WILLARD CITY

Planning Commission Meeting — Regular Meeting
Thursday, July 7, 2022 — 6:30 p.m.

Willard City Hall — 80 West 50 South

Willard, Utah 84340

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

The following members were in attendance:

Sid Bodily, Chairman Chris Davis, City Manager

Diana Baker Colt Mund, City Attorney
Chandler Bingham Bryce Wheelwright, City Planner
Alex Dubovik Michelle Drago, Deputy Recorder

Excused: Blake Harrop and Zac Hulsey

Others in attendance: .Mayor Travis Mote; Councilman Jack Seamons; Ted Baird; Jo Baird; Tammy
Brimberry; Steve Brimberry; Chad Braegger; Ken Ormond; Ruth Ormond; Jay Thackeray; Lew Swain; Nate
Swain; and Brent Bailey.

The meeting was called to order at 6:35 p.m.

1. PRAYER: Alex Dubovik

2. PLEGE OF ALLEGIANCE: Diana Baker

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

4. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENTS (INPUT FOR ITEMS NOT ON AGENDA)
There weren’t any public comments.

5A. DISCUSSION, REVIEW OF ANNEXATION APPLICATION, AND RECOMMENDATION
REGARDING MPC ZONING FOR OLD FARM SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT APPROXIMATE 7140
SOUTH HIGHWAY 89 CONSISTING OF APPROXIMATELY 142.86 ACRES (PARCEL NOS.
02,055-0024, 02-055-0082, 02-055-0031, 02-055-0124, 02-055-0112, 02- 055-0051, 02-055-0067,
02-055-0042, 02-055-0043, AND 01-040-0227

Time Stamp: 1:38 7/7/2022

Chris Davis, City Manager, stated that the Planning Commission had received a copy of the development
agreement for the Old Farm Subdivision, the subdivision being proposed on the Lew Swain/Brent Bailey
annexation. He explained that the Planning Commission wasn’t reviewing the annexation application. It
was reviewing the Master Plan Community Zone, development agreement, and the other documents that
went with it in order to make a recommendation to the City Council. The MPC Zone included a lengthy list
of items that needed to be considered.

Colt Mund, City Attorney, stated that the City Recorder had already certified the annexation petition, and
the annexation petition had been accepted by the City Council. According to the Utah State Code, the
Planning Commission did not have a formal role in providing a recommendation regarding an annexation
to the City Council. The Planning Commission’s role was to review the Old Farm Subdivision development
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proposal. If the Planning Commission had any concerns about the proposed MPC Zone, the site plan, or
any of the accompanying documents, now was the time to have that discussion.

Chairman Bodily asked if the developer had any comments.

Lew Swain, partner in the Old Farm/Willard Land Development, said they had been having development
conversations with Willard City since 2019. There might be some uncertainty about what had happened
and where the project currently was. In relation to the proposed site plan, the only reason the MPC Zone
was being considered was because third acre lots were included on the site plan. However, there was not
a lot that had less frontage than was necessary under the current zoning code for half-acre lots. All of the
lots had a minimum of 100 feet of frontage. The lots would not be small and narrow.

Mr. Swain stated that they had agreed to provide a water system that would include a new well, which
would be located on the corner of the common space located in the center of the subdivision. The payment
and risk for the well would be on them, the developers. Once the well was proved and producing the water
anticipated, it would be given to the City. As an enhancement to the City, they planned to build a 500,000
gallon water storage tank with all connectivity back to the City main. They would front all of the money. In
accordance with the proposed water agreement, which they had submitted to the City for review, they would
be reimbursed based on each connection. The City would receive a portion of the connection fee, and they
would as well. in addition, they were proposing, and the City Council had approved, the installation of a
major sewer line that would connect from their property to the City lift station one-half mile to the north. The
sewer main line would be 18 inches. It would accommodate future connections to the system for a long
time.

Mr. Swain said they were aware of and compliant with the open space required by the MPC Zone. The
open space shown on the site plan represented just slightly less than 14 acres. The open space required
was approximately twice what was shown. In accordance with the MPC Zone, they had agreed to provide
cash in lieu of the open space. The City could use the cash in lieu to do anything it wanted, such as build a
City park on the common space shown in the center of the subdivision.

A water agreement had been submitted to the City that would enhance the City's infrastructure
considerably. The water system was being designed by the City Engineer and would include a pump house
and the system needed to connect to the existing infrastructure. They also had a sewer agreement.

The unique nature of the MPC Zone was that it was governed by a development agreement. Everything
that was supposed to happen in the Old Farm development would be set forth in the development. They
had submitted the development agreement to the City for review. Mr. Swain felt the project had the
opportunity to enhance the infrastructure of the City considerably

Chairman Bodily asked what would happen to the homeowners’ association after all of the lots were sold.
Until all of the lots were sold, all reviews would be conducted by Lew Swain and Brent Bailey. Mr. Swain
said there would not be a homeowners' association. After all of the lots were sold, there wouldn't be anything
to run. Chairman Bodily said the agreement he read provided for three residents, who would have three
year terms, to review projects after all of the lots were sold. Mr. Swain asked if Chairman Bodily was
referring to the Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions. Chairman Bodily said he was. Lew Swain stated
that the CCR'’s was a document that stipulated what materials could be used to build the homes, how high
the homes could be, and setbacks. Those restrictions would be enforced by himself and Mr. Bailey. After
the subdivision was built out, the CCR’s would remain. Residents would have to comply with them to be a
resident of the subdivision. They would review proposed homes for compliance with the CCR’s before the
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City would receive building plans for a technical review. If Chairman Bodily read about a three member
review board, he, Mr. Swain, must have sent the City the wrong copy of the CCR’s. Colt Mund said the
CCR's did refer to a three-member Architectural Review Board after all of the lots were sold. Mr. Swain said
he had sent the wrong agreement. There would not be anything to enforce after the homes were built. He
felt that clause needed to be changed.

Chairman Bodily liked the 100 foot frontages and the proposed lot sizes. The amount of open space would
have to be verified. If the amount of proposed open space was there, he was okay with it.

Chairman Bodily wondered about the animal restriction. The CCR’s allowed chickens and household pets.
It restricted larger animals, which did not seem rural. He thought the MPC Zone encouraged animals, but
he couldn't find it. Bryce Wheelwright, City Planner, stated that the Zoning Ordinance required half an acre
to have large animals. Chairman Bodily asked if the larger lots in Old Farm could have animals. Mr.
Wheelwright said they could unless the CCR’s prohibited them. Chairman Bodily said the Old Farm CCR’s
did prohibit large animals. Lew Swain did not feel a half acre was workable for a horse when most of the lot
was used for the home.

Commissioner Baker asked about the location of the ponds in relation to the sewer lines. Lew Swain stated
that the ponds would be located on the west side of the subdivision. The primary sewer line would run in
the UTA easement parallel to the railroad tracks. The sewer line would enter the subdivision and run on the
east side of the ponds. It would miss the wet area and run in the 200 West right-of-way to the lift station.
UTA had secured funding for a fairly significant trail system through this area.

Chairman Bodily verified that the road shown as F would connect with 200 West. Mr. Swain said that was
correct.

Commissioner Bingham felt there should be another road stubbed to the north to provide for future
connectivity. Mr. Swain said they woul!d be happy to consider that. The proposed points of access were
reviewed and approved by a traffic engineer as part of a traffic report commissioned in 2020. The same
engineer had recently updated the traffic report. The updated report would be submitted to the City in the
next few days.

Commissioner Bingham asked what Lew Swain and Brent Bailey planned to do with the open space in the
middle of the subdivision. Lew Swain said they had had considerable discussions with City representatives
about making the central open space a fully improved park. It was large enough to accommodate a
regulation size soccer field with a lot of play areas around it. The City could choose to leave it as unimproved
open space or use the cash in lieu of payment to install irrigation, planting, and other park improvements.
They would do as the City directed.

Commissioner Dubovik asked if the park improvements would be funded by the City. Lew Swain stated that
the fee in lieu of would technically provide the City with all of the funds that would be necessary to improve
the park. The appraisal had been completed on the property. The appraisal would establish the value per
acre they would pay to the City for the open space deficiency. If the City decided it wanted to build a park
on the open space, it would not have to use tax base dollars to do so.

Commissioner Dubovik asked if the payment in lieu of was to allow an increased density. Mr. Swain did not
feel the density would be affected. The MPC Zone required that a development have 20% of open space.
Their proposal only had 10%. A provision in the MPC Zone said that if the open space was deficient, a
developer could make a payment to the City in lieu of the deficiency.
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Commissioner Bingham stated that generally open space was developed by the developer to enhance the
property. He did not feel the idea behind the payment in lieu of open space was to give the City unimproved
land and money the City would have to use to improve it. The payment in lieu was to allow the City to
possibly purchase land somewhere else.

Commissioner Dubovik liked the proposed lot sizes and proposed frontage. He was disappointed with the
open space and payment in lieu of. He did not feel the spirit and intent of the MPC Zone was to maximize
the density, and then pay the City to develop the open space within that specific development. The payment
in lieu of was to provide the City with excess, or additional, funds to build a central City park to serve all of
the residents. What was proposed was not illegal, but he did not feel Lew Swain and Brent Bailey were
meeting the spirit and intent of the MPC Zone. The MPC Zone was meant to provide areas for commercial
space, but he did not see any commercial space on the proposed site plan. His expectation of an MPC plan
was a little different than what was being proposed.

Lew Swain stated that the MPC Zone did contemplate different aspects for the development because of its
size and its unique location. Some of those different aspects included commercial. Based on his 35 years
of experience developing shopping centers, he did not feel mid-block commercial locations would attract
even a convenience store. Commercial property needed to be located on an intersection of a road that went
somewhere. He did not feel this property was the right place for commercial space. One of the problems
most communities had with open space was the lack of specificity in their open space requiremenst.
Ordinances did not say open space had to be usable and worth something. In Willard’s current ordinance,
a fatlow hillside could be considered open space. They were trying to create an area that could become a
park if the City wanted. They were giving the City the land and the money to create a park. If the City wanted
to create a regional park, the payment in lieu of could be used for that regional park.

Commissioner Bingham agreed this was not a good place for a commercial area. The MPC Zone was
designed to work with the area surrounding a property. He felt the City Council would want to address the
open space issue.

Commissioner Dubovik asked about the number in of entrances and exits in relation to the number of
residential units. Did any of the proposed connecting roads currently exist? Mr. Swain said that Pettingill
Estates located on the south side did have a stub which Old Farm Market Subdivision would connect to.
There weren't any stub roads to connect to on the north side.

Chairman Bodily stated that 200 West was a main road that ran north and south. He asked if the Deer Run
Subdivision had a north/south road known as 100 West. Mr. Wheelwright said it did, but it did not continue
to the south. It would be nice to have another north/south road besides 200 West.

Commissioner Baker asked if 200 West would end at the Old Farm Subdivision. Mr. Wheelwright hoped
that 200 West would continue south on the stub road labeled E. Commissioner Bingham felt the stops and
turn proposed on 200 West in the Old Farm Subdivision would slow down traffic. Lew Swain felt a straight
road through the entire development would encourage speed. The proposed intersections would slow the
traffic.

Commissioner Baker asked if Lew Swain and Brent Bailey owned the property on either side of Roads A
and B, which connected to Highway 89. Mr. Swain said they owned property on the south side of B.
Commissioner Baker asked if the City was condemning property to put Roads A and B in. Lew Swain said
it was not. They owned the property and rights-of-way for the roads that were shown.
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Lew Swain stated that 2 2 years ago, they started working with UDOT to secure access approval for Roads
A and B. UDOT was ready to approve the accesses, but was waiting until the development had received
entitlement. After the Planning Commission and City Council approved the site plan, UDOT could approve
the access permits.

Commissioner Baker asked how wide Roads A and B were. Lew Swain was not sure of the exact width,
but he did know it complied with the City's standards. Chris Davis thought the City standard was 66 feet
wide.

Commissioner Dubovik clarified that the Planning Commission was considering whether or not to
recommend the MPC Zone to the City Council. Mr. Davis said it was, along with any recommendations it
felt were needed, such as an additional stub road to the north as suggested by Commissioner Bingham.
He knew that Bryce Wheelwright wanted to add a condition regarding the HOP Trail.

Bryce Wheelwright stated that on July 51, the City had received full funding for the HOP Trail, plus the 10%
match. Commissioner Baker clarified that the HOP Trail would follow 200 West south through town. Mr.
Wheelwright said the trail would follow the old UIC corridor. At the south end of town, 200 West tied into
the UIC corridor and another trail on the UTA right-of-way. The UTA trail would follow the tracks and come
out at 760 North where UTA planned to have a park and ride. If Lew Swain and Brent Bailey put in the
meandering trail shown on the site plan, it would add to the HOP Trail system.

Jo Baird, 175 West Center Street, stated that as long as they had lived in Willard they had heard that Willard
would have to grow. They knew that sooner or later it would have to happen. She asked if there was
anything in the development plans about putting in a school. Willard Elementary school was inundated.
Chairman Bodily stated that the planning for and construction of schools was the responsibility of the Box
Elder County School District.

Commissioner Bingham moved to recommend that the City Council approve an MPC Zone for the
Old Farm Subdivision located at approximately 7140 South Highway 89 subject to an additional stub
road to the north, the HOP Trail master plan, and discussion regarding completion of the open
space. Commissioner Dubovik seconded the motion. Commissioners Bingham and Dubovik voted
“aye.” Commissioner Baker voted “nay.”

Chairman Bodily asked if he could vote. Mr. Davis and Mr. Mund said he could not.

Commissioner Bingham asked Commissioner Baker why she voted against the motion. Commissioner
Baker said she did not want to create a city island. Commissioner Bingham explained that the City Council
had already accepted the annexation application. The Planning Commission was not making a decision
regarding the annexation. It was making a recommendation on the zoning and the site plan.

Commissioner Baker changed her vote to “aye” so the issue could be forwarded to the City Council
to make a final decision. The motion carried.

Chris Davis stated that the City Council would hold a public hearing regarding the annexation on July 14,
At that time, Commissioner Baker could express concerns about creating an island. It was a valid point of
view.

Chairman Bodily asked if the City had a say in creating an island. If the State said the annexation could
happen could the City could deny the annexation? Colt Mund said the City and the County could deny it. In
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this case, Box Elder County had already approved the annexation. The final decision would be made by
the City Council. He was not aware of any protests that were filed against the annexation.

Mayor Mote pointed out that Commissioner Baker did not have to change her vote. The recommendation
would still have been forwarded to the City Council. It just would have been forwarded with a defeated
motion.

Commissioner Baker felt that if she voted ‘nay’ it would kill the whole project. Mayor Mote said that in this
particular case it wouldn’t because the Planning Commission wasn't the legislative, or decision-making,
body.

Commissioner Baker stated that even though she was opposed to the annexation, she changed her vote
because the Planning Commission was only considering the design.

Mayor Mote felt that Commissioner Baker's concerns should be noted and reported to the City Council.

Colt Mund stated that the Planning Commission’s motion should be to approve with conditions or to deny
the requested MPC. That is what should be transmitted to the City Council. In this case, Commissioner
Baker could vote ‘nay,’ and the defeated motion would still be forwarded to the City Council.

Commissioner Baker asked about the Planning Commission making motions without a full quorum. Chris
Davis said the Planning Commission had to have a quorum to take a vote. Three members of the Planning
Commission constituted a quorum.

Chairman Bodily said a motion had to pass by three votes.

There was a discussion with members of the audience about the motion. Colt Mund clarified that if the
motion would have failed, the zoning for the Old Farm Subdivision would have gone to the City Council
without a recommendation from the Planning Commission. The Planning Commission did not act as a veto.
It acted as an advisory body.

Chad Braegger felt it was premature to forward the zoning and subdivision to the City Council because the
developers still had to comply with the conditions of the motion. Colt Mund stated that a subdivision plan
could be approved by the Planning Commission with conditions.

Mayor Mote said this was the second time he had seen a member of the Planning Commission have to
change a vote in order for a motion to pass. If an item wasn't ready for the City Council, the City Council
shouldn't take it up. Colt Mund stated that the City Council could receive the recommendation and choose
to send it back to the Planning Commission for further review. That was not an uncommon practice.

Mayor Mote felt it was the City Council's responsibility to make recommendations from the Planning
Commission productive.

Commissioner Dubovik stated that if the Planning Commission’s task was to send the plan for the Old Farm
Subdivision forward with a recommendation, he did not feel there had been any discussion that would
disqualify the plan from going to the City Council absent the recommendation.

Mayor Mote felt it would be helpful for him and the Council to have a work session with Planning
Commission members to discuss an effective role for the Planning Commission. There were things the
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Planning Commission could handle before an item was sent to the City Council. He felt the Planning
Commission should have a stronger role.

Commissioner Bingham stated that the City Council was the legislative body. It was up to the City Council
to make legislative decisions. The Planning Commission’s role was administrative and advisory. The
Planning Commission could make recommendations, but it could not approve a development agreement.
His question to Commissioner Baker was meant to make sure that all of the Planning Commission members
understood what the motion was for. He had not been trying to ramrod a vote. He only intended to make
sure that everyone was voting for the same thing.

Mayor Mote felt there were specific open space requirements in the MPC Zone. The Planning Commission
could have directed that changes be made to the open space and brought back.

Chad Braegger, 3790 South 1200 West, felt it was a waste of time to push a development on to the City
Council when there were conditions that had not been met.

Commission Dubovik asked what elements of the ordinance the Old Farm Subdivision did not meet.

Mayor Mote felt the MPC Ordinance would go array if everyone didn't realize an MPC development was
meant to benefit the City. The goal of the MPC Zone was what is the City getting out of this? How did the
City benefit from an MPC development? He felt everyone had to stop asking if an MPC development met
the letter of the law because that wasn’t the goal. The goal was to determine if a development was beneficial
to the City. If a development wasn’t a benefit to the City, the City did not have to enter into a development
agreement.

Commissioner Bingham felt it was the City Council's job to approve or disapprove the development
agreement. The Planning Commission’s job was to make recommendations. There had been several times
in the past that the City Council had chosen not to follow the recommendations of the Planning Commission.

Mayor Mote wanted to improve communication between the City Council and the Planning Commission.
He felt the Planning Commission should make a recommendation about whether an MPC development
would benefit the City or not. A development might meet the letter of the law but not be a benefit to the City.

Commissioner Dubovik stated that he brought up the spirit and intent of the ordinance. Even if a plan met
the qualitative aspects of the MPC Zone, the City did not have to approve it. He made his comments based
on that fact. He didn't feel the open space proposal met the spirit and intent of the MPC Ordinance. He
made his comments with City Council members in the audience. Would the Mayor have preferred him to
have voted against the proposed plan until he felt it met the spirit and intent?

Mayor Mote felt there was more to the Planning Commission’s recommendation that whether a plan met
the letter of the law. The Planning Commission also needed to determine whether the proposed MPC would
benefit the City.

Commissioner Dubovik felt that he should have added his concern regarding the open space to
Commissioner Bingham’s motion.

Mayor Mote also wanted to have minutes of the Planning Commission’s discussion included in the City
Council packets.
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There was a discussion between the Planning Commission and members of the audience regarding a
homeowners’ association.

Chad Braegger stated that if the Planning Commission did not feel comfortable about the design of an MPC,
the project should be sent back to the drawing board. If the Planning Commission forwarded such an MPC
to the City Council, it would be sent right back. Then everyone’s time was wasted. Willard did not have a
good reputation about getting things done. A project should only be forwarded to the City Council when the
Planning Commission was comfortable with it.

Commissioner Dubovik felt the Planning Commission had experienced a learning curve. He felt his
comments about the qualitative aspects would be included in the minutes sent to the City Council. He didn't
mind being the bad guy. He felt there should be a discussion about how to make the MPC approval process
work.

Mayor Mote wanted to empower the Planning Commission.

Commissioner Baker liked the clarification on the spirit and intent and knowing that a development did not
have to be approved even if it met the requirements of the ordinance. Mayor Mote reminded the Planning
Commission that an MPC project was an agreement and was approved differently than other zoning issues
that had to abide by the City code.

Chairman Bodily asked if a developer could take the City to court if an agreement could not be reached.
Mayor Mote said a developer could always follow the Zoning Ordinance and do half-acre lots.

5B. REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION REGARDING FUTURE LAND USE MAP AND PORTIONS
OF THE GENERAL PLAN - TABLED

Time Stamp: 07/07/22 59:40

Chris Davis stated that the Planning Commission had not received the latest information regarding the
Future Land Use Map. He asked that this item be tabled until the next meeting.

5C. DISCUSSION REGARDING ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS
Time Stamp: 07/07/22 1:00:22

Chairman Bodily stated that Colt Mund had updated the draft ordinance to include detached accessory
dwelling units.

Chairman Bodily allowed a question from the audience.

Jay Thackeray, 1562 Hargis Hill Road, asked how existing detached accessory dwelling units would be
affected by an Accessory Dwelling Unit Ordinance. Would existing ADU’s be forced to comply with the new
standards? Colt Mund stated that the City could not enforce a law retroactively. The City currently did not
have any regulations regarding accessory dwelling units.

Mayor Mote stated that the current Zoning Ordinance only allowed one dwelling unit per parcel. Colt Mund
agreed the City could currently enforce the one-dwelling-unit-per-parcel ordinance.
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Jay Thackeray asked if the Accessory Dwelling Unit ordinance could include a provision to require that
existing accessory dwelling units be brought up to code. Colt Mund said the new ordinance would require
that the City issue a permit for either an internal or detached accessory dwelling unit. If someone currently
had an accessory dwelling unit, they would always be out of compliance because the use would be
grandfathered under the one-unit-per-parcel regulations. If they continued the use without obtaining a
permit, they would be violating the ordinance. The teeth would always be enforcement.

There was a discussion about enforcement.

Bryce Wheelwright stated that if a complaint was filed it was investigated. Enforcement was applied if it was
necessary. Colt Mund stated that at various times the City had filed a notice of non-compliance on
properties. A notice of non-compliance was an encumbrance on a property. He had recommended and did
recommend that the City include criminal penalties in its ordinances. If necessary, land use violations could
become a criminal penalties and could be enforced with prosecution. Prosecution seemed to get people’s
attention.

Chairman Bodily stated that there had been past discussions about several cities joining together to hire a
code enforcement officer.

Tami Brimberry, 42 South 250 West, asked if the proposed ordinance would allow an additional dwelling
unit on a lot. Commissioner Bingham said it would allow an accessory dwelling unit as long as it complied
with the adopted regulations. The ordinance had not been finalized and adopted.

Colt Mund stated that the State felt people needed more places to live. Last year the State Legislature
passed a law that said cities could not prohibit internal accessory dwelling units. The City could adopt
regulations to regulate ADU's, but they couldn’t prohibit them. He felt the State would also mandate
detached ADU'’s in the future. The proposed ordinance regulated both internal and detached ADU’s. A
detached ADU was a separate structure from the primary residence.

Chad Braegger asked if the Planning Commission had talked about impact fees. Chairman Bodily said the
ordinance proposed that a detached ADU be charged 25% of the culinary water and sanitary sewer impact
fees. Colt Mund reminded the Planning Commission that the State Legislature recently prohibited charging
impact fees for internal ADU's.

Chairman Bodily stated that a detached ADU could not be less than 300 square feet and no more than
1,000, and it could not use more than 25% of rear side space.

Commissioner Baker said the enforcement clause charged a $100 penalty per day. Jay Thackeray asked
about a criminal penalty. Colt Mund said the ordinance did not currently include a criminal penalty.

Chad Braegger asked about utilities. Would separate water and sewer lines be required for a detached
ADU, or would lines be ran from the main house? Chairman Bodily said the ordinance included impact fees
in the amount of 256%. Colt Mund said it was up to the Planning Commission to determine if an impact fee
should be charged. He understood that detached ADU's would require a separate connection.

Commissioner Dubovik stated that an ADU could not be leased for a period of less than 30 days, which
would preclude someone from using an ADU as an Airbnb. Mr. Mund said that was corrected.

Commissioner Baker liked the proposed ordinance, but felt criminal penalties should be added.
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Chris Davis stated that a lot of the language in the proposed ordinance was mandated by the State of Utah.
Zoning was controlled by the Utah State Legislature. It could tell cities what they could and could not do.
Most of the language Colt Mund had included in the draft ordinance was mandated. The City did have a
little more latitude with the detached ADU's.

Chairman Bodily asked if the 25% impact fees seemed reasonable. Colt Mund suggested that the question
about amount of the impact fees be answered by the City Engineer.

There was a discussion about impact fees and addresses

Bryce Wheelwright felt that if a detached ADU had its own water and sewer connection, it should pay the
full impact fee. If lines were ran from the home, the impact fee would be only 25%

Commissioner Dubovik felt the ordinance included regulations for addresses.

Commissioner Dubovik asked if the City had consciously chosen to not allow Airbnb’s in the community.
Colt Mund said the proposed ordinance did not address Airbnb’s. It did prohibit ADU’s from being used for
short term rentals, rentals that were less than 30 days. He felt Airbnb’s would need a separate conditional
use permit. They were addressed in the Table of Uses.

Chairman Bodily asked how Colt Mund had arrived at a 25% impact fee. Colt Mund said he had looked at
what other cities were charging. It was up to the Planning Commission to determine what the impact fee
should be. Bryce Wheelwright stated that the Zoning Ordinance limited accessory buildings to 25% of the
rear yard space. Commissioner Bingham felt a 25% impact fee seemed fair if an ADU was limited to 25%
of rear yard space.

Micheile Drago, Deputy Recorder, stated that the culinary water impact fee was $6,361.00. Twenty-five
percent (25%) of that would be $1,590.25. Twenty-five percent (25%) of the sewer impact fee would be
$1,800.00.

Commissioner Dubovik moved to table discussion of the ADU Ordinance until the Planning
Commission had received information from the City Engineer regarding impact fees and the
ordinance had been amended to include criminal penalties and address regulations for detached
ADU’s. Commissioner Baker seconded the motion. All voted “aye.” The motion passed
unanimously.

6. CONSIDERATION AND APPROVAL OF MAY 19, 2022, REGULAR PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES

Commissioner Baker moved to approve the regular Planning Commission minutes of June 16, 2022,
as corrected. Commissioner Dubovik seconded the motion. All voted” aye.” The motion passed
unanimously.

7. COMMISSIONER/STAFF COMMENTS

Time Stamp: 07-02-2022 1:24:20
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Colt Mund

Did not have any comments.
Chris Davis
Did not have any comments.

Bryce Wheelwright

Bryce Wheelwright said he had already updated the Planning Commission on the HOP Trail.

Commissioner Baker

Did not have any comments.

Chairman Bodily

Chairman Bodily felt the staff needed to investigate the Old Post Office. He felt there was someone living
there at night.

Commissioner Dubovik

Commissioner Dubovik asked who provided enforcement on the Canal Road. He was concerned that
someone would be injured due to the speeds vehicles were traveling. Chris Davis said the Canal Road
belonged to the Bureau of Reclamation. It was federal property. Commissioner Dubovik understood that
the road was available for the public to use, but some people took their use to the extreme. He felt people
were disrespecting the privilege and causing a safety hazard.

Commissioner Dubovik asked about the results of the land sale. Chris Davis stated that Willard City had
advertised land for sale east of the City Shop at approximately 300 East 300 South. The bidding period f
had ended. The property was purchased by Chad Call for approximately $550,000. The land was sold
without water.

Commissioner Bingham

Commissioner Bingham stated that on the 4" of July he noticed the condition of the playground grass at
the elementary school. Chris Davis stated that Payden Vine, the City's Public Works Director, had been
working with the School District to get the sprinklers fixed

8. ADJOURN

Commissioner Dubovik moved to adjourn at 8:04 p.m. Commissioner Baker seconded the motion.
All voted in favor. The motion passed unanimously. :
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Minutes were read individually and approved on: l", /o)l !&72
_Jm‘-b Bt i "Mmmbhuo
Planning Commission, Chaifnan Planning Commission Se¥retary
Sid Bodily Michelle Drago
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