


Heber City Corporation
75 North Main Street
Heber City, Utah
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
Tuesday, February 8, 2022
6:00 pm.
REGULAR MEETING

The Planning Commission of Heber City, Wasatch County, Utah, met in Regular Meeting on February 8, 2022, in the City Council Chambers in Heber City, Utah.
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1. REGULAR MEETING:
I. 	Roll Call: 

Present: 	Dennis Gunn, Chairman
	Oscar Covarrubias, Vice Chairman
	Darek Slagowski, Commissioner
Sid Ostergaard, Commissioner
Phil Jordan, Commissioner 
Dave Richards, Commissioner
		
Staff: 	City Planner Jamie Baron, City Planner Representative Mark Vlasic, Planning Assistant Meshelle Kijanen, and Assistant City Engineer Kyle Turnbow 

Public:            Clay R. Coleman 

Chairman Dennis Gunn opened the meeting at 6:00 pm.  

II. 	Pledge of Allegiance: Commissioner Phil Jordan
III.	Recused: N/A

2. CONSENT AGENDA:
I.	Minutes: December 14, 2021 and January 11, 2022

00:02:44
Commissioner Jordan moved to approve the minutes for December 14, 2021, and January 11, 2022.  Commissioner Richards seconded the motion.  All voted in favor.  The motion passed unanimously. 

3.	ACTION ITEMS:
I. Request for Commercial Concept and Final for Labrum Chevrolet Building Addition, located at 901 South Main St. (Vlasic)

00:03:42
City Planner Representative Vlasic took the floor and asked permission to share his screen.  He stated that the location was west of a ball field, and was a highway commercial zone.  It included a drainage system.  He pointed out that there was about a 6,000 square foot service bay and that the asphalt slated for inclusion was seen as an improvement. Everything was well taken care of.  They had also added gravel and landscaping. He pointed out the grocery store and auto repair to the south of the facility. He mentioned that there hadn’t been a lot of comments at the DRM. It generally met the C2 guidelines, with several small adjustments to be made, which had not been provided yet. The lighting met code. The trash receptacles met code.  He pointed out that it was approved since it met zoning requirements. It had yet to meet any conditions of the City Engineer, Fire Department, and Planning Commission. He pointed out that the picture on the screen showed the existing site, and included a topography map of the grading and the irrigation plan. It also showed details of the trash area, and how it would be walled off and gated.  He recommended the plan with the conditions as stated. 

Committee Chairman Gunn asked if the Applicant had any comments.  Brandon Lundeen from Diverse Design commented that the landscape and irrigation was not a problem.  They just wanted to get the concept approved so they could start building in the spring. 

Commissioner Ostergaard asked if they would plant trees to buffer the area near the high school.  The answer was yes. 

Vice Chairman Covarrubias commented on the berm, or retaining wall, of the other building and asked if the Fire Department would have any comments on the access to the area added. The answer was yes, they had spoken with the Fire Department and they seemed fine with the dimensions they had given.  

Commissioner Phillips commented on the lighting plan, stating that they liked the fact that there was a minimum of required light.

Commissioner Richards moved to approve the Request for Commercial Concept and Final for Labrum Chevrolet Building Addition, located at 901 South Main Street with findings and conditions in the staff reports (2 findings and 4 conditions).  Vice Chairman Covarrubias seconded the motion. All were in favor. 

The motion passed unanimously. 

II. Consider approval of Amendment to Commercial (C-2) Zone and Commercial (C-4) Zone Design Criteria for rear and side walls and roof lines. (Baron)

00:14:00
City Planner Baron took the floor, and noted that this was a text amendment, not a zone change.  He noted that the Planning Commission had met in May 2021, and that Clay Coleman had met with them at that time.  A lot was discussed in that meeting.  They wanted to try to proceed with that. He then went through some of the discussion that had been made at that previous meeting. 

They had discussed building height, providing multiple options. Side walls were not visible to the public right of way, could not be taller than two stories, and did not serve as primary access to the building. They had kept the windows, pilasters, and decorative cornices. They had added 8 foot walls shared with residential zones, landscaping with 8 foot minimum landscaping strips, and added that if there was not a wall they’d have to provide evergreens at 1 tree per every 20 feet. 
 
Another built-in option was that if there were 8 foot deciduous trees there must be criteria that allowed for the narrowest point of the evergreens to bloom and spread out over the wall.  They were trying to incorporate these criteria in order to move forward in sending a recommendation. If there was something more to be done, Clay Coleman was present on this night to address those issues and answer questions. 

Clay Coleman described the area where this was to be built as having Burton’s Wood Racks on the one side, and on the north side was a trailer park. They would have to fence along that area. It would look much nicer than it looked right now.  They were wondering if they could get that change made so they could save some money. They’d have a wall, not a chain link, and they were happy to do as much xeriscaping as desired. The other piece would be on that new road coming across from the hospital. They would have to meet all criteria on that one, as it would be seen from all three sides. 

Chairman Gunn called for questions. 

Commissioner Richards, referencing a mention of stories in the previous discussion, asked exactly how tall 2 stories were defined as. Since stories vary in height, how tall was 2 stories?  Two stories could be no more than 25 feet.  One could be 14 feet, and the other could be 11 feet, or any other reasonable set of measurements that came in at 25 feet or under.

Vice Chairman Covarrubias asked about the exit and egress from the area.  On the road that comes across they’d probably take the access off the top.  There would be another access in there—a full loop. This road was being built in conjunction with UDOT. They had just finished the acquisition and easement.  This would be a collector road, accessing Highway 40. 

Commissioner Ostergaard asked about fences.  A fence would be going back in on the side of the property, and the west and east side would be a gated areas so nobody could go back there. It was mentioned that the lumberyard could turn into single family housing. They would be able to hold them to the standard of what they were trying to do. 

Commissioner Richards moved to recommend approval of an Amendment to Commercial (C-2) Zone and Commercial (C-4) Zone Design Criteria for rear and side walls and roof lines, as presented with the findings and conclusions as presented above. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Ostergaard.  All were in favor.

The motion passed unanimously. 

4.	WORK MEETING: 
I. Discuss Zone Change from Residential to Commercial for 67 E 200 N. (Vlasic)

00:32:18
City Planner Representative Vlasic referred to a map, stating it illustrated the property for which the zoning change was being applied.  It was listed as 1.37 acres, though it was actually less than that. It was proposed that it be changed from an R3 residential zone to a C3 commercial zone.  He noted that the intent of a C3 zone was that it was located in the central part of a city, adjacent to commercial areas.  It was a transition zone between commercial and other residential zones that would extend further away from the core of the city.  It was meant to transform that area to walk-able, commercial use.  Downtown Heber City was quite appealing and would transfer quickly once this zoning was put into place. 

The purpose of this discussion was to make some sort of recommendation to the City Council, because this change was a legislative action, and the Planning Commission would provide a two story block residence application, that’s why C3 was being requested. It provided some additional tax increment for the City.  The contention was it was one lot, and it was not making a significant change to the overall C3.

The Applicant had submitted the drawing.  The red lot was their lot, and the brown was in the R3 zone. It was on the edge of where there were commercial uses. It showed a bigger picture context of it in relationship to a downtown overlay zone. That overlay zone was still under discussion, and was likely to have a decision made sometime in the future. Currently, it was not being adopted.  So the zoning is what applies, and so does the General Plan.  The property in question was really at a dividing line between the two uses. 

City Planner Representative Vlasic stated that from his point of view, without the actual overlay it would be hard to justify a change like this, even though it was recommended by the General Plan, in general.  It would probably be best to wait until the study was undertaken, especially if it was in the near future. It would be better if there was more than one property. 

Chairman Gunn asked for questions from the Commission.

Vice Chairman Covarrubias asked to see the location of the property on Google Maps, and asked if there was any input from the neighbors. As for input from the neighbors, there hadn’t been any yet, because they hadn’t held a public hearing, but they would. They were just bringing this up with a work committee to get additional thoughts from the Planning Commission. It seemed like a good spot for the zone to start.  The property would remain a house, but run a business from the inside.  This move would require a lot of public outreach, and it might be beneficial to wait.  

Chairman Gunn asked if it worked for the Applicant to wait. 

Jeremy Clark spoke as the Applicant. He commented on the future of Heber City’s downtown, and the downtown overlay zone to allow commercial.  All around his property it was commercial. He felt the zoning change was inevitable. He stated he got calls constantly that nothing else was available.  He wanted to see what happened.

Vice-Chairman Covarrubias asked if the house was historical.  Jeremy Clark replied not that he was aware. Covarrubias asked if he planned to change the shape of the house.  Clark replied that wasn’t in the works for the next 9-12 months, but that it was hard to predict the future.   The downtown overlay zone is the beginning, but it may take months, maybe even years, to get approved. Someone pointed out that the zone was in the wrong place on the map, and should be another block toward the Wasatch County School District office.  If it came to be that it was adopted, it would fit into the downtown overlay zone, which would allow Clark to do what he wanted to do.

Chairman Gunn stated that they had a new zone to second, but he respected the desire to hold off.  Vice Chairman Covarrubias pointed out that there were 2-5 homes in that area, all eventually to be zoned as commercial, and they would still have to go through the public hearing process. The consensus seemed to be to move forward to a public hearing and see where the neighbors were on the issue.

City Planner Baron commented that they were about to kick this off but he wondered if it made sense.  The Council had decided they wanted to do a really thorough process. They had made a proposal to the Council last week.  He commented that this was something they were trying to get done this year, and they hoped to get the public to come to some workshops to understand what zoning, density, and height looked like. Having a property going through this process could help. 

Chairman Gunn noted that this was a good way to get a sampling.  They could take the public’s temperature of how it got accepted.  Commissioner Phillips wondered if they took it to a public hearing if that would slow down the process of looking at the rezoning, if they got a lot of people against it. In the last 4 or 5 years they had had other applicants, and there were some who did not want commercial.  Someone seemed to recall that the Planning Commission had provided a positive recommendation, but the Council hadn’t agreed.  Gunn stated his opinion that it was time to get it going. 

Someone wondered if this was opening the flood gates for single property zones. They had a major downtown vision, and it might take 3 or 4 years to achieve that.  On the other hand, people had been waiting for years to see something change.  Again, they seemed to favor opening up the floodgates and hearing from the public.  It seemed certain that not everyone was going to be happy, but that was the job of the Planning Commission, so the public could be mad at them.  It didn’t hurt to get a public opinion. City Planner Representative Vlasic stated he deferred to the judgment of the Planning Commission, and Chairman Gunn appreciated his honest opinion.  

II. Discuss Fencing and Commercial Zones (Baron)

01:09:27
City Planner Baron stated the Council had asked the Planning Commission to look at fencing because there was a wide variety of fencing downtown. He had come prepared with a grid for fencing types.  He mentioned that barbed wire was not permitted in commercial, but was permitted in industrial.  Welded wire could only be used with another material. He also addressed field fending.  It had to be part of agricultural fencing, where agriculture was permitted.  

Commissioner Richards asked for a definition of a field fence.  It was chicken wire, which could be used for chickens, goats, or sheep. It could be a wood field fence, with three rails.  Also mentioned was hog wire.

The direction from the Council was to remove chain link fencing from Main Street. In Las Vegas, a wall had to match a building.  One Commissioner had lived in Las Vegas and commented that the fencing was hideous.  The fencing being discussed wasn’t anything in residential, it was just commercial. 

The Planning Commission expressed frustration in talking about fences again, but agreed they just needed to talk about it some more. Someone mentioned that if he were a business owner, and he needed a fence around his inventory, he would take a look at decorative metal. Not having a downtown or commercial zone, it was a direction they were inviting, but giving more restrictions.

Someone asked that with a more modern look were they just looking for decoration, or to keep people out or in? Whatever got defined here was what they’d be able to enforce.  If it was vague, it would be hard to enforce. It either had to match the architecture of a building, or be decorative. Maybe they could write what decorative was. Decorative would be different for different people. People came in for wood fencing and they paid good money, but when the community looked at a bunch of 2x4’s they asked, what about us? Someone mentioned that they were working on architectural features, and it needed to have a look and a finish. 

Vice Chairman Covarrubias mentioned that vinyl fencing was approved everywhere.  City Planner Baron mentioned that if the Commission felt that vinyl does not belong in a commercial zone, they could take it out. Someone mentioned that they had vinyl fencing and the deer shred it every year, but they won’t go through a gate!

Commissioner Phillips stated that it would be helpful if there was an accompanying understanding of texture. Do we need to move this to photographs?  Could they put photographs in the code?  They agreed they would have a more polished read if it included photographs. 

5.	ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS:

01:19:22
There was a note in December’s meeting about training in February.  The Commission was to have some kind of training in February, required by the State auditors’ office.  Planning Commissioners should find the link and follow it.  

6.        ADJOURNMENT: 

 01:25:07
Commissioner Richards moved to adjourn the meeting.  Commissioner Slagowski seconded.  All voted in favor. 
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