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Planning Commission Meeting
Payson City Center, 439 W Utah Avenue, Payson UT 84651
Wednesday, March 9, 2022     6:30 p.m.

Conducting:		Kirk Beecher

Commissioners:	Kirk Beecher, John Cowan, Ryan Frisby, Kathy Marzan, Tyler Moore (6:31), Kit Morgan

Absent: 		Blair Warner

[bookmark: _GoBack]Staff:			Robert Mills, Development Services Director
			Chris Van Aken, Planner II
			Marty Dargel, Planning Technician

Others	                        Brian Hulet, Gene Carly, Carley Knapp, Del Scott, Kelly Warner, Heather Beddoes, Brenda Warner, Rob McNeel, Ken Berg, Jerry Robinson, Joe Spencer
 
1. Call to Order  

This meeting of the Planning Commission of Payson City, Utah, having been properly noticed, was called to order at 6:30 p.m.

2. Invocation/Inspirational Thought – Commissioner Frisby

3. Consent Agenda
3.1 Approval of minutes for the regular meeting of February 9, 2022.

MOTION: Commissioner Marzan - To approve the Consent Agenda.  Motion seconded by Commissioner Cowan.  Those voting yes – Kirk Beecher, Ryan Frisby, Kathy Marzan, Kit Morgan. The motion carried.

4. Public Forum
Brian Hulet – Mtech got their funding for their building over at Red Bridge.

5. Review Items

5.1    PUBLIC HEARING - Request by Rob McNeel to change the zoning on Utah County Parcels 30:084:0120 and 30:084:0117 located at 2007 South Highway 198. The applicant is requesting an R-1-15, Residential zoning designation and the property is currently zoned A-5-H, Annexation Holding Zone. 

Staff Presentation: 
Chris Van Aken began his presentation by showing a map of the proposed McNeel zone change. It is two parcels with a total of 11.95 acres, immediately south of Springside Meadows and immediately north of the Springs at Spring Lake annexation. It is currently zoned A-5-H. The proposed zoning is R-1-15. This was part of the JT Valley Annexation which was intended to be part of a transition zone between Springside Meadows, which is zoned R-1-12, and county land. The R-1-15 zoning designation does fall within the General Plan range for this area being low density residential at two to five net units per acre.
Applicant Presentation:
None at this time.

MOTION: Commissioner Cowan – To open the public hearing. Motion seconded by Commissioner Frisby. Those voting yes: Kirk Beecher, Ryan Frisby, Kathy Marzan, Kit Morgan. The motion carried.

Public Comment:
Gene Carly stated that he owns 2.2 acres adjacent to the McNeel proposed development. He feels what is being proposed does not really fit into Payson City’s General Plan in terms of it being a transition zone. It does not look much different than Springside Meadows with the density being about one third acre parcels. He stated there are many questions concerning the wetlands and sensitive areas. He is concerned about creating a balance between the built areas and the natural environment, and strategies to enhance the natural environment. The General Plan strategies talk about wetlands, waterways, hillsides, view corridors, parks, and open space. He sees no effort in this proposed subdivision that comes close to that. He is concerned about the extension of urban services into the agricultural areas, and whether there will be animal rights. He also has concerns about the road that would cut through the development and dump out onto State Highway 198. He cited the IADU (Internal Accessory Dwelling Unit) State statute that he says requires cities and counties to allow property owners to have an accessory dwelling unit, and is concerned about the density that might cause due to the increasing difficulty people are having to secure affordable housing. He recommends that the Planning Commission follow the decision of the City Council.

Carey Knapp stated that she and her husband live in Spring Lake and have property that borders the proposed development on the south and east sides. She would like to recommend that this parcel also be kept in the A-5-H zone. She stated that she had been told by a neighbor that UDOT was unaware of the proposed road project to connect with State Highway 198 and that there are huge concerns with that. She feels there is a lot more due diligence to be done.

Del Scott stated he lives at 3808 West 12240 South in Spring Lake. His property borders the proposed subdivision. He has lived there since 1977. He has a couple of concerns, one being about drainage. Another concern is that the grading and digging with the new subdivision will change the way the water flows into the collector pond on the Knapp property and will impact their well water. He feels the sewage can be taken care of, but is concerned with the aquifers in that area having a lot of surface water. He likes the recommendation of the holding zone so the land use study can take place by Payson City. He feels it makes a lot of sense so that the whole 20 acres is handled in a coherent fashion relative to both egress and environmental issues.

Kelly Warner stated he feels the sewer isn’t big enough for this project. He has been a plumber for most of his life, and is concerned about pumping the sewage. He wonders what the plans are for the smell, that that has not been addressed.

Heather Beddoes stated she lives south of the lake on land her husband’s family has owned since the early 1900’s. She wanted to second what all the others have said, and feels it makes sense to leave the parcel in a holding zone.
Brenda Warner stated that she has pause for the proposed exit road from the new subdivision onto the highway. She stated that it borders her neighbors’ fence to the north. His garage is right next to that fence, attached to his house. If the road comes out right there, they will have to have turnoff of the highway that will be right in his driveway. She does not understand the proposed road and feels there is no room. The turn lane to Spring Lake is already there where proposed road will be. She is not understanding how UDOT will allow that with the proximity to 1900 South and Spring Lake Rd. She feels it needs to come through the subdivision or next to where the fire station is going to be, and come out onto 1900 South. She also agrees with the holding zone because of all the questions.

Rob McNeel stated that he would like to address the questions by the residents. As shown by Chris Van
Aken’s earlier slides, there is no question that this does fit into to General Plan which calls for two to five units per acre. He stated he is on the low end of that with one-third acre lots on twenty plus acres, and only 2.02 units per acre. He stated that he has had a professional company do a water delineation report on all of the Zeeman property, with no wetlands or wetland vegetation found. He stated just because there is a pond doesn’t mean there are wetlands. The pond was created thirty years ago when Ron Zeeman built his home. The county had him put in the pond for water suppression for his home. Those ponds are man-made. Concerning animal rights, if somebody wants to have a farm or farm animals, they will choose property farther south or west or somewhere that fits what they are looking for. One-third acre lots are big lots for the city and will produce big, nice homes. CC& R’s and Development agreements will take care of a lot of those questions of how the homes will look, the square footage, and exterior elevations. Concerning UDOT, a preliminary application has been submitted to them and a meeting is set up for next week. Regarding the issues of the sewer and lift station, that is why we have good engineers in the city. There are several lift stations in the city, and there have been discussions with Staff to do a regional lift station to accommodate other residents besides this subdivision. He stated his agenda is to be a good steward in this area, and feels he has done that with the bigger lots. He is still working with the city regarding access, and it is all still concept.

MOTION: Commissioner Frisby – To close the public hearing. Motion seconded by Commissioner Marzan. Those voting yes: Kirk Beecher, Ryan Frisby, Kathy Marzan, Kit Morgan. The motion carried.

[bookmark: _Hlk42065938]Commission Discussion:
Commissioner Marzan stated that it seems to fit the General Plan with the transition area. At this point the plan is just concept, it’s not the final plat. There are so many changes that could happen between zoning and when they actually start, so she does not see an issue with this.

Commissioner Morgan stated he would be happier with more of a transition from the current development over there, whether it be lot size with the lots growing as they go toward Spring Lake. His only other issue would be the added traffic if there is an outlet from the subdivision onto the street that comes out of Spring Lake by the pond.

Commissioner Beecher commented that there is a transition from 12,000 square foot lots to 15,000 square foot lots.

Commissioner Moore stated he feels this definitely fits the General Plan. He cited a similar development to this as an example of how as the development got closer in, they found ways to fit that development around those already there. The original residents’ land and zoning will not change and the city worked to grow around it.
Commissioner Cowan stated he was happy that someone is proposing larger lots. We’ve been seeing a lot of really small lots and houses crowded close together. A lot of townhomes and condos. Larger lots are more the picture of Payson they would like to see. He feels there are questions concerning the roadway access and questions with ground water levels that need to be answered.

Commissioner Frisby added he feels they can move forward with the zone change knowing that Mr. McNeel won’t be able to complete this development if he doesn’t get road access, the water issue taken care of, or doesn’t have the sewer and engineering approval. He stated knowing all that would have to happen, he doesn’t have an issue with the zone change itself.  

Commissioner Beecher stated this is a transition zone in his opinion and the General Plan indicates that 12400 would be the dividing line between the bigger lots and the mini-farm lots further south. It is a good transition going from 12,000 to 15,000 and even further south 20,000.

[bookmark: _Hlk94080841]MOTION: Commissioner Marzan– To recommend approval to the City Council of the zone change to an R-1-15 zone on the parcels for 5.1 finding that this is in line with the Payson City General Plan and it is a good transition with larger lots. Motion seconded by Commissioner Moore. Those voting yes: Kirk Beecher, Ryan Frisby, Kathy Marzan. Those voting No: Kit Morgan. The motion carried.

Chairman Beecher proposed that since the remaining items 5.2 through 5.7 all concern the Red Bridge Station Development, the discussion be held all at the same time.

5.2    PUBLIC HEARING - Proposed amendments to Title 19 of the Payson City Code.

5.3 Public Hearing - Red Bridge Station Super Pads Subdivision: Request by Sheila Michaelis to subdivide and create smaller parcels of land intended for specific future uses. The overall project is located at approximately 800 South 1700 West.  

5.4 PUBLIC HEARING – Proposed amendments to the South Meadows Area Specific Plan

5.5 PUBLIC HEARING – Red Bridge Station Zone Change #1: Request by Sheila Michaelis to change the zoning on a portion of parcel 29:012:0024. The parcel is currently zoned A-5-H, Annexation Holding and the request is to change the parcel to RMF-15, Residential Multifamily zoning.

5.6 PUBLIC HEARING – Red Bridge Station Zone Change #2: Request by Sheila Michaelis to change the zoning on a portion of parcel 29:012:0024. The parcel is currently zoned A-5-H, Annexation Holding and the request is to change the parcel to S-1, Special Highway Service zoning.

5.7 [bookmark: _Hlk94701092]PUBLIC HEARING – Red Bridge Station MU-1 Overlay: Request by Sheila Michaelis for use of the MU-1 (Mixed Use Overlay) on approximately 105 acres located at approximately 800 South 1700 West. 

Staff Presentation:
Chris Van Aken began his presentation by showing a map of the area in question. It is a “superpad” subdivision located at 800 South 1700 West with a total of 77.23 acres. This is a mixed-use, pedestrian-oriented development that combines a mix of commercial and residential uses. The superpad subdivision will allow more focused development on pieces of land dedicated to specific uses. Several land use approvals are being requested today, but they all are intended to allow the Red Bridge Station development to move forward. These need to happen in the following order:

1. Amendments to the MU-1 Overlay section of Title 19
2. Red Bridge Superpads Subdivision
3. Amendments to the South Meadows Area Specific Plan
4. Red Bridge Station Zone Changes 1 and 2
5. Red Bridge Station MU-1 Overlay

Beginning with 1. Amendments to Title 19, changes to the MU-1 overlay (section 19.6.35). the applicant has requested a few allowable land uses be added to that section of the code. These are as follows:
· Accessory buildings in support of public infrastructure or community amenities
· Drive up service windows 
· E-bike, scooter, etc. rental and sales
· Pool maintenance rooms and restrooms
· Dumpster enclosures
· Change lot width requirement from 150 feet to 80 feet
· Allow buildings up to five stories tall (current limit is four)
· Increase interior height limit from 48 feet to 60 feet
· Increase height limit for accessory building from 10 feet to 15 feet
· Permissible lot coverage changed from 80% to 85%
· On-street parking included in parking calculations 
· Additional charge for parking beneath buildings
· [bookmark: _Hlk98771790]Change overlay approval validity from one year to three years with potential extensions of one year at a time (Staff discussed this with the applicant before the meeting and they are okay with a three-year limit)
· An additional one-third of required open space for a development site may be satisfied by using excess open space in other parts of the overall development
 
2. Superpads Subdivision
· 16 separate lots, but all are part of the overall project vision
· Enables the project to move forward incrementally rather than all at once
· Superpad delineation will guide phases in which development is built out
· Clearly defines development costs for PID vs. development costs for individual landowners within the subdivision (improvements, utilities, etc.)
· Defines transportation network, including 800 South corridor preservation
· Allows parcels to change ownership (including parcel that will be dedicated to MTECH)

3. South Meadows Area Specific Plan Amendments
· Increase in overall unit count
· Base scenario (2016) was 664 dwelling units
· Amendment #1 (2021) 1,125 dwelling units
· [bookmark: _Hlk98589812]Proposed amendment #2 (2022) 1,240 dwelling units
· 115 more units than previous amendments; 576 more units than base scenario
· This is an “up to” number and is a legislative change
· Still has to meet city code, vision for the overall Red Bridge Station project, etc.
· Increase is supported by housing market analysis
· Other factors considered in amendments 
· Results of 800 South alignment study – changes will reflect results
· Trail corridors, land use delineations, etc. are also affected by the road alignment and will need to be changed

4. Zone Changes: There are two zone changes being proposed in the same parcel. Chris Van Aken             displayed a map showing the proposed changes. Partially RMF-15 and partially S-1. The RMF-15 part does include the wetland area and that will be included in the density calculation for that zone. The S-1 part will open the door for the MU-1 Overlay.

5. MU-1 Overlay: This is a mixed-use overlay that can only be applied in the S-1 zone. It is a legislative approval and is treated as any other zone change. It was historically given a TS-O Overlay approval, which was intended to center around transit, however, we don’t know the mode of transit as of yet, nor the location of the station, so the MU-1 Overlay application was submitted by the applicant instead. That will allow the overall development to proceed. If approved, developments within the overlay will need to satisfy all the requirements of the ordinance. This will be reviewed when the applicants submit preliminary and final development plans.

Potential issues to be aware of:
· Utility availability
· PID was created to address the impacts on existing utility infrastructure in this area
· Amendments to ordinance and South Meadows Plan would apply city-wide, not just to Red Bridge Station Development
 
Staff Recommendations:
· Title 19 Amendments
· Recommending approval with conditions that staff recommendations for these changes have been addressed
· Superpad Subdivision
· Recommending approval
· General Plan Amendment
· Recommending approval
· Zone Changes
· Recommending approval
· MU-1 Overlay
· Recommending approval

Applicant Presentation:
Ken Berg began presentation by acknowledging that his team is asking a lot tonight and will answer any questions as they come up.
Jerry Robinson stated that he is the architect for the project. He gave a general overview of the project showing maps and diagrams. He stated that they want to be considerate of the existing neighbors. He emphasized the development will be pedestrian friendly, having 10-foot-wide trails and transit. He described the existing nearby homes and condos. He showed how the proposed development will have lower and higher density areas with open spaces and wetland areas, along with examples of the proposed single-family homes, fourplexes and twelveplexes. The highest density being next to the MTECH school. Included will be culinary and beauty schools. The area will be very walkable for students. He talked about how the school will be integrated into the area. There will be wetland areas and open space transitioning from two stories to three, to four, to five. Five stories due to the changes concerning the UDOT road. They had to redo their plan, losing 86,000 square feet of commercial space in the process.

MOTION: Commissioner Marzan  – To open the public hearing for items 5.2 through 5.7. Motion seconded by Commissioner Moore. Those voting yes: Kirk Beecher, Ryan Frisby, Kathy Marzan, Kit Morgan. The motion carried.

Public Comment:
None

MOTION: Commissioner Marzan  – To close the public hearing. Motion seconded by Commissioner Cowan. Those voting yes: Kirk Beecher, Ryan Frisby, Kathy Marzan, Kit Morgan. The motion carried. 

Commission Discussion:
Commissioner Marzan stated she was concerned with adding a roundabout with all the trucks going through that road, that there would be potential issues.

Ken Berg addressed her concern by stating they had a study done. The roundabout, as on 1700 West, is two lanes and wide enough to handle truck traffic. It is modeled to provide clearance for trucks to turn.

Commission Beecher read a list of questions from Commissioner Warner.
1. Regarding Title 19, specifically 19.6.35.10 There is a “managed as wetlands statement”. Is that specific enough? Could this by satisfied as, “weed patch that has a stream it”? Do we have a definition of what “managed” is?
2. 19.6.35.11, paragraph 3, “Parking is permitted to carry an additional charge to tenants”. Is an additional charge prohibited somewhere else? Why call this out? Paragraph 1 in that same area, “On-street parking counts towards parking requirements” Should this be allowed? Roadways are likely to be crowded as development further south occurs. 800 South will be a natural high traffic area. We need big, unencumbered roads in this area.
3. 19.6.35.12 Entitlements. He says he doesn’t understand what this is doing. Project phasing needs incremental review and approval of each phase. These phases may take years to complete. Needs change and approvals as appropriate. 
4. 19.6.35.13 It talks about duration of overlay. One year is too short, but ten years is too long. 
5. 19.6.35.16, Open space and landscaping. He would like to understand the proposal a little bit better.
6. 19.6.35.17, Project amenities. He feels it is probably okay to share amenities. Does this language protect the city with contracts or what other ways are there to help maintain the amenities and keep them going and make sure they happen as other projects come in? Since it is a superpad, and it could be sold to different entities and all that kind of stuff. Who does the city have the leverage against if the amenity either doesn’t happen or falls into disrepair?

Ken Berg addressed the first question about the wetlands. The area in the yellowy-green on the map has been delineated by their wetlands specialist. It has been delineated and accepted by the Corps. The Corps has taken jurisdiction over that. There is a portion that goes through MTECH as well, but they will deal with that in their site design. The next step is that they will enter into an agreement with the Army Corps of Engineers to manage those wetlands. As part of that, new wetlands will have to be created. They will prepare an enhancement plan that shows how they will keep the existing wetlands in their current state or enhance them. Maintaining a long-term source of water for the wetlands to maintain their health, and creating new ones to replace those impacted by development. They have enough area within the development to do that. They want the wetland area to be an amenity with the trails going through them.

Question two concerned the parking requirements. The on-street parking requested is not on 1700 West because there is no on-street parking. There are areas along 1950 West and 850 South that make sense for on-street parking. Those roads have been widened, with more streetscape and wider sidewalks. The asphalt width is the same as standard local roads, but the shoulder width is expanded more for parking and bike lane. The overall right of way width he believes is 88 feet, to accommodate those wider side paths and pedestrian elements in those cross sections. When we say we want to count on-street parking, it is really in that 850 South, that center, urban corridor. When MTECH comes in, it will be more of 1950. It is more of a hold over from when they received the initial Transit Station Overlay. In that code, it included on-street parking. It will really be the City’s recommendation which way we should we follow. 

Commissioner Beecher stated concern that this becomes city-wide.

Joe Spencer clarified that early on they had hoped to use some on-street parking to count towards the parking requirements, but they have now moved away from that. They aren’t counting any on-street parking to meet their requirements. It was addressed previously with Staff. 

Robert Mills addressed the third question concerning entitlements and phasing. He clarified that it aligns with what they have recommended.

Commissioner Beecher stated that concerning the fourth question of the duration of the overlay, staff discussed this with the applicant before the meeting and they are okay with a three-year limit. Commissioner Warner stated every three years is what he would recommend, which is what Staff is recommending.

Joe Spencer addressed the explanation of open space and landscaping. He stated they have that large wetlands area. They want to be able to slowly allocate portions of the additional wetlands that they have improved as part of the overall Red Bridge amenities package. They have more wetlands than meets the open space requirement. The disturbed area is either just barely over or under one acre.

Ken Berg addressed the question of amenities. He stated the overall development is governed by an HOA that really knits all of the different lots together. That has control of these amenities and maintenance. Nobody is going to be able to break off and do their own thing.

Jerry Robinson added that each area has its own HOA and control, but they are all required to be part of a larger group. That way people from different areas can use amenities in all areas. There are no fences and it is walkable. There is an overarching governing board of the HOA to keep everyone cooperating and doing their part.

Commissioner Frisby stated that he feels they are heading in the right direction and getting closer to what they envision in this area. He is concerned with adding more units. He feels it might lose the community feeling they want in the development. Regarding 19.6.35.3, talking about infrastructure and community accessory buildings, he doesn’t see an issue there and feels it makes sense. Looking at lowering the frontage from 150 feet to 80 feet is concerning.

Ken Berg stated that one of the proposed buildings in the superpad plat, against the future 850 South is a small retail lot, and the way it lays out with adjoining parcels, it is 80 feet wide and that is the reason they proposed 80 feet instead of 150 feet. It has no residential component to it because it can’t, based on constraints. He went on to explain that the original specific area plan gave a density number of 1,125, which did not include the proposed hotel, and that correlates to other residential units. In the redesign we had to do, we now have two roads instead of one, and we had to give up on the hotel. The density we are asking for is similar if we exchanged all of the commercial and hotels and schools down to a residential unit. We are still equivalent. We had the water system modeled by city consultants and they found the increased density had no impact on the utilities and roadways we propose. 

Commissioner Frisby expressed concern that since the 80 feet was just on that one lot and one section, that it should not apply to the entire zone.

Jerry Robinson stated that the UDOT road thing was like a stab in the back, and they had to start over and try to make buildings that were 150 feet long and 20 feet deep. 

Commissioners Marzan and Frisby both questioned if the frontage change should be in permanent language that could affect other developments.

Chris Van Aken clarified that the MU-1 Overlay is in an S-1 zone only and any overlay applied is a legislative change so it all has to go through a vetting process. If 80 feet isn’t appropriate on any parcel, they would have the prerogative to deny.

Commissioner Marzan recommended keeping it at 150 feet and when it goes to City Council, they can make an exception for a very small portion.

Commissioner Frisby questioned the five-story buildings, and the ability of the Fire Department to protect buildings that tall. 

Chris Van Aken responded that with the overlay, it would all be reviewed by the Fire Chief.

Commissioner Frisby brought up the UDOT road changes and he understands that was a challenge, however, he feels they are requesting to add more units as make-up units because of those lost with the redesign, but yet the total overall units are still there. He would like insight as to why.

Jerry Robinson responded they are sensitive to the fact they have added more units, but demonstrated how the change in the UDOT road took away 86,000 square feet of retail space. He stated the redesign was awkward and difficult to work with. The new buildings had to be tall and shallow due to being squeezed between two roads. They lost parking stalls and building space. The buildings are more expensive, and more units is the only way to pay for them. He also stated the need to put in a roundabout because that is the only practical way to make the project work. The cost for that is $450,000. The double road thing is costing millions and adding more units is the only way to pay for it.

Commissioner Frisby stated he understands the reasoning, but questions if it is the city’s job to allow more units or change the development agreement to make the project feasible due to changes UDOT has imposed on the project. Regarding 19.6.35.10 impervious material, he questioned the requested increase from 80 percent to 85 percent. He feels on a project this dense, there is a need to protect all the open space possible. He feels 5 percent on a project this size is huge, and a step in the wrong direction. He also questions wetlands being counted as legitimate open space.

Jerry Robinson responded there will be wide trails through the wetlands for use year-round. It will be valuable open space. He pointed out all the open space areas on the map and stated that everybody can use any of the open spaces.

Commissioner Frisby asked if underground parking had been considered.

Jerry Robinson stated no, they had considered raised parking under the building, but it was incredibly expensive and the couldn’t do it.

Commissioner Frisby stated he feels entitlements should go phase by phase, and he likes the idea of superpads. He questioned when in the process open spaces would be addressed. He was concerned that if left to the end, something could happen to eat up the space and it would be lost. 

Jerry Robinson described how open spaces if taken as a percentage of units would be ahead of the units being built.

Chris Van Aken stated the superpad subdivision will also help phasing as well.

Commissioner Frisby stated in the packet there was a discussion about moving overhead power lines. He asked if they would be left overhead or buried.
Ken Berg stated they are in negotiations right now, and it will be up to the utility company what happens to them. 

Commissioner Frisby questioned if the small lot (lot 14) shown just to the left of MTECH, makes sense to be commercial.

Ken Berg stated it relates to MTECH, and having a commercial component that supports the entrance to MTECH.

Commissioner Frisby stated he has questions concerning the proposed changes to the MU-1 Overlay. He is happy with how Staff has it laid out, but some of the changes he has serious concerns with. He questioned if it will meet their needs if it is not modified the way the applicant is requesting. 
Ken Berg stated they have had several meetings with Staff and are comfortable with where they are.

Chris Van Aken stated they have worked with the applicant. With the call outs and feedback, they will eventually have a copy of the complete proposed changes and amended language with everything considered to bring to the City Council. Generally speaking, Staff are supportive of the majority of the amendments proposed. 

Robert Mills stated our understanding is the applicant is pretty okay with the call outs  we expressed, so in the interim time of this coming to you, if your recommendation is to go forward with these amendments, then we would actually create specific language showing all of the call outs and what we finally agree on.

Chris Van Aken added that there are a lot of changes being proposed, however, legislative approval is still necessary on any MU-1 Overlay applied. You will still look at everything, it will still go under staff review, but this allows some flexibility and a little more density in areas that are most appropriate for it.

Commissioner Frisby expressed concern with the housing mix. He stated there are a lot of one-bedroom units. He understands the market study is showing one-bedroom as being and attractive option, but is concerned if having 25 - 30 percent of the development being one-bedroom if that is what they want to see in Payson. He questions if they should be more family oriented with bigger units being a better option. 

Robert Mills stated that is something we all need to consider. There needs to be a mix of housing in the community. His general philosophy is that if you put density where it makes sense, it generally protects other areas of the city that are more prone to single family, larger lot subdivisions. It takes the pressure off and preserves those areas so we can have larger where they are appropriate in the city by having smaller where they are appropriate. He stated he is not speaking for or on behalf of the applicant, but there are certain elements of the project that make sense to allow the higher density. Those being access to transit, closer proximity to the freeway, allowable open space, and closer proximity to goods and services that are used on a more consistent basis. That generally lends itself to allowing other areas to be protected and saved for those larger homes. 

Commissioner Frisby stated overall he is in favor of high density here; there are a lot of good things happening here. There are a lot of questions to be answered, and he sees they are making a decision that will affect Payson 20 to 50 years down the road. His reservations are more because of the unanswered questions. He feels they are heading in the right direction, but would like some clarification before moving forward with all the proposed amendments. 

Chris Van Aken suggested the Planning Commission put together a list of items they would like clarified. 
Commissioner Cowan had questions concerning the number of units in lots 15 and 16, and the amount of traffic generated that will come out on 1130 South and 1700 West. He asked if there will be a traffic light or the road widened. 

Ken Berg stated as part of the superpad subdivision, the PID is widening 1130 South and is completing the improvements on 1700 West to the full plan buildout. 1700 West is a collector road. 1130 South is classified as a minor collector, so they will widen those roads. There will be a new light at 800 South 1700 West with a UDOT proposed road going up over the tracks out west.

Commissioner Cowan stated he has been approached by residents in that area who have concerns about the development going on, the proposed road going further south, and the possibility of more condos and townhomes. He wonders about where the transition zone will be from the higher density to lower. 

Ken Berg stated the answer is found in the South Meadows Specific Plan. That is our governing document that shows how we transition from what we have in Red Bridge Station, down to RMF-10, down to other single family, down to the edge of the current South Meadows Specific Area Plan which is approved and adopted. 

Commissioner Moore asked for clarification about a walkway shown on the map that crosses 800 South.

Ken Berg stated the path is a tunnel that will go underneath 800 South.

Commissioner Morgan expressed concern about on-street parking around the MTECH campus, citing how the parking around BYU is such a zoo, and if there was any way to eliminate it.

Ken Berg stated that it is always possible.

Commissioner Beecher stated we can do what we want there eventually. 

Jerry Robinson stated this street is meant to be a pedestrian street with a slow 25 mph limit. It is different from BYU in that it is not a connector street. Also, parking is needed because of all the retail on that street.

MOTION: Commissioner Cowan – To remand item 5.2 back to staff for further study. Motion seconded by Commissioner Frisby. Those voting yes: Kirk Beecher, Ryan Frisby, Kathy Marzan, Kit Morgan. The motion carried.

MOTION: Commissioner Frisby – To recommend City Council approve request for item 5.3 to make subdivision for superpads in Red Bridge Station as I think it will make the project easier to handle. Motion seconded by Commissioner Marzan. Those voting yes: Kirk Beecher, Ryan Frisby, Kathy Marzan, Kit Morgan. The motion carried.
[bookmark: _Hlk97734274]MOTION: Commissioner Frisby – To remand item 5.4 back to staff for further review to get more clarification on how amendments will affect the Specific Plan. Motion seconded by Commissioner Cowan. Those voting yes: Kirk Beecher, Ryan Frisby, Kathy Marzan, Kit Morgan. The motion carried.

MOTION: Commissioner Marzan – To recommend approval of item 5.5 to City Council for zone change on a portion of parcel 29:012:0024 from A-5-H to RMF-15. Motion seconded by Commissioner Moore. Those voting yes: Kirk Beecher, Ryan Frisby, Kathy Marzan, Kit Morgan. The motion carried.

MOTION: Commissioner Marzan – To recommend approval of item 5.6 on zone change for second portion of parcel 29:012:0024 from A-5-H to RMF-15. Motion seconded by Commissioner Cowan. Those voting yes: Kirk Beecher, Ryan Frisby, Kathy Marzan, Kit Morgan. The motion carried.

MOTION: Commissioner Frisby – To remand item 5.7 back to staff until we have clarification on what the MU-1 Overlay actually entails prior to approval of the overlay. Motion seconded by Commissioner Marzan. Those voting yes: Kirk Beecher, Ryan Frisby, Kathy Marzan, Kit Morgan. The motion carried.
                                                                                                                                       
6. Commission and Staff Reports and Training
Commissioner Beecher stated there is a wok session tomorrow with the City Council on the downtown area.   

7. [bookmark: _Hlk62029556][bookmark: _Hlk69884576]Adjournment

MOTION: Commissioner Beecher – To adjourn. Motion seconded by Commissioner Cowan. Those voting yes: Kirk Beecher, Ryan Frisby, Kathy Marzan, Kit Morgan. The motion carried.

The meeting adjourned at 8:51 p.m. 

/s/ Marty Dargel						
Marty Dargel, Planning Technician
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