COTTONWOOD HEIGHTS CITY
ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW COMMISSION

MEETING AGENDA
January 26", 2023

Cottonwood Heights

City berween the canyons

Notice is hereby given that the Cottonwood Heights Architectural Review Commission will convene at 6:00 p.m.
on Thursday, January 26, 2023 at Cottonwood Heights City Hall (2277 E. Bengal Blvd., Cottonwood Heights, UT
84121) for its regularly scheduled Public Meeting.

The public meeting will also be broadcast electronically on Zoom. For those who wish to attend virtually, please
register in advance for these meetings by visiting: www.ch.utah.gov/architecturalreviewcommission, and clicking
on “ARC Zoom Links.” Alternatively, the public can also hear audio of the open portions of the meeting by
connecting to the live broadcast at http://mixIr.com/chmeetings.

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

2.0 Business Items
2.1 Project SUB-22-005
Review and potential action on a request by Ivory Homes for a Certificate of Design Compliance
for a Planned Unit Development and public park at 3625 E. Doverhill Dr.

3.0 Consent Agenda
3.1 Approval of Minutes for January 26, 2023
The Architectural Review Commission will move to approve the minutes of January 26, 2023,
after the following process is met. The recorder will prepare the minutes and email them to each
member of the Commission. The members will have five days to review the minutes and provide
any changes to the recorder. If, after five days, there are no changes, the minutes will stand
approved. If there are changes, the process will be followed until the changes are made and the
Commission agrees, at which time the minutes shall be deemed approved.

4.0 Adjourn
4.1 Next meeting is scheduled for February 23, 2023


http://www.ch.utah.gov/architecturalreviewcommission
http://mixlr.com/chmeetings

Public Comment Policy

As a public meeting, not a public hearing, public comments are not accepted during Architectural Review
Commission Meetings. Individuals with questions regarding an Architectural Review Commission application
should direct their inquiries to staff prior to the meeting, by emailing planning@ch.utah.gov.

Meeting Procedures
Items will generally be heard in the following order:
1. Staff Presentation
2. Applicant Presentation (If Applicable)
3. Architectural Review Commission Deliberation
4. Architectural Review Commission Motion and Vote

Architectural Review Commission applications may be tabled if: 1) Additional information is needed in
order to act on the item; or 2) The Architectural Review Commission finds there are unresolved issues that
may need further attention before the Commission is ready to make a motion. No agenda item will begin
after 9:00 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.

Notice of Participation by Telephonic/Digital Means

Architectural Review Commission members may participate in the meeting via telephonic/digital
communication. If a Commissioner does participate via telephonic/digital communication, the Commissioner will
be on speakerphone/Zoom. The communication will be amplified so that all other Commissioners and all other
persons present in the room will be able to hear all discussions.

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 shall notify 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 Friday, January 20™, 2023, 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 20™ DAY OF JANUARY 2023, Paula Melgar, City Recorder


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

o ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW COMMISSION (ARC)
TN STAFF REPORT

C_OtgﬂllWObOd HEIghlS Planned Unit Development and Preliminary Plat
e TN Meeting Date: January 26, 2023
Staff Contact: Mike Johnson, Community & Economic Dev. Director

Summary

Action Requested
Certification of Design
Compliance for a
Planned Unit
Development

Applicant
Ivory Homes

Project #
SUB-22-005

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
Issuance of Certificate
of Design Compliance

Proposal

The applicant is proposing a planned unit development (PUD) consisting of 13 single-family lots on
approximately 4.17 acres of the property. The remaining 1.87 acres is proposed to be a public park
accessible from Doverhill Drive and Summerhill Drive. Three of the proposed lots will have frontage on
Doverhill Drive (existing public road). One lot will have direct frontage on Summer Hill Drive (existing
public road). The remaining 9 lots will be accessed via a proposed private right-of-way. The public park
will have direct frontage and access from Doverhill Drive and Summer Hill Drive.

The planned unit development and preliminary subdivision plat was unanimously approved by the
Planning Commission, with a condition of approval of obtain a Certificate of Design Compliance from the
ARC.


https://slco.org/assessor/new/valuationInfoExpanded.cfm?parcel_id=22233810150000

Architectural Review Commission Staff Report for SUB-22-005
January 26, 2023
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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 church-owned recreational field that includes a baseball
diamond, bleachers, and a pavilion structure.

Arson was committed in the church building around 2018, causing extensive property damage.
Following the arson, the property has not been in active use by the church. In 2020, the city was made
aware that the Church was reviewing 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 city’s potential
purchase of the property.

After its consideration and review, the Church decided that the property would be sold for the ‘highest
and best use’ on the private market. The city, among other parties, submitted an offer that included the
purchase and preservation of the open space on the property. Although the city’s offer identified the
preservation of more area for a public park, the Church decided that approximately four acres of land
would be sold to a private developer (lvory Homes), and the rest would be sold to Cottonwood Heights
for open space.

The land offered to the city was approximately the eastern two acres of the property. The city raised
concern that locating a public park on the eastern acreage eliminated of the existing pavilion, limited
pedestrian connectivity to the surrounding neighborhood, and resulted in narrow property frontage.
The city continued meeting with representatives from the Church and Ivory Homes in hopes of
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Architectural Review Commission Staff Report for SUB-22-005
January 26, 2023

improving the functionality and accessibility of the public park space through a potential land swap
between the city and lvory Homes.

An original planned unit development (PUD) concept was considered by the Planning Commission in
2021 and was approved with conditions. However, subsequent fault trenching on the site revealed fault
lines that create a substantial amount of unbuildable area on the site. Over the past year, lvory Homes,
the Church, and the city have engaged in discussions to determine a revised subdivision and park design
that mitigates fault hazards, provides a functional park that meets the city’s priorities, while allocating
space for a reasonable number of single-family lots.

Ivory Homes has now submitted the attached updated application for a 13-lot planned unit
development (PUD) and preliminary subdivision plat (previously 17 lots), in addition to a development
agreement intended to ensure park construction and timely completion by lvory Homes, on behalf of
the city.

Review Criteria

Zoning Ordinance

The subject property is in the Residential Single-family Zone (R-1-8), which is the most common zoning
in the city and allows for single-family homes on lots that are 8,000 square feet or larger. The proposed
planned unit development 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 analysis is
required to be completed prior to final plat recordation.

Residential Single-Family (R-1-8)

Residential Multi-Family (R-2-8)

Public Facilities (PF)

Page 3 of 11



Architectural Review Commission Staff Report for SUB-22-005
January 26, 2023

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 reccommended at the location of the
proposed pedestrian trail connecting Doverhill Drive to the proposed park parcel and
beyond to Wasatch Boulevard

ARC Authority

Per city ordinance, both the Planning Commission and ARC are required to review each planned unit
development for compliance with certain design criteria, summarized as follows (CH Ordinance
19.78.100):

e Preservation of critical environmental resources

e Provision of high quality amenities;

e Incorporation of creative design layouts of buildings and circulation;

e Provision of greater efficiency in the layout of roads, utilities, and other infrastructure;
e Conformance to the general plan, area master plans, and overlay zones;

Page 4 of 11
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Architectural Review Commission Staff Report for SUB-22-005
January 26, 2023

o Compatibility with surrounding development;

e Implementation of environmental design (design responsive to natural features and aesthetic
qualities of the community, preservation of open spaces, enhanced pedestrian circulation, etc.);

e Provision of architectural standards and elements to ensure consistency with the general plan
and area master plans;

The number of lots, layout of streets, setback reductions, and other subdivision details are not within
the purview of the ARC and have already been approved by the city’s Planning Commission.

Staff recommends that the ARC focus its analysis on the factors listed above, with special attention on
pedestrian circulation elements, and the proposed parking, design, and amenities of the public park
space.

Development Analysis

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

Requirement: Per 19.78.030, 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 park frontage on Doverhill Drive. Most
proposed lots fully comply with R-1-8 zoning standards, including size, frontage, and setbacks. However,
the applicant is requesting reduced lot width requirements, reduced side setback requirements on a
small number of the proposed lots:

e Lot 109 —reduced side setback adjacent to Wasatch Boulevard, slightly reduced width
e Lots 110-112 — reduced lot width, reduced side setbacks (5’ instead of 8-12’)

The applicant is proposing to utilize a private street to access the eastern-most proposed lots. The
private street design will be required to comply with all applicable fire department access standards and
will include a modified pedestrian circulation element that deviates from typical ordinance
requirements.

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. The impact of the modifications doesn’t notably
impact the existing residential areas in the vicinity more than a standard subdivision would. The impact
of the requested lot width and side setback reductions is mostly self-contained or adjacent to the
Wasatch Boulevard right-of-way.
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The lots affected by requested variations are highlighted in blue. All other lots fully comply with R-1-8
zoning requirements. A detailed table of requested variations is included below.

Requirement: 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 (all lots are greater than 9,000 square feet), 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. In addition to utilization of a design
catalogue for the proposed homes, this proposal includes full construction and completion of the city
park. A conceptual design has been attached, and final park design approval is subject to approval by the
City Council. Staff finds that the inclusion of an accessible neighborhood public park further
complements the surrounding residential development and provides an important community amenity.

Requirement: 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. Additionally, development of the existing slopes on site, while not all
natural slopes, are subject to review against the city’s Sensitive Lands (SLEDS) ordinance. Currently, the
applicant is proposing to replace the hillside with stepped retaining walls, which must demonstrate full
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Architectural Review Commission Staff Report for SUB-22-005
January 26, 2023

compliance with all applicable city ordinances as part of the platting process.

Jmsﬂm Howig

Excerpt from cross-section exhibit, showing proposed grading (looking west to east). Full cross-section
document included as an attachment to this report.

Requirement: 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 (4.3 acres without the
park space). This proposal is considered standard PUD.

Requirement: 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 13 lots equate to a
density of 2.11 units per acre (i.e., 13 lots / 6.17 acres), which is less than half of the maximum density
permitted. The impact of total density across the whole site will be closer to that of half-acre lots than a
typical R-1-8 subdivision.

Requirement: 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 creates new 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.
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Requirement: 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 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.

LOT NUMBER LOT WIDTH SIDE SETBACKS LOT SIZE (sq ft)
PROPOSED
101 120 Standard R-1-8 20,079
102 85.6' Standard R-1-8 9,569
103 85.6' Standard R-1-8 9,569
104 85.63’ Standard R-1-8 9,573
105 77 Standard R-1-8 16,950
106 80.24’ Standard R-1-8 9,138
107 80.47 Standard R-1-8 9,165
108 80.25’ Standard R-1-8 9,140
109 **67’ **5’ east side yard 12,095
110 **65’ **5’ south side yard 10,888
111 **65’ **5’ side yards 9,095
112 134’ **5’ north side yard 9,995
113 182’ Standard R-1-8 19,132

Requirement: 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 comprises 32% of the site area, which exceeds ordinance requirements.

Requirement: 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.

Requirement: The Planning Commission shall require arrangement of structures and open spaces within
a PUD in a manner that assures adjacent properties will not be materially, adversely affected.
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Architectural Review Commission Staff Report for SUB-22-005
January 26, 2023

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, it is intended that Ivory
will construct the public park for the city, so that the final park will be completed and open to the public
as the last homes in the subdivision are completed.

All structures within the development will be required to comply with the city’s outdoor lighting and
landscaping 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.

Requirement: 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 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

The applicant completed a fault study, compliant with the city’s sensitive lands ordinance, and
submitted a report dated May 3, 2022, to the Development Review Committee. This report identifies
the location of numerous fault lines through the site that require mitigation via setback. This results in a
large portion of the property being unbuildable, and is the location of the proposed public park
(habitable structures cannot be constructed within fault zones, but parks can). One additional trench is
needed to confirm the final extent of a fault line, but the existing church meetinghouse building needs
to be demolished first.
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Fault Setback Requirements
Westernmost Trace = 20" on west side
Easternmost Trace = 20" on east side

This figure shows the location of fault lines and unbuildable fault setback areas.

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. Completion of SLEDS studies will be required prior
to final approval, and may extend through the construction of each lot, dependent on the nature and
extent of hazards identified.

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. However, review comments to date are

generally technical in nature.

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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January 26, 2023

Public Park and Development Agreement

A development agreement has been proposed to ensure the most favorable configuration of the city
park including its timely construction by Ivory Homes. The need for a land swap to achieve an ideal city
park design merits the use of a development agreement. The city’s park design priorities will be
incorporated into the final agreement language.

The terms of the development agreement are currently under negotiation between the city and the
applicant and will require City Council approval. Staff anticipates that the development agreement will
be signed and in place prior to final plat recordation.

Preliminary Park Design Concept

Recommendation
Staff recommends APPROVAL a Certificate of Design Compliance, with additional recommendations
from the ARC regarding the design and amenities in the public park.
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