Dr.
- Unit 1 (East)
7284 S. Ponderosa Dr.
- Unit 2 (West)

Property Owners:
Bradley Family Trust
Total Acres:
0.23 acres

Parcel #: o
22-27-152-001-0000
22-27-152-002-0000 . X
22-27-152-003-0000 Street View (Looking west from Ponderosa Dr.)




Planning Commission Staff Report for SUB-21-006
December 1%, 2021

Context

The applicant is requesting preliminary plat approval to approve “Murray No. 7 Plat Amended,”
amending the “Murray No. 7 Condominiums” plat. No new units or site changes are proposed as part of
this application. The purpose of this application is to change the method of property ownership from
condominiums to standard lots in the R-2-8 Residential Multi-Family Zone.
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Planning Commission Staff Report for SUB-21-006
December 1%, 2021

Analysis

Subdivision Regulations

Title 12 of the Cottonwood Heights Municipal Code dictates the Planning Commission’s role in
subdivision plat approval when full or partial amendments and vacations of existing subdivisions are
involved. Chapter 12.26 outlines the approval process:

12.26.010 Plat Vacation Process

The planning commission may, with or without a petition, consider any proposed vacation,
alteration, or amendment of a subdivision plat, any portion of a subdivision plat, or any street,
lot, or alley contained in a subdivision plat at a public hearing.

12.26.030 Grounds for Vacating or Changing a Plat

A. Within 30 days after the public hearing required by this chapter, the planning
commission shall consider the petition.

B. If the planning commission is satisfied that neither the public nor any person will be
materially injured by the proposed vacation, alteration, or amendment, and that there is
good cause for the vacation, alteration, or amendment, then the planning commission
may approve the proposed alteration or amendment to the plat, any portion of the plat,
or any street or lot.

C. The planning commission shall ensure that the vacation, alteration, or amendment is
recorded in the office of the Salt Lake County Recorder.

Analysis: Because the proposal constitutes an amendment to an existing condominium plat (Murray
No. 7 Condominiums), a public hearing before the planning commission is required. Because no new
units or site changes are proposed as part of this application, staff finds that no person will be
materially injured by the proposed amendment.

Zoning Regulations

The property is located in the R-2-8 Residential Multi-Family Zone, which allows two-family dwellings to
be divided into attached single-family dwellings by dividing the lots, with each lot equal to one-half of
the minimum lot area required in the zone (4,000 sq. ft.).

19.76.020 Lots and lot area.

C. Division of a two-family dwelling. Upon certification by the director, a legal, or legal non-
conforming, existing or proposed two-family dwelling may be divided into attached single-family
dwellings by dividing the lot. Each dwelling shall have a minimum lot area equal to one-half of
the minimum lot area required in the zone for a two-family dwelling, which in no case shall be
less than 4,000 square feet, and must meet all building, fire, health, parking and other
requirements for a single-family dwelling. An application for lot division certification must be
accompanied by a site plan showing buildings, landscaping, parking, and any other information
deemed necessary by the director. The director may attach conditions to certification consistent
with the purpose of the zoning ordinance. Any sale (prior to certification herein) dividing a lot
occupied by a two-family dwelling shall be a misdemeanor.



Planning Commission Staff Report for SUB-21-006
December 1%, 2021

Summary of Zoning Compliance

Minimum Proposed
Lot Size Lot Size

1 4,000 ft? 4,599 ft?

2 4,000 ft? 4,453 ft?

Lot #

Analysis: The proposed subdivision amendment meets the minimum lot size requirements of the R-2-8
Residential Multi-Family Zone. The final plat will be required to receive approval from city staff and
must be recorded in the office of the Salt Lake County Recorder.

Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the subdivision plat amendment.

Conclusions - Findings for Approval

e The proposed subdivision meets the applicable provisions of the Cottonwood Heights
subdivision ordinance and the Cottonwood Heights zoning ordinance;

e Proper notice was given in accordance with local and state requirements;

e A public hearing was held in accordance with local and state requirements.

Model Motions

Approval

I move that we approve project SUB-21-006, based on the findings for approval outlined in the staff
report:

e List additional conditions...

e List findings for additional conditions...

Denial

| move that we deny project SUB-21-006, based on the following findings:
e List findings for denial...

Attachments

e Existing Condominium Plat
e Proposed Subdivision Plat
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MURRAY NO. 7 PLAT AMENDED

AMENDING ALL OF MURRAY NO. 7 CONDOMINIUMS PLAT
LOCATED IN THE NORTHWEST QUARTER SECTION 27,
TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 1 EAST SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE

HARRIS

|___pATRICKIL
| 7o Certicate No___206082

il 55, Chaptr 22

vith Secton 172317

ofhe applcable zonng ordinancas.
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PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

AN Conditional Use Permit: Utah Audio
' Meeting Date: December 1, 2021
%ﬁgﬂ?ﬂggﬁfgm Staff Contact: Samantha DeSeelhorst, Associate Planner

sdeseelhorst@ch.utah.gov, 801-944-7069

Summary

Action Requested
Conditional use
approval for an audio
retail store (Utah
Audio)

Recommendation
Approve with
Conditions

Applicant
Bryan Bone

Project #
CUP-21-016

Context

Subject Property
1441 E. Fort
Union Blvd.

Property Owner
Jerry W. & Linda
L. Petersen Trust

Acres
0.27

Parcel #
22-21-305-082-
0000

Vicinity Map


mailto:sdeseelhorst@ch.utah.gov
https://slco.org/assessor/new/valuationInfoExpanded.cfm?parcel_id=22233810150000
https://slco.org/assessor/new/valuationInfoExpanded.cfm?parcel_id=22233810150000

Planning Commission Staff Report for CUP-21-016
December 1, 2021

Zoning

E

.-/ |
JRT UNION BLVD —_— i - . ° i
J
|
|

— |
Public Facilities (PF)

‘Neighborhood Commercial (NC)

_ Residential Single-Family (R-1-8)

Residential Multi-Family (R-2-8)

The subject property, outlined above, is zoned Neighborhood Commercial. Neighboring properties are
also zoned Neighborhood Commercial, as well as Regional Commercial, Residential Multi-Family, Public

Facilities, and Residential Single-Family.

Analysis

Applicant Proposal
The applicant is proposing to operate an audio retail store in an existing commercial building at 1441 E.

Fort Union Blvd. This business has operated out of a location in Sandy, Utah for 17 years, and its main
operations entail audio and video sales and off-site installation for home theaters. The on-site activities

are limited to office space and customer consultation, with only one on-site employee.

The hours of operation for this business are 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, with the
potential to add Saturday hours in the future. The applicant anticipates no more than five clients per day

at the subject property, typically limited to one or two at a time.

10



Planning Commission Staff Report for CUP-21-016
December 1, 2021

Site Plan Review

This proposal does not constitute any expansion of the building, or alteration of site components. It will
be contained to the existing building with a future signage update to change the existing signs to include
the new business logo. Future signage may be subject to approval by the Architectural Review
Commission, as this property falls in the Gateway Overlay Zone, as well as subject to an approved
building permit.

Ordinance Review

Summary
Retail commercial is a conditional use in the Neighborhood Commercial zone (CH City Code 19.37.030.L).

Parking Design and Layout

The city’s parking ordinance requires eight parking stalls, one of which must be ADA accessible. There
are no planned changes to the existing parking lot, which meets these requirements. The parking lot also
features right-in/right-out striping, which staff recommends be maintained as part of this project. The
previous use at this site, Advanced Behavior Analysis, had continuous clientele picking up and dropping
off their children, thus representing a greater intensity of traffic circulation. Staff anticipates this project
to be considerably lower in intensity, based on the applicant’s narrative.

Aerial image of the project site

11



Planning Commission Staff Report for CUP-21-016
December 1, 2021

Criteria for Granting the Conditional Use permit
The city code establishes the criteria by which a conditional use permit may be issued:

A conditional use shall be approved if reasonable conditions are proposed, or can be imposed, to
mitigate the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed use in accordance with
applicable standards. 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, the conditional use may be denied (19.84.020.B CH Code).

Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of CUP-21-016, with the following added conditions:

1. The applicant may not use any portion of the East Jordan Canal Trail for parking or other
business uses.
2. The right-in/right-out parking lot striping be maintained unless otherwise required by the city.

Conclusions - Findings for Approval

e The proposed use described in the report is a conditional use within the Neighborhood Commercial
zone.

e A public hearing was held in accordance with local and state requirements.

Model Motions

Approval

| move that we approve project CUP-21-016, based upon the findings for approval outlined in the staff
report, with the added conditions referenced above...
e Add any additional conditions of approval...

Denial
| move that we deny project CUP-21-016, based on the following findings...
e List findings for denial...

Attachments

e Applicant Narrative
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Conditional Use Permit application requests

GENERAL
¢ Application Fee (See Consolidated Fee Schedule for current fees)
-$350 to be paid when requested

¢ Owner’s name, address, and telephone number
Bryan Bone (New owner)

Current Owner —Jerry Peterson

¢ Signed consent form, if applicant is different than property owner
-Attached

WRITTEN NARRATIVE

¢ Project title
Purchase of property at 1441 Fort Union Blvd, by Bryan Bone to be used as showroom for Audio/ Video sales
and install business, Utah Audio. Utah Audio is Currently operating at 266 Cottage Ave. Sandy Utah, 17 years in
business. Most of the business is done off site, all but one employees are install. The one employee will be
there most of the time, but out periodically to do project review or estimates.

¢ Conditional use proposed — Use proposed is Retail

¢ Architect, landscape architect, planner/engineer’s name, address, and telephone number
- N/A (no changes to structure or landscaping planned)
¢ General Plan and zoning ordinance purpose compliance statement
— | confirm that the property at 1441 Fort Union Blvd will be used for Retail, CN, as zoned.

¢ Describe all measures that will be used to buffer your development from nearby residential properties —
Currently there is a cinder block wall constructed from structure to side property lines, to shield neighbors from
parking and road noise. The entirety of the perimeter of the property beyond the cinder block wall to the rear is
lined with a cedar fence. To the east is non improved property and property owned by David Henson to the
west is a Psychic Reading business, also from a converted home

¢ Explain how your proposal will blend in with the surrounding area
The plan is to make no structural or design changes that will impact its current ability to blend with the
environment, portions of the fence in the rear is falling down, it will be reinforced and stabilized, the over grown
trees and shrubs will be trimmed and maintained.

SITE PLAN REQUIREMENTS

¢ Zoning classifications and current uses of adjacent properties
Current and proposed zoning is CN — Neighborhood Commercial —
To the east of the property is unimproved area owned by the water department, to the west a Psychic Reading
business, to the south is Fort Union Blvd and to the North are two residences.




PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

%\ ) Planned Unit Development and Preliminary Plat
. Meeting Date: December 1, 2021
(gtgﬂg‘t)}ggyﬂgm Staff Contact: Mike Johnson, Community & Economic Dev. Director

mjohnson@ch.utah.gov

Summary

Action Requested
Planned Unit
Development (PUD)
and Preliminary Plat
Approval

Applicant
Ivory Homes

Project #
SUB-21-007

Subject Property
3625 E Doverhill Drive

Property Owner
Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter-Day Saints

Acres
6.17 acres

Parcel #
22-25-352-031 & 22-
25-352-033

Recommendation
Approve with
Conditions

Proposal

The applicant is proposing a planned unit development (PUD) consisting of 17 single-family lots on the
property, on approximately four (4) total acres. The remaining two (2) acres of the property is proposed
to be a public park and pedestrian trail connection from Doverhill Drive. Five of the proposed lots will
have frontage on Doverhill Drive (existing public road). Two lots will have direct frontage on Summer Hill
Drive (existing public road). The remaining lots will be accessed via a proposed private right-of-way. The
public park will have direct frontage and access from Summer Hill Drive.
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164,131

Proposed Subdivision Plat

Background — Previous Use, Property Sale, Park Preservation

The subject property’s previous use was a church meetinghouse owned and operated by the Church of
Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints (“Church”). Currently, half of the property is an existing church building
and parking lot, and half of the property is a privately owned recreational field that includes a baseball
diamond, bleachers, and a pavilion structure.

In the past few years, arson was committed in the church building, causing extensive property damage.
Since that time, it has not been in active use as a church building. Approximately 18 months ago, the city
was made aware that the Church was planning to review the property for potential surplus and sale. The
city sent multiple letters and held numerous meetings with officials involved in the surplus process to
express a desire to preserve and maintain as much open space as possible on the property, including the
potential willingness of the city to purchase a portion of the property.

After internal consideration and review, the Church made the determination that the property would be
sold for the ‘highest and best use’ on the private market. The city, among other private parties,
submitted an offer that included the purchase and preservation of public open space on the property.
Although the city’s offer identified the preservation of more area for a public park, the final decision was
made that four acres of land would be sold to a private developer (lvory Homes), and two acres would
be sold to Cottonwood Heights for open space. The city was offered the ‘eastern two acres’ of the
property, which is different than the park space indicated in the submittal.

Concern was raised by the city over the eastern two-acre alignment, as it resulted in elimination of the
existing pavilion, limited pedestrian connectivity to the surrounding neighborhood, and narrow property
frontage. The city continued meeting with Church officials and representatives from Ivory Homes in
hopes of improving the functionality and accessibility of the public park space. The city expressed a
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desire to preserve the pavilion structure, maximize property frontage, and provide pedestrian access
from Doverhill Drive.

In response to these requests, lvory Homes submitted the attached application for Planned Unit
Development (PUD) and preliminary subdivision plat, in addition to a Development Agreement intended
to ensure the requests by the city for the best possible park layout, given the other limitations detailed
above. Prior to the city purchasing the two acres it has been offered, city staff desires to make further
progress towards a preliminary plat and signed development agreement.

Review Criteria

Zoning Ordinance

The subject property is in the R-1-8 zone, which is the most common single-family zoning in the city and
allows for single-family homes on lots that are 8,000 square feet or larger. A Planned Unit Development
(which is being proposed) is considered a conditional use in the R-1-8 zone. The property is also located

partially within the sensitive lands overlay zone, meaning comprehensive sensitive lands analyses are
required to be completed prior to final plat recordation.

\‘-

PROSPECTOR DR ==

QUICKSILVEF

AVONDALE DR

Area Zoning Map
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Adjacent zoning:
e North—-R-1-8
e South —R-2-8
e East — (Wasatch Boulevard, PF, R-1-8)
o West—R-1-8

Planned Unit Development (PUD)
The purpose of the PUD ordinance (19.78.010) is as follows:

“It is the intent of this chapter to provide for innovative residential developments having
harmony of design and variety of function by providing greater flexibility in the design of
buildings, yards, courts, and circulation than would otherwise be possible through the strict
application of zoning district regulations.”

General Plan & Master Plans
Chapter 9.2 (Natural Environment Element; Goals, Objectives, and Policies) of the General Plan contains
the following policy:

“Clustering of development is one tool to preserve existing trees and vegetation coverage,
preserve environmental areas, reduce hazards from development on steep slopes, preserve
habitat, and preserve natural terrain...”

Appendix A (Open Space Preservation) of the General Plan states:

“Cluster development is a strategy to maximize the amount of open space within a development
plan.”

The recently adopted Parks, Trails, and Open Space Master Plan contains the following relevant
recommendations:

e  “Coordinate open space and natural trails, with parks, recreational facilities, area
neighborhoods and the built environment.”

e “Plan open spaces and the built environment together to allow both uses to enhance the
other”

e “An established interconnected greenway network connects neighborhoods to city parks,
open spaces and activity areas through a seamless integration of sidewalks, active-
transportation, off-road and natural trail facilities”

e Based on National parks standards, 7 additional parks are needed to meet national
standards.

e The PTOS Master Plan includes a future trail recommended at the location of the
proposed pedestrian trail connecting Doverhill Drive to the proposed park parcel and
beyond to Wasatch Boulevard

Noticing

All property owners within 1,000 feet of the subject property were mailed public hearing notices
postmarked 10 days prior to the hearing. Additionally, notice was posted on the city and state noticing
websites and a public notice sign was posted in a visible location on the subject property.
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Commission Authority

The Planning Commission authority is to consider both a preliminary subdivision plat (CH city code
12.12) as well as a conditional use permit for the proposal. The Commission must apply the conditional
use regulations to the proposal, per state code 10-9a-507(2):

e Aland use authority shall approve a conditional use if reasonable conditions are proposed, or
can be imposed, to mitigate the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed use
in accordance with applicable standards

e The requirement described [above] to reasonably mitigated anticipated detrimental effects of
the proposed conditional use does not require elimination of the detrimental effects

e If aland use authority proposes reasonable conditions on a proposed conditional use, the land
use authority shall ensure that the conditions are stated on the record and reasonably relate to
mitigating the anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed use

e 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, the land use authority may deny the conditional use

Development Analysis

Planned Unit Development
Below is a section-by-section analysis of the PUD ordinance and staff analysis:

19.78.030 Planned Unit Development Defined

A PUD must demonstrate creative use of the land, distinct and different from what could be provided
with a standard subdivision. Use of the land must be efficient, utilizing a smaller network of utilities and
streets, thereby allowing a greater amount of open lands.

Staff Analysis: The primary rationale for utilizing a PUD rather than a standard subdivision is to
accommodate the most ideal two-acre configuration for a city park, while preserving the existing
pavilion structure, maximizing park frontage, and providing pedestrian access from Doverhill Drive. To
accomplish this, the applicant is requesting slightly reduced lot width requirements, reduced side
setback requirements, and reduced private right-of-way standards. Staff finds that the proposed
variations from the zoning ordinance, in exchange for an optimized public park design, meet the
purpose of the PUD ordinance.

A PUD shall establish acceptable design guidelines and provide a built environment of stable character in
harmony with the surrounding development.

Staff Analysis: The proposed development fits the context of the surrounding area. No proposed lot is
less than 8,000 square feet in size, and the surrounding zoning designation is either R-1-8 or R-2-8.
Regarding design guidelines, the applicant is proposing to use predominantly maintenance-free
masonry, hardie board, natural or stained wood. No stucco, aluminum or vinyl siding will be used
except for soffit and fascia of homes. Staff finds the proposal appropriately complies with this
ordinance criteria.
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A PUD’s design shall account for the preservation of natural features such as trees, outstanding natural
topography, and geologic features. The design shall also provide protection from soil erosion and
inconsistent residential development patterns.

Staff Analysis: The purpose of the PUD is to provide the best possible public park design and provide
pedestrian access to the park. Staff is also recommending a condition of approval for the developer to
inventory existing trees on site, identify healthy trees and preserve as many as is practicable. The
design and layout of lots is consistent with the surrounding residential development patterns.

19.78.070 Minimum acreage required
The minimum acreage for a minor PUD is 3 acres, and the minimum acreage for a standard PUD is 5
acres

Staff Analysis: Total acreage for the property (including the city park) is 6.17 acres (4.17 acres without
the park space).

19.78.090 Net Density

For standard PUDs, net density allowed is the numerical value obtained by dividing the total number of
dwelling units in a development by the area of the actual tract of land (in acres) upon which the dwelling
units are proposed to be located and including common open space and private roads/lanes and
associated recreational facilities within the area. Net density for standard PUDs shall exclude public
rights-of-way and public streets.

Staff Analysis: The total gross density permitted on a property that is 6.17 acres in size and utilizes a
private roadway is approximately 5.4 units/acre (total of 33 lots). The proposed 17 lots equate to a
density of 2.75 units per acre.

19.78.100 Design Criteria

The Planning Commission and Architectural Review Commission shall use the following criteria (in
addition to any other applicable criteria) to hold PUDs to higher architectural standards than standard
residential developments:

1. Conformance to the general plan and overlay zones
2. Compatibility with surrounding development
3. Environmental design

4. Architectural standards

Staff Analysis: Staff finds the proposed PUD to comply with the above design criteria for reasons
previously detailed. The development preserves public open space and pedestrian access
recommended by the General Plan and Parks, Trails, & Open Space Master Plan. The density and
layout of the subdivision is compatible with the surrounding area zoning, and all requested exceptions
have been proposed in an effort improve the design and function of the two-acre city park.
Architectural Review Commission approval of the 4 criteria listed above will be required prior to final
plat recordation.

19.78.110 Bulk and Massing requirements
The normal massing requirements for minimum setbacks, minimum offset, minimum lot size, minimum
lot area per structure, maximum height of structures and lot coverage may vary from the underlying
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zoning regulations as authorized by the Planning Commission to foster a creative approach to the use of
the land and related physical development. The Planning Commission is required to approve any
variation from the normal bulk and massing standards of the R-1-8 zoning ordinance.

Staff Analysis: The proposed variations are for lot width and side setbacks. No variations are proposed
for lot size or building heights. Proposed lot widths range from 55’ (narrowest) to 69’. Typically,
minimum lot width in the R-1-8 zone is 70’. The development is proposing a side yard reduction from
20’ total (neither side less than 8’), to 10’ total (neither side less than 5’). This modification is
proposed due to the lot frontage reduction. No modifications are proposed to front- or rear-yard
setbacks.

19.78.120 Open Space

Common open spaces shall be designated and intended for use and enjoyment as open areas and shall
not include individual lots and yards located between buildings and parking areas. Common open spaces
within a PUD shall be at least 20% of the gross lot area.

Staff Analysis: The public park and pedestrian trail comprise 32% of the site area, which exceeds
ordinance requirements. If the applicant were to develop a standard subdivision on the 4 acres it is
purchasing, there would be no open space requirement. The park and trail will be owned by the city
and open to all city residents. There is no private open space proposed.

19.78.130 Pedestrian Movement
City code states that pedestrian movement “shall be accomplished through a consistent and well-
designed pedestrian sidewalk system.”

Staff Analysis: The pedestrian connection provided between Doverhill Drive and the park parcel
creates a beneficial pedestrian connection to the park from the surrounding neighborhood. Staff
recommends that a crosswalk treatment be applied to the area where the pedestrian access trail
connects to the park. Sidewalks are not proposed on the private right-of-way but are required by
ordinance anywhere the development is adjacent to an existing public road.

19.78.140 Effect on adjacent properties
The Planning Commission shall require arrangement of structures and open spaces withina PUD in a
manner that assures adjacent properties will not be materially, adversely affected.

Staff Analysis: The project layout is compatible with the adjacent areas. The zoning remains
unchanged and matches the adjacent zoning designations. Additionally, no variation has been
requested to rear-yard setbacks, so the impact to lots that back the proposed subdivision is the same
as a standard R-1-8 subdivision. Four proposed lots have side yards adjacent to existing residential
properties. The typical minimum side yard requirement is 8’. The proposed 5’ side yards will have a
minor impact on the adjacent properties. Staff is requesting a fencing plan to show the location and
material of any site fencing proposed.

The open space configuration was done at the request of the city in a way to maximize the benefit of
the open space to as much of the adjacent neighborhood as possible. Additionally, preservation of the
existing pavilion reduces city costs of eventual park improvement.
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All structures within the development will be required to comply with the city’s outdoor lighting
regulations, and property along public streets are required to comply with the city’s park strip
landscaping/street tree ordinance and all applicable street lighting requirements.

19.78.150 Access Standards

All PUDs shall be served by a public street which shall not be at or over its traffic capacity at the time the
development is approved. Additionally, PUDs shall be served by an internal, paved street system with an
approved pedestrian element, and shall dedicated and improve property which is reasonably
anticipated to be used to expand public roads adjacent to the development.

Staff Analysis: The proposed residential density is much less than the maximum permitted, and no
tangible adverse traffic impacts are anticipated. However, staff is requesting as a condition of
approval that a traffic impact memo be submitted to confirm, subject to review and approval by the
city engineer. The fire department is currently reviewing the project for compliance with all fire
department access codes and standards. Staff has requested a trash collection and snow removal plan
to be submitted to demonstrate how trash collection and snow removal will be handled and managed
on the private road

Sensitive Lands Analysis

A portion of the property is located within the sensitive lands overlay zone. The most notable potential
hazard on site is a fault hazard study area located along the eastern portion of the property. A full
sensitive lands review is currently underway by city staff in accordance with city code chapter 19.72
(Sensitive Lands Evaluation and Development Standards). The applicant will be required to submit all
requisite sensitive lands hazard reports to demonstrate that all relevant hazards have been studied,

identified, and documented, with recommendation made on how those hazards will be mitigated
through development. Any identified hazards on site will be disclosed and identified on the final
subdivision plat.

If an identified hazard impacts the layout of the proposed subdivision and/or the location of a proposed
lot, an amended preliminary plat will be brought back to the Commission for consideration. No final
approval will be granted, and the final plat may not be recorded until all hazard studies are completed,
reviewed, and approved in accordance with city standards, as determined by the city’s Development
Review Committee (DRC).

Grading, Drainage and Erosion Control

The city engineer has conducted a cursory review of the preliminary plan submittal, and review
comments have been provided to the applicant. All review comments must be properly addressed, with
full construction and site plans submitted and approved prior to final plat recordation. If engineering
requirements result in substantial changes to the layout of the subdivision, an amended preliminary plat
will be brought back the Commission for consideration.

Fire Safety

The proposed subdivision is under review by the Unified Fire Authority for compliance with all applicable
fire codes and standards. Final approval by the fire department will be required prior to recordation of
the final subdivision plat. If fire department requirements result in substantial changes to the layout of
the subdivision, an amended preliminary plat will be brought back the Commission for consideration.
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Public Park and Development Agreement

A development agreement has been proposed by the city to ensure the most favorable configuration of
the city park on the property, including preservation of the existing pavilion, a pedestrian pathway
connecting Doverhill Drive to the park, and maximized park frontage along the adjacent public street.
The reason for the development agreement is that the land offered for purchase to the city by the
Church is a different configuration than the open space shown in this proposal. The land offered to the
city provides much less property frontage, does not preserve the pavilion, and provides no pedestrian
connection to the park area.

The terms of the development agreement are currently under negotiation between the city and the
applicant and will require City Council approval. The agreement will be discussed further by the city
council at its December 14, 2021, meeting. Staff anticipates that the development agreement will be
signed and in place prior to final plat recordation. Note — the landscape plan showing park
improvements is not reflective of any requirement by the city to install such improvements. Park
improvements will be designed and constructed by the city at a future date.

Recommendation

Staff recommends APPROVAL of the proposed Planned Unit Development and preliminary subdivision
plat, subject to the following recommended conditions of approval:

1. Prior to final construction plan approval and/or final plat recordation, the following additional
information is required to be approved by the city:
a. All sensitive lands hazards reports, pursuant to city ordinance 19.72 and other
applicable codes
b. A tree preservation plan completed by a licensed arborist that provides an inventory
and analysis of all trees on site, and makes recommendations for the preservation of as
many existing healthy trees as is practicable
c. Afinal plat and plan set reflecting all review comments and technical code requirements
from any applicable city department (e.g., Community Development, engineering, public
works, fire, building, geology, etc.)
d. A trafficimpact memo that demonstrates the additional traffic generated by the
proposed project does not overburden adjacent public streets
e. Will-serve letters from all applicable utilities, including final utility plans approved by
each utility
2. Prior to final approval, the city’s Architectural Review Commission shall review the proposed
development under its purview to review all PUD applications and shall issue a Certificate of
Design Compliance
3. Submit a trash collection plan demonstrating how trash collection will take place and be
managed within the private road area of the subdivision
4. Submit a snow removal plan demonstrating how snow removal will take place and be managed
within the private road area of the subdivision
5. Provide documentation regarding the maintenance, upkeep, and enforcement of parking/traffic
concerns of the private road area of the subdivision
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Provide a safe pedestrian crossing detail on the private street for pedestrians utilizing the public
park and pedestrian trail. The crossing detail should stand out visually to ensure pedestrian
safety crossing the private street

Provide a public easement allowing public use of the private road section connecting the
pedestrian pathway and public park, and coordinate with city staff on the curb treatment at that
location to ensure all applicable codes and standards (i.e. ADA) are satisfied

Submit a site fencing plan, following PUD ordinance requirements, to indicate the location and
material of any proposed site fencing

Submit a document, separate from the proposed development agreement, containing the
proposed design standards for the PUD. This document shall be subject to review and approval
by the Architectural Review Commission

10. Any significant modifications to the preliminary plat and development plan (e.g. location of lots,

open space configuration, roadways reconfiguration, etc.) as a result of the full city review
process shall require further consideration and updated approval by the Planning Commission

Findings
The following are written findings of fact for the proposed conditions of approval, pursuant to ordinance
19.84.080:

1.

10.
11.

12.

13.

14.
15.
16.

The proposed use is one of the conditional uses specifically listed in the zoning district in which
it is proposed (R-1-8)

The use will not, under the circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to the health,
safety, comfort, order or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity

The use will comply with the intent, spirit, and regulations of this title and will be compatible
with and implement the planning goals and objectives of the city

The use will be harmonious with the neighboring uses in the zoning district in which it is to be
located

Nuisances which would not be in harmony with the neighboring uses will be abated by the
conditions imposed

Protection of property values, the environment, and the tax base for the city will be assured
The use will comply with the city’s general plan

Some form of guaranty assuring compliance to all imposed conditions will be imposed on the
applicant or owner

The internal circulation system of the proposed development is properly designed

The existing and proposed utility services will be adequate for the proposed development
Appropriate buffering will be provided to protect adjacent land uses from light, noise and visual
impacts

Architecture and building materials are consistent with the development and surrounding uses,
and otherwise compatible with the city’s general plan, subdivision ordinance, land use
ordinance, and any applicable design standards

Landscaping appropriate for the scale of the development and surrounding uses will be installed
in compliance with all applicable ordinances

The proposed use preserves historical, architectural, and environmental features of the property
Operating and delivery hours will be compatible with adjacent land uses

The foregoing standards shall be subject to any contrary requirements of applicable State Code
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e 1, Evan J. Wood, do hereby cerify that | am a Professional Land Surveyor, and that 1 hold License No.
| > CURVE | RADIUS | DELTA | LENGTH | CHORD DIRECTION | CHORD LENGTH N 183395 in accordance with Title 58, Chapter 22 of the Professional Engineers and Land Surveyors Act;
| —_——— Z BDIVISION o 1 oo Tovosor | mor pm— m 1 further certify that by authority of the owners I have completed a survey of the property described on
s s = SUBDIVISIG | 15 subdiision plat in acordance with Secion 1723-17 hav verfed all measuremrts, and ave
- ‘ SIbEYARD A 5 LOCATED IN THE SW1/4 OF SECTION 25, T2S, RIE, SALT LAKE BASE & a [en [wwe] sa | smesw b sblnided said ot of and ik o prcs, and sty ogther il esemens, 1 e et
4‘ LOT “ ! Lor £ MERIDIAN COTTONWOOD HEIGHTS CITY, SALT LAKE COUNTY, UTAH  — . monumented on the ground as shovn on this Plat, and that this Pla is true and correct.
55 o [ w0 2o | wer | swasm o
o
1M BETWEEN | = November 2021 7 6 76714 {
1o M BETEEN - 2 & o [ | sim | v Fm
‘L — J} }L - LEGEND G [ o0 [ | ma | weriwsow 576 -
i P 1 s smesr — o [ 1500 [ovom ssraoTw B
FRONT SETBACK A
b = | B T = = ———— SECTIONLINE s | 1500 | svomoor | 2356 NTITIOW 2121
oo T oAy e & | om0 |20a03m | 2508 N2 B o‘
T OF W, — CENTERLINE o [ 0 || we | o [
— e s <
- = EXISTING PROPERTY LINE [ | e | s
TYPICAL BUILDING SETBACKS ¢ SECTION MONUMENT (FOUND) o | o resi] om | N il A Woos YT
e cn 21250 | 123418" [ 4663 ST6°1601°E 4653 / .
° OUNDARY MARKERS PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR
cl4 7000 | 102 1279 NE0°493T°E 1277 LICENSE NO. 183395
Cis [ om0 owser | s | swawsre s
Line Table BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION.
i [ oom | aesen | sews | s oo CinE [ birection | Linari
— — A part of the Southwest Quarter of Section 25, Township 2 South, Range 1 East, Salt Lake
o || e Nssiow | 269
VICINITY MAP I8 | 20000 | s o NS 46 L | v o Base and Meridian, located in Cottonwood Heights, Utah, being more particularly deseribed as
R o [ [ | wm | swmew e srosrw | ollows
. ~ 20 10000 [ 14°4450" | 2573 $26°41°25"W 2566 13| N6Te112s"W 1484
~ ooy sTAES N0, 5 Beginning at a point on the southeasterly right-of-way line of 3635 East Street as established
NOTES 26025 ~ oy MO 26140 \ by BRIGHTON POINT No. 3 Subdivision according to the official plat thereof, recorded as Entry
_ g N No. 2494728 in Book MM at Page 74 in the office of the Salt Lake County Recorder, said point
1. #5X 24" REBAR & CAP (FOCUS WEST 1/4 CORNER OF ~ / ] being located \400“03 '40"W 1,154.13 feet along the Section line and N89°56'20"E 812.31 feet from
ENG) TO BE SET AT ALL REAR SECTION 25, T2, R1E, SLB&M ~ ' N the Southwest Comer of Section 25, Township 2 South, Range 1 Eas, Salt Lake Base and
CORNE FOUND z.s\g::nuo FLAT Lot s LOTs44 LoT3s Meridian; running thence along said right-of-way line N34°00'00"E 330,00 feet to the southwesterly
S s o pvas TOP BRASS MONUMENT 1963 , BRIGHTON POINT \ comer of Lot 544, OAKVIEW ESTATES No. 5 Subdivision, according t the offcal plat thereof,
" ~ i SUBDIVISION NO. 4 recorded as Entry No. 2614857 in Book 74-4 at Page 66 in the office of the Salt Lake County
CURB AT EXTENSION OF SIDE > / / Loty ENTRY NO. 2834853 Recorder; thence along said plat to and along the southerly line of BRIGHTON POINT
LOT LINES, IN LIEU OF REBAR \ / SUBDIVISION No. 4, according to the official plat thereof, recorded as Entry No. 2534853 in
'AND CAPS AT FRONT LOT Lor3s Book NN at Page 83 in the office of the Lake County Recorder S82°36'S0"E 717.61 feet to the
CORNERS. ~ LoT39 / right-of-way line of Wasatch Boulevard (SR-210); thence along said northwesterly right-of-way
N ) ) N line $26°5720"W 348.58 feet to the northeasterly comner of that certain Special Warranty Deed,
2. PARCEL A AND B ARE HEREBY o oo / S629550° 7,01 rcorid s ey No 1654531 i ook 0150t Fge 6913 e o of s Sl Lake Couny
OWNED BY COTTONWOOD CITY CHTON POINT N0 / / 111 | o 61 ccorder; thence along said deed the following two (2) courses: (1) N89*2739"W 11002 feet;
AND-MARNFAINED-BY-FHEHOA 0.19 acres. 1250 !Imncc (2) $75°52'25"W 84.23 feet to a point on the northeasterly right-of-way line of 7650 South
8158 sqft , LoT40. / thence along said right-of-way line the following three (3) courses: (1) Northwesterly along
. \m arc of a non-tangent curve to the left having a radius of 70.00 feet (radius bears: $50°50'10"W)
roris a distance of 29.33 feet through a central angle of 24°00'12" Chord: N51°09'S6"W 29.11 feet:
Vi thence (2) N63°1002"W 207.67 feet; thence (3) along the ae of @ curve o the et with a adius of

70,00 feet a distance of 101.20 feet through a central angle of 82°49'S8" Chord: S75°2
feet 10 a point on the northwesterly right-of-way line of Summer Hill Drive; thence along said
right-of-way line $34°0000"W 89.24 feet to the northeasterly corner of Lot 204, SHERWOOD
HILLS No-2 Subdivsion,according o the offcial plat thereo,recorded s ey No- 238114 in
Book FF at Page 36 in the offi Salt Lake County Recorder; thence along said plat
NS6°00100"W 240,00 fet to the point uqu.lnmnb

Contains: 5.71 acres/-

OWNER'S DEDICATION
KNOWN ALL BY THESE PRESENT THAT WE, THE UNDERSIGNED OWNERS OF THE
DESCRIBED TRACT OF LAND HAVING CAUSED THE SAME TO BE SUBDIVIDED INTO
LOTS AND STREETS TO HEREAFTER BE KNOWN AS
COTTONWOOD CANYON COVE
SUBDIVISION

DO HEREBY DEDICATE FOR THE PERPETUAL USE OF THE PUBLIC ALL PARCELS OF
LAND SHOWN ON THIS PLAT AS INTENDED FOR PUBLIC USE, AND WARRANT,
DEFEND, AND SAVE THE CITY HARMLESS AGAINST ANY EASEMENTS OR OTHER
ENCUMBRANCES ON THE DEDICATED STREETS WHICH WILL INTERFERE WITH THE
'S USE, OPERATION, AND MAINTENANCE OF THE STREETS AND DO FURTHER
DEDICATE THE EASEMENTS AS SHOWN FOR THE USE BY ALL SUPPLIERS OF UTILITY

FINAL PLAT.ONG

S
0193t S
& AD.20
1 T
SE
1 3
ST
Lot 210 55 /
> e A
@ / P> 30030 &8 . N LIMITED LIABILITY ACKNOWLEDGMENT
IE z SALT LAKE COUNTY
& / s, ENTRY N 10%0011 STATE OF UTAN
3 / LOT 204
3 COUNTY OF
- INDERGROUND POWER EASEMENT IN
FAVOR OF ROCKY MOUNTAIN FOVER o PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE
NTRY No. 772174 ME, “.wasmw NGTARY FUBLIC, IN AN FOR THE COUNTY OF
1 rorai SHERWOOD HILLS NO. 2- N89°27'39"w 110.02" / _,INSAIDSTATE OF UTAH, WHO
TN 50,00 AFTER BEING nmvs»\ow ACKNOWLEDGED TO ME THAT HE'S THE
| 4 N OF TGy AUTAHLL.C. AND THAT
4 N 22-25-352-034 HE/SHE SIGNED THE OWNER'S DEDICATION FREELY AND VOLUNTARILY FOR AND IN
~ TNK PROPERTIES LLC BEHALF OF SAID LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY FOR THE PURPOSES THEREIN
ENTRY N w31 , MENTIONED.
ILL sﬁmx 4 / / . S|
4 LoT20s ENTRY NO. 2550291 MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:
! O R R Sl S ~ UTAH RESIDING IN COUNTY]
” ENTRY No. 2166099 BK: 2482 PG:174 N / N MY COMMISSION N
SOUTHWEST CORNER OF  COMMISSION No.
'SECTION 25, T2S, R1E, SLB&M PRINTED FULL NAME OF NOTARY
FOUND 2° STANDARD FLAT GRAPHIC SCALE
TOP BRASS MONUMENT o . »
ppm— ! COTTONWOOD CANYON COVE
( El
Tinch= 40 fi SUBDIVISION
LOCATED IN THE SW1/4 OF SECTION 25, T25, RIE,
\ CITY PLANNING COMMISSION CITY ENGINE COMMUNITY DEVELOPME! SALT LAKE COUNTY HEALTH DEP' 'TY COUNCIL COTTONWOOD HEIGHTS CITY, SALT LAKE COUNTY, UTAH
APPROVED THIS__DAY OF LHEREBY CERTIFY THAT 1 HAVE HAD THIS PLAT PRESENTED TO THE COTTONWOOD HEIGHTS CITY COUNCIL THIS SALTLAKE COUNTY RECORDER
0 0 By THE | EXAMINED BY THIS OFFICE AND IT IS CORRECT | APPROVED ASTOFORMTHIS DAY OF APPROVED ASTOFORMTHIS ____DAYOF | APPROVEDTHIS DAY OF DAY OF AD. 20 RECORDED #
4 COTTONWOOD HEIGHTS CITY AND IN ACCORDANCE WITH INFORMATION ON 2 AD.20 AD. 20, ————————
PLANNING COMMISSION FILE AND IS HEREBY APPROVED STATE OF UTAH, COUNTY OF SALT LAKE, RECORDED AND FILED AT THE REQUEST OF
Lt
ENGINEERING AND SURVEYING, LLC DATE e book: PAGE
6949 S. HIGH TECH DRIVE, #200
MIDVALE, UTAH 84047 PH: 1) 3: 5 s
UL 0T i (501 352-007 CITATR. PLANNING COMMISSION COTTONWOOD TIEIGHTS DATE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR COTTONWOOD TEIGHTS CITY ATTORNEY COUNTY TIEACTH DEPT ATTEST: COTTONWOOD HEIGHTS GTTONWOOD HEIGHTS T AT IAKE COUNTY DTV RECOTORR
- - CITY ENGINEER CITY CLERK CITY MAYOR
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BRIGHTON POINT.
SUBDIVISIONNO. 4
Loty | ENTRY NO. 2534853

EXIST. SHED/IO B REMOVED |

~

BRIGHTON POINT NO. 3
ENTRY NO. 2494728

EXST, STADIUM SEATING AND
SPORTS STRUCTURE 10 BE REMOVED

.o
EXST,LGHTS 10 88
REMOVED WITHIN

RKING LOT

EXIST. PARKING LOT AND-
SDEWALKS TO BE REMOVED

210

225376013

~ SALT LAKE
st UGHIy 0 BE
REMOVEDAITHIN £XST FENCE TO BE REMOVED COUNTY
SAGEING LOT [/ ENTRY NO.
Lot S / 10506811

4 204
. EXST.STORM DJAIN PIPES 10 BE REMOVED

EXIST, ENTRANCE.
10 8 REMOVED

AP

N 2253503
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LLC
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WATER BLOW-OFF

FIRE HYDRANT

STREET MONUMENT (1O BE SET)
EXIST. STREET MONUMENT
EXIST.SD INLET & MH

EXIST, SEWER MH

EXIST. VALVE, TEE, & BEND
EXIST. FIRE HYDRANT

SPOT ELEVATION

ENGINEERING AND SURVEYING, LLC
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6949 S. HIGH TECH DRIVE SUITE 200
MIDVALE, UTAH 84047 PH: (801) 352-0075
www. focusutah.com

COTTONWOOD HEIGHTS
DEMOLITION PLAN

COTTONWOOD CANYON COVE - PRELIMINARY
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EXIST.FIRE RYDRANT

BRIGHTON POINT
SUBDIVISION NO 4
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2000000 SPOT ELEVATION

NOTES:

THE ENTIRETY OF THIS PROJECT WILL BE CONSTRUCTED IN
ONE PHASE.

THIS PLAN SHOWS THE EXISTING SITE, AFTER DEMOLITION
HAS OCCURRED.

THIS SITE COMPLIES WITH ADA REQUIREMENTS AS
NECESSARY.

OPEN SPACE TABULATIONS

W
omdean PARCEL A 84,681 SF (1.94AC)
J Dscaskce PARCELB 2479SF  (0.06 AC)
)/ Locaon
Y TOTAL 87160SF (2,00 AC)
/>
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1 Q—'V
RETENTION POND. ey

225376.013
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352034
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6949 S. HIGH TECH DRIVE SUITE 200
MIDVALE, UTAH 84047 PH: (801) 352-0075
www. focusutah.com
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Retention Pond

trojsct:  Coftonwood Canyon Cove
Location  Coffonwood Helghts, Uah
Date 117177202
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6949 S. HIGH TECH DRIVE SUITE 200
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~ Total Storage. 2,23 RETENTION ADEQUATE. SEE RETENTION POND CALCULATIONS BELOW FOR
~

APPROXIMATE IMPERVIOUS SURFACE CALCULATIONS
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104

ROCK MULCH,
SOUTH TOWN BLEND

" PLANTING BED /

"8 POL
~10SSS

PLANT SCHEDULE
symbol[ scientific Name [ Common Name [sze | Quoniity | waterwise

SHRUBS

POL \ Physocarpus opulifolius ‘Donna May' ‘ Litfle Devil Ninebark ‘ 5Gal ‘ 46 Yes

555 | Sorbaria sorbifolia Sem’ | Ash Leat False spirea [sca | =3 Yes

PERENNIALS 8 ORNAMENTAL GRASSES

CAK | Calamagrostis acutifiora Karl Foerster' Feather Reed Grass 1 Gal 20 Yes

PAL | Perovskia atriplicifolia Litfle Spire’ Little Spire Russian Sage 1Gal mn Yes
Kentucky Bluegrass Turf Sod 67,107 SF
Decomposed Granite 600 SF
Playground Bark Mulch 4,444 CF
Bark Mulch 782 CF

LANDSCAPE NOTES

1. PLANT MATERIAL TO BE INSTALLED PER PLANT LEGEND. ANY SUBSTITUTIONS TO BE APPROVED BY OWNER
2. NEW LAWN AREAS TO BE SODDED WITH 100% KENTUCKY BLUEGRASS (MINIMUM OF 3 DIFFERENT VARIETIES). FINE

LEVEL ALL AREAS PRIOR TO LAYING SOD.
3. ALL PLANTING BEDS WILL HAVE 3" DARK BROWN SHREDDED BARK MULCH.

4. SANDY LOAM TOPSOIL TO BE INSTALLED AT 4" DEPTH. INCLUDE MIN. 15% HIGH GRADE DECOMPOSED ORGANIC

MATERIAL MIXED INTO TOPSOIL PRIOR TO SPREADING IN ALL NEW LAWN AREAS.

5. THE FINISH GRADE OF LAWN AREAS SHALL BE APPROX. 1" BELOW TOP OF CURE, SIDEWALK, OR OTHER PAVED AREA

6. LAY SOD WITHIN 24 HOURS OF BEING LIFTED.

7. LAY SOD IN ROWS WITH JOINTS STAGGERED WITHOUT OVERLAPPING OR LEAVING GAPS.

8. WATER SODDED AREAS IMMEDIATELY AFTER SOD LAYING AND ROLLING SMOOTH
9. 6" WIDTH CONCRETE EDGING TO BE INSTALLED BETWEEN SHRUB PLANTING BEDS AND TURF SOD.
10. ROCK MULCH TYPE: SOUTH TOWN BLEND, SIZE 1.5" - 3' FROM UTAH LANDSCAPING ROCK IN NEPHI, UTAH OR

APPROVED EQUAL.

DECOMPOSED
GRANITE /

* PLANT S0 THAT ROOT FLAR
IS AT OR 1" ABOVE GRADE
* PROVIDE 3' DIA, CLEARANCE
AT BASE OF TREE, FREE OF

ROCK AND TURF.

RUBBER CINCH SECURED TO STAKE:

(2) HARDWOGD STAKES 2'x 2"

" EXISTING GAZEBO

GRIVEN (MIN. 187) FIRNLY NTD
SUBCRADE

REMOVE BURLAP FROM TOP 2/3 OF TREE-
BALL WHEN BEB. REMOVE WRE BASKET.
REMOVE STRING FROM TRUNK & BALL

 PLANTING BED

Y12pP0L

14" DEPTH PLAYGROUND
BARK MULCH

\ PLAYGROUND
TURF SOD

BENCH, TYP.

TO REMAIN

TURF SOD

—

IULCH, KEEP NULCH &
BACK FROM TRUNK.

FORM
SALCER

 PLANT 50 THAT TOP OF ROOT.
BALL IS EVEN WITH THE
FINSHED GRADE

REMOVE_ STRING & BURLAP FROM

TREE PLANTING & STAKING

TOP 2/ OF BALL WHEN 828

EXISTNG SOL

EXSTNG 501

NOT T0 SCALE

. SHRUB PLANTING

MULDH, KEEP MULCH 4°
BAGK FROM TRUNK

FoRu
SauceR

E 1/2 DEPTH OF
RODTBALL (6" NIN).

TREE SCHEDULE

Quercus muehlenbergii (QTY. 7)
'Chinkapin Oak' 2" cal

Acer rubrum (QTY. 9)
‘Red Maple' 2" cal.

Zelkova serrata 'City Sprite’ (QTY. 6)
Japanese Zelkova 2" cal.

GRAPHIC SCALE

(INFEET)
Linch= 30 f

MULGH, KEEP NULCH 3"
BACK FRON PLANT

BACKFILL PLANTNG M-
4 PARTS T0P SOL
1 PART PEAT MOSS

PERENNIAL PLANTING @
Know what's below.
Call 811 vefore youdig.

)
CO.—I
—w
SER
@52
Zu,vé
DZEZ
2E
BT
BEgd
X <EzS
ozZi
Z25%
‘Ezm
A A vl
Dgs
z%8
5 =

“ ENC

TN
M\
P
o

COTTONWOOD CANYON COVE
COTTONWOOD HEIGHTS, SALT LAKE COUNTY, UTAH
LANDSCAPE PLAN
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MINUTES OF THE COTTONWOOD HEIGHTS CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION WORK MEETING

Wednesday, October 20, 2021
5:00 p.m.
2277 East Bengal Boulevard
Council Workroom

ATTENDANCE

Members Present: Chair Christine Coutts, Commissioner Wilde, Commissioner Jessica
Chappell, Commissioner Jesse Allen, Commissioner Dan Mills,
Commissioner Jonathan Ebbeler, Commissioner Lucy Anderson

Staff Present: City Attorney Shane Topham, Community and Economic Development
Director Michael Johnson, Deputy City Recorder Heather Sundquist, IT

Technician Jill Cohen

WORK MEETING

Chair Christine Coutts called the Work Meeting to order at 5:00 p.m.

1.0 Review Business Meeting Agenda.

1.1 Additional Discussion Items.

1.2 Project CUP-21-015 - A Public Hearing to Receive Comments and Take
Possible Action on a Request from Mark Mabey (Canyon Centre Residential,
LLC) for a Conditional Use Permit to Update the Canyon Centre Multi-
Family Building (to be located at 7358 Canyon Centre Parkway) that was
Previously Approved by the Planning Commission in 2015.

Community and Economic Development Director, Michael Johnson presented the staff report and
stated that the above matter involves a request for an amendment to Conditional Use Permit 14-
009, which is Phase II of the Canyon Centre approval. Phase [ was approved in 2013 and included
the parking structure and office building. Phase II included the restaurant, David Weekley Homes,
and a 112-unit apartment building. Additional phases were approved in the following years. The
matter returned due to an amended request to increase the number of units in the multi-family
previously approved. The mix of one and two-bedroom units remained the same and the
previously approved two-story units no longer exist. Many of the units gained are within that
existing footprint and 12 units are gained through a minor building expansion approved last year
by the Architectural Review Commission (“ARC”). A property rendering was displayed.
Mr. Johnson reported that a second amendment was adopted in 2020 to expand the footprint to add
units. The various changes were described.
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Mr. Johnson reported that the scope of the request is limited to the impact of the additional 28 units
from 112 to 140. He referenced the Conditional Use Authority per State Code Al that specifies
that a Conditional Use is when reasonable conditions are proposed or can be imposed to mitigate
reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed use. Density was originally calculated
for the entire Canyon Centre Project and not confined to individual parcels with a permitted density
in the mixed-use of 35 units per acre. The existing project currently includes 12 units per acre.
By adding 28 units and factoring in previously approved units, it increased the density to 14 units
per acre, which is well under the maximum density. Building heights had not increased and the
entire project remained subject to the building height standards established in 2015.

Parking was next discussed. Mr. Johnson stated that the minimum Code requirement for mid-rise
apartments is 1.23 parking stalls per dwelling unit. The 2015 approval proposed 180 total parking
stalls to serve 112 maximum units or 1.61 stalls per unit. The current proposal includes 249 total
stalls for 140 maximum units. In addition, structured parking will manage a vast majority of the
parking demand for this project. Mr. Johnson explained that the Tax Increment Financing (“TIF”)
project area was still being established at the time of the 2015 proposal with an initial discussion
of the potential addition of another parking level to the building. That financial did not see its way
through as approval was not anticipated. Staff requested that the developer provide an update to
the Traffic Study to account for the additional 28 units and their impact on traffic generation to the
site. The updated study reflects that the 28 additional units will generate 146 additional vehicle
trips per day with peak time being in the evening. New traffic counts were taken October 13, 2021,
during peak times and inflated the total by 19% to account for average turning movements with an
additional 28% inflation to account for winter peak hour conditions at those intersections. The left
turn exiting the development and striping were reviewed. Mr. Johnson confirmed that as this is a
City street network, this intersection will be continuously monitored, and adjustments will be made
as needed.

Mr. Johnson reported that stated Staff did not see a significant negative additional impact from the
additional 28 units. Concern with conditions previously approved was being monitored by the
City and the left turn limitation offers mitigation as will the striping schedule. Staff supported the
request and recommended approval.

Commissioner Wilde excused himself from the remainder of the meeting.

With regard to the left turn limitation, Mr. Johnson reported that it will increase the car count but
does not overburden any of the surrounding intersections.

Commissioner Mills believed that the 3% inflation for the winter season is artificially low. He
referenced capacity and emphasized the need to potentially double the parking required. A turn
lane was suggested as mitigation, and it was recommended that patrons exit to the north.
Mr. Johnson reported that traffic volumes in October are 81% of the average traffic volume and
the Traffic Study only depicts what is known about the average condition.

Chair Coutts shared concerns with traffic and access to the proposed project. She suggested that

construction-related vehicles be required to park off-site. Mr. Johnson was unaware of the
circumstances of the original consideration and felt that the issues should have been addressed at
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that time. These are not City issues and he considered it a stretch to ask the developer to mitigate
their concerns and make it a condition. He confirmed that specific impacts will be prioritized.

Commissioner Ebbeler expressed concern with the Traffic Impact Study being based on average
daily trips.

Commissioner Anderson reiterated that the 28 additional units should remain the focus of the
Commission. She felt that the addition of the units will not greatly impact the already approved
conditions. Mr. Johnson stated that this item is scheduled for a hearing and potential action. Staff
asked that any additional information pertains only to the 28 units and their potential impact.

2.0 Adjournment.

Commissioner Ebbeler moved to adjourn. Commissioner Anderson seconded the motion. The
motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Commission.

The Work Meeting adjourned at 6:00 p.m.
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MINUTES OF THE COTTONWOOD HEIGHTS CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION BUSINESS MEETING

Wednesday, October 20, 2021
6:00 p.m.
2277 East Bengal Boulevard
Council Workroom

ATTENDANCE

Members Present: Chair Christine Coutts, Commissioner Jesse Allen, Commissioner Lucy
Anderson, Commissioner Dan Mills, Commissioner Jonathan Ebbeler,
Commissioner Jessica Chappell,

Staff Present: City Attorney Shane Topham, Community and Economic Development
Director Michael Johnson, Deputy City Recorder Heather Sundquist, IT
Technician Jill Cohen

Excused: Commissioner Bob Wilde

BUSINESS MEETING

1.0 Welcome and Acknowledgments.

Chair Christine Coutts called the Business Meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.

1.1 Ex Parte Communications or Conflicts of Interest to Disclose.

Chair Coutts welcomed those in attendance.
The agenda was reviewed.

2.0 General Public Comment.

There were no public comments.
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3.0 Business Items.

3.1 Project CUP-21-015 — A Public Hearing to Receive Comments and Take
Possible Action on a Request from Mark Mabey (Canyon Centre Residential,
LLC) for a Conditional Use Permit to Update the Canyon Centre Multi-
Family Building (to be located at 7358 Canyon Centre Parkway) that was
Previously Approved by the Planning Commission in 2015.

Community and Economic Development Director, Mike Johnson, presented the Staff Report and
stated that the request is from Mark Mabey of Canyon Centre Residential, LLC. He explained that
a Conditional Use Permit is required for a Conditional Use Permit to update the Canyon Centre
multi-family building located at 7358 Canyon Centre Parkway. In 2015, this phase was approved
and entitled for up to 112 units. The proposed increase is for 28 additional units for a total of 140
total units. 16 units are gained without modification to the building footprint and 12 are done with
minor building expansion. Modification to the site plan was approved by the ARC in April of
2020. A project rendering was displayed. Mr. Johnson reported that the matter has returned to the
Commission due to the additional units requested. The Commission’s authority and scope with
this application are limited to the impact of the additional 28 units on the project to determine if
there are any potential negative impacts created by the additional units and if they impose
reasonable conditions that will mitigate those impacts. The existing project density is 12 units per
acre. He confirmed that the 28-unit increase would be 14 units per acre, which is well under what
the 35 units per acre permitted by the current City Code with the original mix of one and two-
bedroom units. The two-story units were no longer being proposed.

Parking issues were next discussed. Mr. Johnson reported that the Ordinance requires the City to
use the Institute of Traffic Engineers Parking Generation Manual. The apartment building was
classified as a mid-rise apartment with a parking ratio of 1.61 stalls per unit. Per the proposal, 249
stalls would be provided to serve 140 maximum units with an increased parking ratio of 1.78 stalls
per unit. Mr. Johnson emphasized that the City previously approved all phases of the development
with the conditions anticipated in the previous traffic studies. The most recent Traffic Study
concluded that the peak hour with 11 additional trips will add no more than two additional cars to
any single traffic movement. The study adjusted a 19% increase of traffic volumes counted in
October to account for average turning movements year-round at the maximum average demand.
The total count was also adjusted up by 22.8% to account for winter peak hours. The City Engineer
reviewed the study and concluded that the methodology used in the traffic update memo was
legitimate and reflects the process for standard traffic studies. He believed that the additional 28
units will not create an additional undue burden beyond what was previously identified.
Mr. Johnson confirmed that the City will continue to monitor the project area to supplement what
is anticipated in the Traffic Study and mitigate any concerns or deficiencies in the roadway system.

Project concerns were reviewed. It was the opinion of staff that many of the concerns are not
directly attributable to the extra 28 units. The developer restriped the roadway, which resulted in
two lanes on the north and east sides with a shoulder to accommodate on-street parking in an effort
to improve traffic flow. Staff felt that the steps taken have approved the development and helped
create a space for parking and trash receptacle placement.
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Mr. Johnson stated that in the original Traffic Study, all adjacent intersections were studied and
assigned levels of service based on the wait time. The intersection of Racquet Club Drive and Fort
Union Boulevard and the project access were labeled a Level of Service B and C. The southeast
corner intersection of Canyon Centre Parkway and Wasatch Boulevard was identified as a Level
of Service F and remains an outstanding concern. Mitigation issues were discussed. It was
determined that if the left turn from Canyon Centre Parkway onto Wasatch Boulevard was
restricted, the level of service would improve to a Level of Service C. He clarified that although
there were concerns with the previous Traffic Study, it was approved, and the 28 units do not
quantifiably make those impacts tangibly worse than already anticipated. Staff recommended
approval.

The applicant, Mark Mabey, identified himself as the owner and developer of Canyon Centre
Residential. He has been in the development business for 40 years and understood the issues that
parking creates at a 1.25 parking ratio. The quality of the project originally approved by the ARC
has increased in quality without a dramatic increase in the footprint and creating an undue burden
on the community while keeping turnover rates low. The proposed building height remained the
same. Mr. Mabey reported that 16 of the units are reconfigurations with the majority being large
one-bedroom units with a den.

Commissioner Ebbeler asked for clarification regarding the average square footage with the
changes. Mr. Mabey stated that the square footages vary between 820 square feet and 980 square
feet per unit.

Chair Coutts opened the public hearing.

Jack Allred expressed concern with the changes presented and stated that if the project has any
type of impact, it is relevant and should be addressed. He asked Staff to keep in mind that the
Traffic Study is brand new and still unavailable for review by the public. He appreciated the
increased parking ratio but believed it still leaves 30 cars without adequate parking. Access was a
concern and Mr. Allred stressed the importance of protecting residents exiting the project.

Jeff Chatelain, a Racquet Club Circle resident, expressed frustration with the seven-year-old
Traffic Study and traffic patterns. There are no street signs, and he has seen traffic cut through
from Fort Union Boulevard to Racquet Club Drive to Canyon Centre Parkway to avoid traffic near
7-Eleven. He stated that access is 40 feet from the crosswalk and could not be placed in a worse
location. Due to parking during winter storms, snowplows cannot access the project due to the
congestion that exists. He considered the plan to be poorly designed and asked for clarification
regarding the rental cost of the proposed units. He expressed opposition to the request.

John Kennington, an Apple Valley resident, stated that he will be most directly impacted by the
parking and traffic situations which are already problematic. His neighborhood is difficult to
access from Fort Union Boulevard as traffic is often backed up. Although the project includes its
own underground parking, tenants on the southwest side will instead utilize Racquet Club Drive
and exacerbate already congested parking. Before any additions, he suggested there be ample free
public parking available and facilities to accommodate accessible and inexpensive mass transit.
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He was strongly opposed to allowing the proposed expansion of the project to reduce the potential
for an increase of the already existing problems.

Jim Rock was present representing the Canyon Racquet Club Homeowners Association, which has
been consistently opposed to any expansion of the original plan. Although City Code allows for
14.5 units per acre, the way it has been calculated takes into account the entire 10 acres as opposed
to the 2.5-acre tract that would more accurately include 56 units per acre. They understood that
this project would be approved and believed they can make more progress with the developer and
City Staff. He reported that Staff has opposed several of their recommendations including a left-
hand turn onto Wasatch Boulevard. They were willing to collaborate with the developer to
mitigate options and requested that the City be more willing to listen to suggestions such as no
parking along Canyon Racquet Club Drive. They opposed the increase and as residents, he
emphasized their need to be heard.

Ellen Birrell reported that she lives along Wasatch Boulevard and was concerned with the lack of
transit and traffic. As the City grows, she believed these issues need to become more of a focus.
The Utah Department of Transportation (“UDOT”) and the City of Cottonwood Heights put
significant value on the American Society of Highway Transportation Officials (“ASHTO”) which
does not measure the level of danger and urban blight associated with these types of road
conditions being in the residential areas. She believed that the National Association of
Transportation Officials (“NATO”) is more sensitive to residential areas. She stated that the
current issues will continue if the City follows UDOT with a highway perspective. The businesses
on site have not experienced maximum capacity, which will come with a peak ski season, winter
weather, and occupied office buildings. She believed that the increase will be much greater than
the 18% difference.

Woody Noxon, a Racquet Club Circle resident, understood that the rendering is 12 to 14 percent
higher than what was approved. At the time of approval, a two-level parking structure was
proposed with Level One being designated for apartment building residents and Level Two for
public parking to reduce congestion. He noted that the parking structure has since been removed
and he has met with the City Manager to discuss options for having it put back in place. Mr. Noxon
emphasized the need for additional parking and current data.

Carl Churchill, a Racquet Club Drive resident, identified himself as the owner of Alpha Coffee.
He expressed concern with the increase in units and the number of cars per apartment. He believed
there is a need to review the intersection of Canyon Centre Parkway and Racquet Club Drive. He
observed that traffic is greater than a theoretical traffic study and suggested it be reviewed further.

Ryan asked if the study used the level of service to calculate surge times, an accident
situation, or during peak winter hours. He believed the additional units will allow for an increase
in crime and due to the setup and location, he expressed concern with the apartments becoming a
VRBO.

Meredith Garcia reported that she lives in the David Weekley homes and Eight Settlers patrons

are not utilizing the underground parking and occupying all of the extra spaces along the street.
Cars cut through to avoid the light and she suggested that speed bumps be considered. She asked
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if there is appropriate access for emergency services. Crime and garage theft were identified as
concerns.

Trever Trougch reported that he resides in the David Weekley Homes community and expressed
concern with the proposal not being a significant increase over what already exists. He asked
where large vehicles will park and asked when parking signage will be posted. He expressed
opposition to the unit increase.

Monica Anderson, a resident of the David Weekley Homes project, reported that an additional
28 units will outnumber her entire community. She asked for additional time to review the
Traffic Study and meet with the developer. She asked that a decision be postponed.

Eric Kraan stated that the additional units will eliminate the connectivity of the project and
distance the residents from the amenities. He believed that the open space is difficult to activate
and will deter the potential for a cohesive community. He suggested that the increase be
considered as a whole and how it will impact the full usage and success of the project.

Mike Romney, a Canyon Racquet Club Condominiums resident, stated that he has experienced
the impact of the minimal usage of the development firsthand. He believed that the increase in
the number of units is not insignificant and represents a 24% additional burden on top of the
already undue burden. He reported that his truck was broken into while parked on Canyon
Racquet Club Drive. He recommended that a decision be postponed.

Chris Delling, a Canyon Racquet Club resident, encouraged the Commission to weigh the issues
before making a decision. He noted that the traffic is already extreme, and he considered it to
be counterintuitive to believe that the additional units will not have an impact. He expressed
opposition to the proposed increase.

Ariel Agape, a Member of the Canyon Centre Court Homeowners Association, asked if there a
Master HOA had been approved for the project. Chair Coutts clarified that there is Master Plan
approved for the entire site and any agreement between owners will be a private agreement and
has no bearing on the Planning Commission process.

Lisa reported that she lives on MacIntosh Lane and asked the Commission to consider the
concerns of the residents.

There were no further public comments. The public hearing was closed.

Chair Coutts reviewed parking counts and stated that as a Commission, they are being asked if
there is anything that can be done to mitigate the impacts from an increase in the number of
units. The project received Conditional Use approval in 2015 and she was unable to find
justification in additional units at this location or to any way to mitigate a very urban site in a
suburban setting. She was disheartened to hear that residents believe that the request will be
approved without hearing their concerns and further consideration.

Cottonwood Heights Planning Commission Meeting — 10/20/2021
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Commissioner Mills reported that he has lived in the general area since 1979 and has watched
the property evolve. With over 30,000 comments received, this is an issue the community is
extremely concerned about. He was hopeful that UDOT will offer some sort of mitigation. He
reported that the intent of the Fort Union Master Plan is to increase transit, walkability, and bike
ability but he was unsure if there is the size or capacity necessary to manage what is being
considered. Emergency response and pedestrian safety were of concern. He agreed with
Commissioner Coutts’ comments and was disheartened by the public feeling that they are not
being heard. Commissioner Mills felt that any increase will increase harm, risk, and liability to
the City and did not see a solution to mitigate those issues.

Commissioner Ebbeler believed that the proposal includes the wrong mix of uses and square
footage percentages and is not well thought out in terms of the building site and overall fit within
the community. He stated that if they are going to address overall transportation issues, it cannot
be car-focused.

Commissioner Allen believed that regardless of the outcome, the City should address the failing
intersection and consider it further at a future meeting.

Mr. Johnson reiterated that consideration of the item from a Staff perspective involves whether
the request complies with City Code and if there are negative impacts that cannot be mitigated.

Commissioner Mills moved to deny the request of Mark Mabey, Canyon Centre Residential
LLC, for Conditional Use Permit approval to update the Canyon Centre Multi-Family Building
to be located at 7358 Canyon Centre Parkway that was previously approved by the Planning
Commission in 2015. Commissioner Ebbeler seconded the motion.

Commissioner Chappell understood that the issue is larger than just the apartment building and
did not believe it was the single source of the concerns expressed.

Vote on motion: Commissioner Chappell-Nay, Commissioner Mills-Aye, Commissioner
Ebbeler-Aye, Commissioner Allen-Aye, Commissioner Anderson-Aye, Chair Christine Coutts-

Aye. The motion passed 5-to-1.

4.0 Business Items.

4.1 Approval of Planning Commission Minutes.

4.1.1 July 21,2021, Planning Commission Minutes.

Commissioner Mills moved to approve the minutes of July 21, 2021. Commissioner Ebbeler
seconded the motion. The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Commission.

4.1.2 August4,2021, Planning Commission Minutes.
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Commissioner Ebbeler moved to approve the minutes of August 4, 2021, as modified.
Commissioner Anderson seconded the motion. The motion passed with the unanimous consent
of the Commission.

4.1.3 October 6, 2021, Planning Commission Minutes.

Commissioner Ebbeler moved to approve the minutes of October 6, 2021. Commissioner Mills
seconded the motion. The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Commission.

5.0 Adjourn.

Commissioner Mills moved to adjourn. Commissioner Anderson seconded the motion. The
motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Commission.

The Planning Commission Meeting adjourned at 7:50 p.m.
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I hereby certify that the foregoing represents a true, accurate, and complete record of the
Cottonwood Heights City Planning Commission Meeting held Wednesday, October 20, 2021.

Terl Forbes

Teri Forbes
T Forbes Group
Minutes Secretary

Minutes Approved:
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