
 

 2603 Santa Clara Drive, Santa Clara, Utah 84765 
 Phone (435) 673-6712    Fax (435) 628-7338   

 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

Planning Commission 
July 13, 2023 @ 5:30 PM 

 

2603 Santa Clara Drive 
Santa Clara, Utah 84765 

 

Phone: (435) 673-6712 
Email: contact@sccity.org

 
Public Notice is hereby given that the Planning Commission of the City of Santa Clara, Washington 
County, Utah, will hold a Planning Commission Meeting in the City Council Chambers, 2603 Santa Clara 
Drive, Santa Clara, Utah, on Thursday, July 13, 2023, commencing at 5:30 PM. The meeting will be 
broadcasted via YouTube linked on our website at https://sccity.org/meetings. 
 

The agenda for the meeting is as follows: 

1. Call to Order 
 

2. Opening Ceremony 
 

A. Pledge of Allegiance: Curtis Whitehead 
B. Opening Comments (Invocation): Curtis Whitehead 

 
3. Communications and Appearances 

 
4. Working Agenda  

 
A. Public Hearing 

 
1. Consider a proposed General Plan Amendment application for property at the intersection 

of Pioneer Parkway and future extension of Red Mountain Drive. These properties have 
been legally subdivided and are known as Lots 1, 2 and 3 of the Silverado Commercial 
Subdivision. Silverado Development, LLC, is proposing a General Plan Amendment 
from Main Street Commercial, MSC and Open Space, OS to Mixed Use Residential, 
MUR for Lots 1 & 2, and Main Street Commercial, MSC and Open Space, OS to Main 
Street Commercial, MSC for Lot 3. The proposed General Plan Amendment is part of the 
process to allow for a future Mixed-Use Development including commercial, office, and 
residential uses on the property.  

 
5. General Business 

 
A. Recommendation to City Council 

 
1. Recommendation to the City Council to consider a proposed General Plan Amendment 

application for property at the intersection of Pioneer Parkway and future extension of 
Red Mountain Drive. These properties have been legally subdivided and are known as 
Lots 1, 2 and 3 of the Silverado Commercial Subdivision. Silverado Development, LLC, 
is proposing a General Plan Amendment from Main Street Commercial, MSC and Open 
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 Phone (435) 673-6712    Fax (435) 628-7338   

Space, OS to Mixed Use Residential, MUR for Lots 1 & 2, and Main Street Commercial, 
MSC and Open Space, OS to Main Street Commercial, MSC for Lot 3.  
 

2. Recommendation to the City Council to consider Site Plan Approval for a Mixed-Use 
Building located at 3098 Santa Clara Drive. Justin Anderson and Steven Beesley, 
applicants.  

 
3. Recommendation to the City Council to consider Final Plat approval for the Lugano 

Subdivision. The property is located directly south of Vineyard Drive and east of 
Riverwood Lane. Jason Lindsey, applicant.  

 
6. Discussion Items 

 
A. None 

 
7. Approval of Minutes 

 
A. Request Approval of Regular Meeting minutes: June 22, 2023 

 
8. Adjournment 

 
Note: In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations 
during this meeting should notify the City at least 24 hours in advance of the meeting by calling (435) 673-
6712. 

 

Posted this 6th day of July 2023. 

 

____________________________ 

Jim McNulty, Planning Manager 



 

  

 

City of Santa Clara 
2603 Santa Clara Drive 
(435) 656-4690, Ext. 225 
jmcnulty@sccity.org 
 

  
  

 

General Plan Amendment  
Summary and Recommendation 

 

Public Body: Santa Clara Planning Commission  
Meeting Date: July 13, 2023 
Current Zone: Planned Development Residential, PDR 
General Plan Designation: Main Street Commercial, MSC & Open Space, OS 
Property Location: Intersection of Pioneer Parkway & future extension of Red Mountain Drive 
Property Size: 14.27 Acres 
Request: General Plan Amendment 
Applicant Name: Silverado Development LLC (Julian Stemmer) 
Staff Planner: Jim McNulty 
Meeting Type: Public Hearing 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The applicant, Julian Stemmer (Silverado Development LLC), is requesting a General Plan Amendment for 
property at the intersection of Pioneer Parkway and future extension of Red Mountain Drive.  These properties 
have been legally subdivided and are known as Lots 1, 2, and 3 of the Silverado Commercial Subdivision.  Lot 1 is 
6.44 acres, Lot 2 is 5.22 acres, with Lot 3 being 2.61 acres.  The applicant is proposing a General Plan 
Amendment from Main Street Commercial, MSC and Open Space, OS to Mixed Use Residential, MUR for Lot 1 & 
Lot 2, and Main Street Commercial, MSC and Open Space, OS to Main Street Commercial, MSC for Lot 3.  The 
proposed General Plan Amendment is part of the process to allow for a future Mixed-Use Development 
including commercial, office, and residential uses on the property. 
 
The applicant has submitted a Concept Plan along with architectural elevations for the proposed future 
mixed-use project.  Lot 1 would include multi-family townhome units intended to be used as Toy Storage 
Garages with a dwelling unit.  Lot 2 would include a 96-unit Apartment Project with a pool and other amenities.  
Lot 3 is intended for commercial, and office uses including restaurants.  The Concept Plan also includes an 
outdoor plaza in-between commercial buildings along with a public stairway to the Harmon’s Center.  Reciprocal 
access will also be required to the Harmon’s Center allowing for safe vehicle travel to and from the site.   
 
Future Access to the property will be provided via Pioneer Parkway and the future extension of Red Mountain 
Drive.  Additionally, a traffic signal will be required when it’s warranted.  This will be further discussed during 
the public hearing process for a Rezoning & Project Plan if the General Plan Amendment is approved.  
City staff and legal counsel have determined that a General Plan Amendment is required for the subject 
properties prior to pursuing a revised property Rezoning and Project Plan application.  This will allow for a clear 
and transparent record of property entitlement moving forward. 

Staff Report 
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NEIGHBORHOOD RESPONSE 

Notices were sent to the property owners within 300’ of the subject property.  The subject property was also 
posted as per State Code.  No responses have been received by city staff as of the writing of this report.  
However, The Planning Commission will recall that several residents came out to the public hearing last year 
for the property Rezoning and Project Plan application. 
 

GENERAL PLAN CONSIDERATION 

The Santa Clara City General Plan Map includes two (2) land use designations for the property.  This includes 
Main Street Commercial, MSC and Open Space, OS.   
 
The description for MSC to remain on Lot 3 only (Section 3.4.2 Mixed-Use Land Uses) states the following: 
 

“Predominantly commercial uses on the ground level, including uses such as stores, restaurants, and 
offices with residences and/or office on the 2nd and 3rd floors”. 

 
The description for OS (Section 3.3.4 Parks & Conservation Land Uses) states the following: 
 

“Includes permanent, natural open space, as well as limited passive recreation such as golf courses and 
trails.  The open space designation is applied to most sensitive lands”. 

 
A minimal amount of Open Space is included on the subject properties as per the General Plan Land Use Map.  
City staff intends to clean up the Land Use Map and remove these areas with this General Plan Amendment. 
 
The description for the proposed MUR designation for Lots 1 and 2 (Section 3.4.2 Mixed-Use Land Uses) states 
the following: 
 

“The mix of uses is mostly residential, in the form of townhomes, multi-unit buildings, but also might 
include small-lot single-family homes.  MUR may also include small retail stores, coffee shops, and 
offices at intersections with collector streets.  Second-floor residences or offices are encouraged”. 

 
The General Plan states that a Mixed-Use designation, Section 3.4.2 encourages a mix of residential, retail, and 
employment uses that are typically segregated.   
 
Policy 3.1 states that all mixed-use development will be accompanied by: 
 

1. Attractive landscaping. 
2. Pushing buildings to the street or right-of-way. 
3. Pedestrian-oriented streetscape. 
4. Street trees. 

 
Section 4.6 of the General Plan includes the “Pioneer Parkway Retail Core” and states the following: 
 

“The Pioneer Parkway Retail Core is ideal for future mixed-use retail development.  It is located adjacent 
to two major streets, near a large park, a school, a firehouse, and part of the City’s proposed trail 
network.  Public input from residents strongly supported creating future retails centers.  This includes 
stores that form a continuous shopping street, connected by wide, shaded sidewalks with benches, 
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decorative paving, plazas for gathering, and convenient on-street parking.  In addition, when Santa Clara 
North is developed, a significant customer base will live within walking distance”. 

 
The Pioneer Parkway Retail Core Objective states:  
 

“Ensure the flow of traffic in a major transportation corridor while providing significant retail and 
employment opportunities in a pedestrian-oriented center”. 

 
Policy 4.10 in support of this objective states: 
 

“In the Pioneer Parkway Retail Core, the City encourages the creation of a quality pedestrian-oriented 
center with a mix of commercial, business, and residential uses”. 

  
Section 6 of the General Plan includes “Economic Development” and states the following: 
 
Economic Development Objective: Attract new businesses and retail to Santa Clara to broaden and increase the 
sales tax base and to provide increased local employment opportunities.  Policy 6.1 states the following: 
 

“The City supports development that proposes mixed-use land uses to help diversify the City’s income 
and maintain City services”. 
 

STATE CODE CONSIDERATIONS 

Utah Code, Section 10-9a-404 includes requirements for a general plan amendment.  To consider a general plan 
amendment and rezoning, a city must hold at least one public hearing.  Additionally, a public hearing to consider 
the item requires 10 days’ notice rather than 24 hours’ notice.  A notice must also be sent to all property owners 
within 300’ of the subject property, with a notice in a visible location, with a sign of sufficient size and durability.  
The city is also required to post on the State Public Notice website.  All State Code requirements have been met. 
 

CITY STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

City staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the submitted General Plan Amendment to 
determine if the application is complete.  If the application is determined to be complete, City staff would 
recommend that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation to the City Council for their review and 
consideration of the General Plan Amendment application subject to the following conditions:  
 

1. That the proposed General Plan Amendment complies with Section 3.4.2 of the General Plan 
(Mixed-Use Land Uses). 

2. That the proposed General Plan Amendment complies with Section 3.4.2 of the General Plan (Policy 
3.1, Mixed-Use Development). 

3. That the proposed General Plan Amendment complies with Section 4.6 of the General Plan (Pioneer 
Parkway Retail Core). 

4. That the proposed General Plan Amendment complies with Section 4.6 of the General Plan (Pioneer 
Parkway Retail Core Objective, and Policy 4.10 in support of objective). 

5. That the proposed General Plan Amendment complies with Section 6 of the General Plan (Economic 
Development Objective and Policy 6.1). 

 
  



Santa Clara City 
2603 Santa Clara Dr. 
Santa Clara, UT 84738 
(435) 656-4690 
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Fee: $500.00 + acreage fees. 
 

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT       
Zone change requests which are not consistent with the General Plan of Santa Clara must submit this application to 
the Planning Division. 

A TRC meeting (typically held each Thursday morning at 8:30 AM) is required prior to the application submittal; 
please call (435) 656-4690 Ext. 2 to make an appointment. 

Date of TRC meeting: _______   Time: _______    Staff member assigned to process application: ____________________ 
 

APPLICATION SUBMITTAL CHECKLIST           

The Planning Division will only accept complete applications with supporting documents as outlined below. 
Submitting an application doesn’t guarantee that this application will be placed on the next Planning Commission 
agenda. 

The following is required as part of the application form submittal: 

1. Submit one (1) original copy of a completed application for staff and Technical Review Committee 
(TRC) review. An additional 11 copies will need to be submitted, which have incorporated staff 
recommended changes, for Planning Commission review. 

2. Exact legal description prepared and stamped by a licensed surveyor and a survey map of the property 
ownership plat. If there are multiple property owners, all must submit one legal description. If there are 
multiple properties, all must be combined into one legal description, unless these properties are not 
contiguous, in which case a separate application and legal description must be submitted for each property. 
For requests for multiple General Plan amendments, a separate application and legal description must be 
submitted for each amendment required. 

3. Additional sheets, if necessary with multiple owners’ and/or applicants’ information. 
4. Copy of deed restrictions, if necessary. 
5. Fees of $500, plus an acreage fee as follows; 

- less than one acre: no charge.  
- 1 – 100 acres: $50 per acre 
- 101 – 500 acres: $25 per acre 
- >500 acres: $10 per acre 

6. Some zoning classifications require additional items to be submitted along with this application for a 
General Plan amendment. Please refer to the table on the next sheet for additional items potentially 
required by the amendment being requested. 

7. Development agreement, unless not required by staff. 
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ADDITIONAL ITEMS TO BE SUBMITTED           
 

Classification Additional Items 
Open Space Zone (OS)  None 

Residential Agriculture Zone (RA)  None 
Single-Family Residential Zone (R-

1)  
None 

Commercial Zone  Site Plan if seeking approval at the same time the zoning map amendment is 
considered. The Site Plan must comply with the requirements outlined in Chapter 
17.66 of the Santa Clara Municipal Code.  

Planned Development Districts (PD)  Project Plan--See Chapter 17.68 of the Santa Clara Municipal Code for specific 
requirements.  
PD Project Checklist-provided by staff.  
Phase Plan if seeking phase plan approval at same time as the Project Plan 
approval—See Chapter 17.68 of the Santa Clara Municipal Code as well as the City’s 
subdivision requirements found in Title 16 of the Santa Clara Municipal Code for 
specific requirements.  

Historic District/Mixed Use Zone  Site Plan—See Chapter 17.74 of the Santa Clara Municipal code for specific 
requirements.  

Historic District Overlay Zone  None 
 

APPROVAL CRITERIA AND PROCESS           

With regards to General Plan Amendments, the Planning Commission is the Land Use Authority to hear and act on 
applications to amend the General Plan, as stated in Santa Clara City Ordinances (17.16.020, B, 2). 

Criteria for Utah Municipal General Plans can be found in Utah Code, Title 10, Chapter 9a, Part 4 (10-9a-4) 

The process for a General Plan Amendment is as follows: 

1. General Plan Amendment approval will be subject to deliberation and recommendations by TRC and 
Planning Commission. 

2. After this, a public hearing will take place following a decision by the Planning Commission.  
3. After a public hearing, the Planning Commission may modify the proposed amendment again based on 

feedback and input. 
4. Planning Commission will then make a recommendation to City Council.  
5. City Council may make further revisions to the amendment that it considers appropriate or necessary.  
6. City Council may then adopt or reject the amendment.  
7. If the amendment is rejected, City Council may provide suggestions to the Planning Commission for its 

reconsideration. 
8. If the amendment is approved, City Council will adopt (as part of the amendment) a land use element, a 

transportation and traffic circulation element, and, if applicable, an adjustment to the city’s plan to 
meet estimated needs for moderate income housing. 

This is an abridged version of the process required in Utah Code for General Plan and General Plan Amendment 
adoption (10-9a-404). See Utah Code online at https://le.utah.gov/xcode/code.html. 
 

FOR YOUR INFORMATION             

This application can be filled out online at: https://sccity.org/building-planning-zoning/. Links to the Santa Clara 
City Zoning Ordinances and other helpful information can also be found at this web link. 
 

https://le.utah.gov/xcode/code.html
https://le.utah.gov/xcode/code.html
https://sccity.org/building-planning-zoning/
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GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT APPLICATION       
Date Submitted/Completed: __________    Fees (Office Use): _______    Receipt Number (Office Use): ______________ 
 

PROPERTY OWNER CONTACT INFORMATION*       

Name(s): __________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Phone: _____________________________________    Email Address: ________________________________________ 

Mailing Address: _________________________________    City: _____________________    State: _____    ZIP: ______ 
*If applicable, please attach an additional sheet containing the information requested above for each additional property 
owner. 
 

AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION (IF APPLICABLE) *     

Name(s): __________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Phone: _____________________________________    Email Address: ________________________________________ 

Mailing Address: _________________________________    City: _____________________    State: _____    ZIP: ______ 
*If applicable, please attach an additional sheet containing the information requested above for each additional representative. 
 

PROPERTY INFORMATION*       

Full Address: _____________________________________________________________    Parcel ID: SC-_____________ 
*additional information requested on next page 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Julian Stemmer Privat
Joe Brown - Silverado Storage SG LLC

Julian Stemmer Privat
801-787-0532

Julian Stemmer Privat
joe@silveradobc.com

Julian Stemmer Privat
1510 E 840 N # 201

Julian Stemmer Privat
Orem

Julian Stemmer Privat
UT

Julian Stemmer Privat
84097

Julian Stemmer Privat
Pioneer Parkway & Red Mountain Drive


Julian Stemmer Privat
SILS- 1, 2 & 3

Julian Stemmer Privat
Julian Stemmer - Silverado Development LLC

Julian Stemmer Privat
1510 E 840 N # 201

Julian Stemmer Privat
Orem

Julian Stemmer Privat
UT

Julian Stemmer Privat
84097

Julian Stemmer Privat
801-698-8984

Julian Stemmer Privat
julian@silveradobc.com
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION*       

What is the present zoning on the property?: _____________________________________________________________ 

What is the current General Plan designation of the property/area?: ___________________________________________ 

What is your proposed General Plan designation of the property/area?: ________________________________________ 

What is the purpose for amending the General Plan? (Please describe the proposal.): ______________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

How will the proposed project affect adjoining properties?: __________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Total acreage of the proposed General Plan change? ________________________________________________________ 

Does the property contain any floodplains, wetlands, and/or any slopes at or above 20%?: _________________________ 

If so, please describe: ________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Will any major planned roads be affected by this proposed change?: ___________________________________________ 

If so, please list: _____________________________________________________________________________________ 
*Attach more sheets if necessary. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

Julian Stemmer Privat
PD-R

Julian Stemmer Privat
Main Street Commercial and Open Space

Julian Stemmer Privat
Mixed Use Residential and Main Street
Commercial

Julian Stemmer Privat
We are planning to put Toy Garages and apartments in Lot 1 & 2, wich requires us
to change the General Plan to Mixed Use Residential for those lots. 
Lot 3 will be restaurants, which requires Main Street Commercial.

Julian Stemmer Privat
Traffic and noise study has been provided to the city in 2022. 
We will need a traffic light at Red Mountain Drive

Julian Stemmer Privat
11.666

Julian Stemmer Privat
No

Julian Stemmer Privat
No





 
 
                                          

Exhibit “A” 
 

All of Lots 1, 2 & 3 of Silverado Santa Clara, as found on file with the Washington County 
Recorder’s Office. 
 
 

          
June 21, 2023 
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Site Plan Approval 
Summary and Recommendation 

 

Public Body: Santa Clara Planning Commission  
Meeting Date: July 13, 2023 
Current Zone: Historic District Overlay/Mixed Use Zone 
Property Size: 0.45 acres 
Property Location: 3098 Santa Clara Drive 
Request: Site Plan Approval (Mixed-Use Building) 
Applicant Name: Justin Anderson 
Architect Name: Steven Beesley 
Staff Planner: Jim McNulty 
Planning Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions. 
Meeting Type: Public Meeting 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The applicants, Justin Anderson, and Steven Beesley are requesting Site Plan Approval for a Mixed-Use 
Office/Residential Building at 3098 Santa Clara Drive.  The proposed mixed-use building is a two-story structure 
that’s approximately 9,939 square feet in size.  This includes two levels of office/retail space (2,970 square 
feet), and four (4) two-story apartment units that range in size from 1,382 to 1,424 square feet.  Each unit also 
includes a two-car garage which is calculated into the overall building square footage. The subject property is 
approximately 0.45 acres in size. 
 
The subject property is located within a Historic District/ Mixed Use Zone.  The proposed use (Mixed-Use office 
and multi-family residential) is permitted.  This item was reviewed by the Heritage Commission on June 15, 
2023.  The Heritage Commission recommended approval to the Planning Commission for the proposed building 
subject to the Heritage Commission reviewing final building materials as discussed at their meeting.  Since this 
meeting, the applicant has submitted an option which includes a brick color (tan) to better match the Merc 
Building across the street.  A fenced courtyard area has also been included.  This information will be shared with 
the Heritage Commission after the Site Plan has been reviewed by the Commission and City Council. 
 
Chapter 17.74, Historic District/Mixed Use Zone, requires a review of the site plan layout, building design and 
materials, parking, landscaping, lighting, project signage, as well as other necessary items as needed for a 
commercial project.  Staff will further discuss the proposed project and requirements in the report. 
 
 

Staff Report 
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SITE & VICINITY DESCRIPTION  

The subject property is located at 3098 Santa Clara Drive.  The property has frontage along Santa Clara Drive and 
is located across the street (north) from the Santa Clara Merc, and directly west of Swoon Interior Design.  Some 
lots in the immediate area are currently utilized as single-family homes, while other properties along Santa Clara 
Drive are being used as commercial businesses. 
 

ITEMS TO ADDRESS/SITE PLAN REVIEW 

City staff has identified the following items that need to be addressed with the Site Plan Review: 
 

1. Site Plan Layout:  The proposed building has been placed with a 20’ setback from front property line as 
allowed in the zone.  Ingress/Egress will be provided via Santa Clara Drive along the western portion 
of the site with public parking to the rear of the building.  This will include a 26’ private driveway 
providing access to the multi-family residential units (two-car garage for each unit), as well as the twelve 
(12) parking spaces being provided for office use at the rear of the site.  The Site Plan includes a 5’ 
walkway along the front (south), rear (north), and side (east) property lines allowing for pedestrian 
movement through the site.  A fenced courtyard area has been provided for each apartment unit. 
Additionally, a planter area with street furniture will be placed along the building frontage and entry to 
the office space.   
 

2. Building Materials/Colors/Roofing:  The proposed building materials include hardi-board (vertical & 
horizontal siding), large stone on the business front façade, brick veneer, cultured field stone, stucco, 
limited wood siding, and standing seam metal roofing.  The proposed building colors include white 
hardi-board siding, white stucco, cream colored stone, tan brick, and dark brown wood siding/metal 
roofing.  This is typical of the architectural style and period.  The flat roof style with a parapet is like the 
Merc Building design directly across the street.  Additionally, the portion of the building behind the 
office area includes both a 4:12, and 9:12 pitched roof. 
 

3. Required Parking:  The project is required to have a minimum of 12 parking spaces for the proposed 
office use as per Chapter 17.32 of city code.  The Site Plan includes a total of 12 parking spaces 
(including 1 ADA space) adjacent to the east side of the building allowing for access to a walkway that 
connects to the front of the building.  Two (2) parking spaces per residential unit (1 covered, 1 
uncovered) is required. The Site Plan includes 2 covered parking spaces per residential unit. 

 
4. Project Landscaping: The final landscape plan will be required to comply with City Ordinance #22-05 

(Water Efficient Landscaping & Conservation Standards).  The Site Plan includes the placement of 
landscaping on the site.  City staff will work with the applicants to make sure that all proposed 
landscaping will meet city requirements.  The Site Plan also includes the location of one (1) existing large 
sycamore tree to remain along the southeastern property frontage. 

 
5. Outdoor Lighting:  Chapter 17.36.070 allows for parking lot light standards with a maximum height of 16 

feet (16’) using indirect, hooded light sources.  Additionally, all outdoor lighting shall not adversely 
impact surrounding businesses or residential uses.  All outdoor lighting shall be shielded and directed 
downward to avoid light spill.  

 
6. Dumpster Enclosure: A dumpster enclosure is proposed along the rear (northwest) portion of the site.  

The dumpster enclosure will include a 6’ block wall with a solid metal gate to comply with Section 17.66 
of city code. 
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7. Project Signage:  Chapter 17.45 allows for signs in a Historic District.  The applicants have included the 
location of possible wall signs on the front (south) and side (east) building elevations for reference.  The 
signs for the building are required to be approved by the Heritage Commission.  This will occur later. 
 

8. Other Project Items:  Section 17.74.030 of city code indicates that two-family dwellings, such as a 
duplex, twin home, or townhome are permitted use.  This section of code also allows for the Planning 
Commission to determine other permitted uses, with input from the Heritage Commission.  The 
Heritage Commission and City staff are comfortable with four (4) residential apartment units as 
proposed for this project. 

 
The proposed mixed-use office building has been designed to fit in with other historic structures in the 
immediate vicinity (e.g., Santa Clara Merc and Swoon).  Section 17.74.040 of city code indicates that the 
building height shall be the average height of adjacent units on the same block unless a greater height is 
approved by the Planning Commission, upon recommendation from the Heritage Commission.  
Generally, height has been limited to approximately 25’ in the historic district.  However, there are 
several structures that exceed this height in the historic district.  The applicant is proposing a building 
height of 29’ to top of parapet along the front elevation, with a height of 27’ – 8” to peak of roof for the 
residential units.  City staff is comfortable with the proposed height as the building is designed to blend 
in with the historic district.  Additionally, the Heritage Commission was in favor of the proposed building 
height. 
 

NEIGHBORHOOD RESPONSE 

Public notices are not required for a Site Plan.  The Planning Commission agenda has been posted in multiple 
locations as per State code.  No comments have been received by city staff as of the writing of this report. 
 

STATE CODE CONSIDERATIONS 

Utah Code, Section 52-4-202 includes requirements for a Site Plan.  The city must hold at least one public 
meeting to consider a Site Plan.  The meeting agenda, date, time, and place of the meeting must be placed on 
the city website and in public locations (e.g., City Hall, Local Post Office & Library) at least 24 hours before the 
meeting.  The city is also required to post on the State Public Notice website.  All requirements have been met. 
 

CITY STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

City staff recommends that the Planning Commission forward a positive recommendation for Site Plan Approval 
to the City Council for the 3098 Santa Clara Drive Mixed-Use Building subject to the following conditions:  
 

1. That the applicant be required to comply with the recommendations from all city reviewing 
departments.    

2. That the project be built according to the approved Site Plan requirements as discussed in the staff 
report. 

3. That the building materials, colors, and roofing design comply with the requirements as discussed in 
the staff report.  That revisions to this approval be required to go back to the Heritage Commission.  

4. That a minimum of 12 parking spaces (including 1 ADA space) be provided for the site for the office 
use as per Chapter 17.32 of city code.  That a minimum of 8 covered parking spaces (two per unit) 
be provided for the four (4) multi-family apartment units. 
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5. That the final landscape plan be required to comply with City Ordinance #22-05 (Water Efficient 
Landscaping & Conservation Standards).  That the existing large sycamore tree along the 
southeastern property frontage remain in place.  

6. That all outdoor lighting complies with Chapter 17.36 of city code. 
7. That the dumpster enclosure complies with Chapter 17.66 of city code. 
8. That project signage complies with Chapter 17.45 of city code.  Signage approval is required by the 

Heritage Commission. 
9. That the four (4) apartment units proposed for this project be approved and be used as long-term 

rentals. 
10. That the building height be allowed at 29’ to the top of parapet along the front elevation, with a 

height of 27’-8” to peak of roof for the residential units. 
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Project Narrative 
3098 Santa Clara Dr. Santa Clara, Utah 

 

 
This is a mixed use project with four proposed two-story apartments and 2,970 sq. ft. of 

commercial retail/ office space.  The proposed site is located off Santa Clara Drive and will have 

twelve parking stalls located toward the back of the site.  The apartments are 3-bed, 2-1/2 bath 

with two-car garages provided for each unit.  Refer to the provided AS101 site plan sheet for 

path of ingress & egress information, as well as the proposed building location on the site.  See 

also exterior elevations for a list of building materials that were chosen to manifest a modern 

pioneer look that coincides with the historical district themes in the area.   

 

For the residence portion of this concept, we wanted to bring to light the historical nature of 

pitched roofs and gables.  Keeping in mind that the ceilings will be 9’ at both levels per standard, 

we decided on a 4:12 pitch at the main gable of the residences to put us at a height of 27’-8” to 

the main ridgeline.  This is the shallowest pitch we are comfortable proceeding with at this area.  

For the gables on the front of the residences we decided on a 9:12 pitch that is not to exceed the 

ridge height of the main gable.  

 

For the commercial space, we proceeded with a lower than standard ceiling height of 9’, a 2’ 

floor truss, and a 30” roof truss that puts us at a building height of 22’-6” excluding parapets.  In 

addition, to effectively screen rooftop equipment at the flat roof commercial area, we are 

planning on a parapet that is 29’-0” at the tall side and 27’-6” at the low side in the best interest 

of concealing roof top elements.  For the commercial flat roof area please refer to building 

section A2 on sheet AE301 for the intent of floor, roof framing, and parapet screening. 
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SANTA CLARA CITY HERITAGE COMMISSION 
MEETING MINUTES 

Santa Clara Town Hall Conference Room 
2603 Santa Clara Drive 
Thursday, June 15, 2023 

 
Present:              
 
Commission Members:  Rob Lamoreaux-Chairman 
    Mandi Gubler 
    Mimi McKenna 
    Megan Smith 
    
City Council Representative: Leina Mathis 
 
Staff:    Jim McNulty, Planning and Economic Development Manager 
    Sherry Laier, Clerk 
    Cody Mitchell, Building Official 
 
Others Present:   Justin Anderson  
    Steven Beesley 
 
Chair Rob Lamoreaux called the meeting to order at approximately 4:05 p.m.   
        
1. Approval of Minutes for May 18, 2023.   
 
Mandi Gubler moved to approve the minutes of the May 18, 2023 Meeting.  Mimi McKenna 
seconded the motion.  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Commission. 
 
BUSINESS ITEMS 
 
2. Discussion and/or Approval of a Proposed Mixed-Use Office/Residential Building at 

3098 Santa Clara Drive, located in the Historic District/Mixed-Use Zone.  Applicant, 
Steven Beesley. 

 
Planning and Economic Development Manager, Jim McNulty introduced the applicants, Steven 
Beesley and Justin Anderson.  Mr. Beesley was hired recently to design the project.  The property 
is located at 3098 Santa Clara Drive across the street from the Merc Building.  It was noted that 
Heritage Commission Member, Mandi Gubler, lives across the street from the subject property.  
The surrounding properties were identified with vacant property behind the subject property to the 
north.  Mr. McNulty reported that the Heritage Commission is part of the process when going 
through a Site Plan Review in the Historic District.  It functions as a Design Review Board for the 
City for new construction, remodeling, signage, etc.   
 
The site plan was presented with access from the west into the site.  A mixed-use building was 
proposed with the front being the 3,000-square-foot office retail component.  Four 



Santa Clara City Heritage Commission Meeting – 06/15/23 2 

townhomes/apartments were proposed directly behind.  The first floor of the office retail space 
was proposed at just under 1,300 square feet in size.  The units are approximately 500 square feet 
in size on the ground floor.  The garage is a 20’ x 20’ two-car garage and was not calculated into 
the square footage.  An outdoor patio area was also provided.  The second story of the office space 
is slightly larger at just over 1,400 square feet.  The loft area/upper floor of the residential units 
has three bedrooms and one full bath with 871 to 892 square feet of space.   
 
The building elevations and materials were presented.  The backside of the building will feature 
Hardie board with a metal roof.  The south elevation on the opposite side will face Santa Clara 
Drive with a false front, the parapet, and awnings.  The west elevation will face the existing single-
family home with two-car garages.  The east elevation will face Swoon where there is an allowance 
for signage.  Drawings were displayed to provide a good rendition of the proposed building.   
 
The Project Architect, Justin Anderson, reported that the client wants to have some office space 
on the first and second floors with one or two tenants.  The intent was for the commercial space to 
differentiate from residential.  The commercial will have a more traditional look with queues taken 
from The Merc and the Santa Clara Inn.  The applicants transitioned from the flat roof in front to 
the pitched roof in the rear to make it feel more like a traditional residential home and break up 
the elevation.  Large canopies were proposed out front with bench seating to create a more 
welcoming feel.  The height restriction makes it difficult to get two levels and screen mechanical 
equipment.  Mr. McNulty commented that the parapet is intended to screen the rooftop mechanical 
equipment.  Mr. Anderson remarked that that will be difficult.  The ceiling heights are currently 
nine feet with a truss to run the mechanical equipment through.  They plan to hide the condensers 
for the rooftop unit in the commercial space in the alcove area of the roof.  The current height of 
the commercial site is 29 feet in front and 27 feet in back.   
 
Mr. McNulty reported that the proposed heights exceed the 25-foot maximum and will need to be 
addressed by the Planning Commission and City Council as part of the site plan review process.  
Mr. Anderson explained that adjacent to the entry is the steeper pitch.  He addressed the proposed 
materials and stated that near the entry is gray brick, which is common on commercial projects.  
Other buildings constructed with the same material were referenced.  Mr. Anderson stated that it 
is a cultured stone that is very flat with texture to provide a varied, speckled look.  Regular stone 
was proposed to differentiate between the residential portion with lap siding.  The board and batten 
are also very similar to the Santa Clara Inn.  White and gray brick veneer was proposed across the 
front of the residential portion.   
 
Landscaping issues were discussed.  Mr. Anderson stated that they have not yet designed the 
landscaping but the existing sycamore on the site will remain.  Two-car garages will be provided 
for each of the residential units with a sidewalk along the east side toward the front doors.  
Landscaping will be provided alongside it.  The courtyard areas were provided as a transition from 
the commercial parking lot to the residential, which will be long-term rentals.  The types of 
businesses envisioned were professional office uses.  A comparable project in the City was 
referenced.  Mr. Anderson stated that in the front they are planning to do drought-tolerant 
landscaping along with trees, rocks, and bushes rather than grass.  The City maintains the strip in 
front of the sidewalk shown in the rendering that contains grass.  A Commission Member 
suggested that a raised planter style that has been implemented by the City may be a good option.   
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As the sycamore trees will need water once the landscaping is installed, a question was raised 
regarding the intent to provide water.  Mr. McNulty stated that the City’s Parks Director and Public 
Works Director, Dustin Mouritsen are aware of the situation.  The current steps taken to properly 
water existing trees in the City will be employed for this tree as well.  The objective is for the tree 
to remain healthy going forward.  It was noted that the walkway was designed around the tree.   
 
Mr. McNulty referenced Code Section 17.74.040 which specifies that the building height shall be 
the average height of adjacent units on the same block unless a greater height is approved by the 
Planning Commission upon recommendation from the Heritage Commission.  He explained that 
generally, height has been limited to approximately 25 feet in the Historic District, however, some 
structures exceed that height in the Historic District.  The heights of surrounding structures were 
discussed.  Mr. McNulty was aware of some homes in the area that are approaching heights of 30 
feet.   
 
Mr. McNulty referenced Code Section 17.74.030 which specifies that two-family dwellings such 
as a duplex, twin home, or townhome are permitted uses.  This section of the Code allows the 
Planning Commission to determine other permitted uses with input from the Heritage Commission.  
Staff was comfortable with the proposed number of units being reviewed by the Planning 
Commission and with the proposed height of the building as designed as it is intended to blend in 
with the Historic District.  Mr. McNulty explained that the Historic District mixed-use allows for 
a detached or accessory building to be 25 feet in height.  Overnight rentals would require 
conditional use review and site plan approval.  The ordinance is very specific.  If someone comes 
back after owning the property for five to 10 years and it is sold and another user comes in, they 
will be required to go through conditional use and site plan review with the Planning Commission 
and City Council.   
 
A Commission Member commented that she would prefer to see a material that is more historic, 
such as brick, rather than stone.  She liked the color and the horizontal siding that matches the 
Santa Clara Inn and stated that it is a great mix.  She preferred not to see the large format of stone 
on the front of the buildings.  She suggested the alternative of using real-sized brick.  She liked the 
detail along the roofline as well.  Mr. McNulty stated that the materials identified to be changed 
were the cultured fieldstone and the large format stone both in cream.  It was noted that the 
structure discussed at the last meeting was all brick and a good reflection of the historic feel.   
 
A Commission Member supported actual brick that looks like it has been there for some time rather 
than a veneer or artificial brick or stone.  Mr. Anderson stated that numerous products can be 
chosen from.  He offered to visit various suppliers and explore other options.  A question was 
raised regarding the color of the brick as it seems to be stark white.  Near the front of the building, 
there are gables but the black and white look along the front does not feel as historic.  For that 
reason, brick with some color was suggested.  Mr. Anderson stated that if they change the stone 
and brick they will have to figure out what to do with the brick.  Other buildings in the Historic 
District that will never go out of style were identified.  A new bank building by Popeye’s 
Restaurant was referenced that has large format stone that is natural sandstone.  The sandstone 
material is available in varying thicknesses that could provide more color.  The material used at 
the Granary Café was confirmed to be sandstone.  A Commission Member suggested it be similar 
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to that in appearance.  Mr. Anderson agreed that larger format sandstone would look good.  A 
Commission Member commented that she likes the drama of the big pieces if it is the right 
material.    
 
Reference was made to the Best Western Hotel at Exit 13 which utilizes a similarly sized 
sandstone.  The option of limestone was also mentioned.  While attractive, a limestone building 
would never have existed historically in Santa Clara.  A material similar to the Granary Café was 
recommended.  The comment was made that what is proposed will be a nice addition to the 
property.   
 
A question was raised regarding how the front of the commercial building differs from the building 
that was considered at the last meeting.  It is a different color but looks similar.  The comment was 
made that there is a different texture.  The building considered at the last meeting was all flat brick 
and glass and looked like a factory.  The proposed structure has more texture, elevation, and roof 
changes, and is more appropriate for the Historic District.  It is large but does not appear to be a 
big box.  The breakup in materials seemed to give it a less industrial feel than the building 
considered at the last meeting.  It was noted that it is a different type of building altogether.   
 
Commissioner Gubler commented that the current trends are white and black.  At any point, the 
proposed building could be painted a different color and still look nice.  A Commission Member 
commented that she likes the limestone look but the grey brick is trendy and will not withstand the 
test of time.  It was recommended that the applicants explore rock, brick, or stone that is not a 
popular trend, which will be more historic and traditional.  It was suggested that the limestone be 
replaced with sandstone and the gray brick with a different color of brick that will complement the 
sandstone.  Commissioner Gubler preferred to see a traditional style of brick.  The applicants were 
commended for their efforts designing the site.   
 
Procedural issues and possible options were discussed.  It was noted that the applicants intend to 
begin construction immediately once approval is granted.  Mr. McNulty commented that the next 
Planning Commission Meeting is scheduled for July 13.  Timing issues were discussed.   
 
In response to a question raised, Mr. Anderson stated that they have not yet determined what 
material will be used for the courtyard wall.  He assumed it would be a white picket fence.  Another 
option was a simple back iron.  It would blend in as there is already black on the front.   
 
The applicants were asked if they would consider gearing the retail space more toward a retail 
store without a second floor with an open ceiling.  Mr. Anderson stated that that decision would 
have to be made permanently and in advance.  It would also effectively cut the income from the 
space in half.     
 
Megan Smith moved to recommend APPROVAL to the Planning Commission of a proposed 
mixed-use office/residential building at 3098 Santa Clara Drive located in the Historic 
District/Mixed-Use Zone subject to the Commission reviewing materials as discussed at this 
meeting.  Megan Smith seconded the motion.  The motion passed with the unanimous consent 
of the Commission. 
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3. Miscellaneous Items. 
 
There were no miscellaneous items to be discussed.   
 
4. Adjournment.  
 
The Heritage Commission Meeting adjourned at approximately 4:57 p.m.    
 
 
 
Approved:        
  Sherry Laier, Clerk 



 

  

 

City of Santa Clara 
2603 Santa Clara Drive 
(435) 656-4690, Ext. 225 
jmcnulty@sccity.org 
 

  
  

 

Final Subdivision Plat  
Summary and Recommendation 

 

Public Body: Santa Clara Planning Commission  
Meeting Date: July 13, 2023 
Current Zone: Residential Agriculture (Single-Family), RA 
General Plan Designation: Very Low Density Residential, LDR 
Property Address: South of Vineyard Drive and east of Riverwood Lane 
Request: Final Plat Approval 
Applicant Name: Jason Lindsey 
Staff Planner: Jim McNulty 
Planning Staff Recommendation: Approval with conditions 
Meeting Type: Public Meeting 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The applicant, Jason Lindsey, is requesting Final Plat Approval for the Lugano Subdivision.  This subdivision plat 
includes a total of five (5) single-family lots.  The subject property is 6.49 acres in size.  The Residential 
Agriculture, RA Zone requires a minimum lot size of ½ an acre (21,780 sq. ft. minimum).  The proposed lots 
range in size from 26,518 sq. ft. (0.61 acres) to 54,609 sq. ft. (1.25 acres).  The project density equates to 0.77 
dwelling units/acre. 
 
All lots within the proposed subdivision will be required to meet the area, width, and yard regulations as per 
Section 17.60.050 of city ordinance.  The property owner intends to build a single-family home on one of the 
proposed lots, with other lots being available for purchase.    
 
Ingress/Egress to the site will be provided via Vineyard Drive and Riverwood Lane.  The final plat includes two 
(2) open space areas adjacent to these two access points.  The applicant will be required to form an HOA 
allowing for maintenance of the common areas. 
 

SITE & VICINITY DESCRIPTION  

The subject property is located directly south of Vineyard Drive and east of Riverwood Lane.  Major cross streets 
in the vicinity include Vineyard Drive, Heights Drive, and Santa Clara Drive.  

 

 

Staff Report 



               Request: Lugano Subdivision                                            
 

Final Subdivision Plat  Page 2 of 3 

ITEMS TO ADDRESS WITH FINAL PLAT 

City staff has identified the following preliminary review items that need to be addressed at this time: 
 

1. Public Streets & Dedication:  All required public street improvements must meet city standards and be 
installed or bonded for prior to Subdivision Plat Recordation.  The public streets required for this 
subdivision include a 56-foot cross-section (park strip included) as per the final plat.   Additionally, full 
street improvements are required for the Lot 5 frontage along Vineyard Drive. 
 

2. Street Trees:  The recommended street trees for the Lugano Subdivision include the Chinese Pistache 
(medium to large tree), the Live oak (medium to large tree), and the Crape Myrtle (small to medium size 
tree). 
 

3. Building Setbacks/Height:  The building setbacks are required to meet the requirements of Chapter 
17.60.050, Residential Agriculture, RA Zone. The building height for all homes in the subdivision is 
limited to 35’.  

 
4. Open Space Areas :  The final plat includes two (2) open space areas.  One is adjacent to Lot 5, and one 

is adjacent to existing single-family homes in a different subdivision (Cottonwood Creek #3), as well as 
on Riverwood Circle providing access to Riverwood Lane.  City staff recommends that an HOA be formed 
to own and maintain Open Space Areas #1 and #2.  Notes have been added to the final plat addressing 
this item. 
 

5. Culinary Water Availability:  The applicant is required to obtain a will-serve letter or other verified 
documentation from the Washington County Water Conservancy District, WCWCD prior to final plat 
recordation.   
 

6. Secondary Water Availability:  The applicant is required to connect/install secondary water for outdoor 
water use. 

 
7. Dust Control:  The applicant will be required to submit a dust control plan prior to final plat recordation.  

Precautionary measures are needed to protect the general health, safety, and welfare of residents living 
in the vicinity. 

 
NEIGHBORHOOD RESPONSE 

Public notices are not required for a subdivision.  The Planning Commission agenda has been posted in multiple 
locations as per State code.  No comments have been received by city staff as of the writing of this report. 
 
 

REVIEWING DEPARTMENTS 

DEPARTMENT: Building 
Recommendations: A geotechnical report will be required for each residential building prior to building permit 
issuance. 
Required Revisions: None at this time. 
 
DEPARTMENT: Parks & Trails 
Recommendations: N/A 
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DEPARTMENT: Police & Fire 
Recommendations: N/A 
 
DEPARTMENT: Power 
Recommendations: Public Utility Easements (PUE’s) are required. 
Required Revisions: None at this time. 
 
DEPARTMENT: Public Works 
Recommendations: Public Utility Easements (PUE’s) are required to be shown on the final plat.  All public streets 
must be included on the final plat.  A mylar with signature blocks is required for the final plat. 
Required Revisions: None at this time. 
 

STATE CODE CONSIDERATIONS 

Utah Code, Section 52-4-202 includes requirements for subdivisions.  A city must hold a public meeting to 
consider a subdivision plat.  The meeting agenda, date, time, and place of the meeting must be placed on the 
city website and in public locations (e.g., City Hall and Post Office) at least 24 hours before the meeting.  The city 
is also required to post on the State Public Notice Website.  Planning Staff has determined that all State Code 
requirements have been met with this application. 
 

CITY STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

City Staff recommends that the Planning Commission consider recommending Final Plat Approval for the Lugano 
Subdivision to the City Council, subject to the following conditions:  
 

1. That the applicant be required to comply with the recommendations from all city reviewing 
departments. 

2. That the applicant be required to install public street improvements (56-foot cross-section with park 
strip) which meet city standards.  That public street improvements be required for the Lot 5 
frontage along Vineyard Drive.   

3. That street trees be allowed as per the City’s recommended list. 
4. That the building setbacks for this subdivision meet the requirements of Chapter 17.60.050, 

Residential Agriculture, RA Zone.   
5. That the building height for all homes in this subdivision be limited to 35’. 
6. That the two (2) open space areas included on the final plat be identified as Open Space Areas #1 

and #2.   That the applicant be required to form an HOA for maintenance and ownership of the open 
space areas. 

7. That all landscaping (including HOA owned and maintained areas) be required to comply with City 
Ordinance #2022-05 (Water Efficiency & Conservation). 

8. That the applicant provides a will-serve letter or other verified documentation from the WCWCD 
prior to final plat recordation.  

9. That a secondary water system is required for outdoor water use. 
10. That the applicant provides a dust control plan prior to final plat recordation. 
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LOCATED IN THE S.W. 1/4 OF SECTION 16,
TOWNSHIP 42 SOUTH,  RANGE 16 WEST, SALT LAKE BASE AND  MERIDIAN,

 SANTA CLARA CITY,  WASHINGTON COUNTY,  UTAH.

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE:

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

I, Brandon E. Anderson, Professional Land Surveyor Number 4938716, hold a License
in accordance with Title 58, Chapter 22, Professional Engineers and Land Surveyors
Licensing Act and have completed a survey of the property described hereon in
accordance with Section 17-23-17 and hereby certify all measurements and
descriptions are correct. Monuments will be set as represented on this plat I further
certify that by authority of the hereon Owners, I have made a survey of the tract of
land shown on this plat and have subdivided the same tract into lots, common area
public streets, and public utility & drainage easements to be hereinafter known as:

That the same has been correctly surveyed and points established on the ground in
accordance with the hereon legal description.

CHECKED:

DRAWN:
C.G.A.

B.E.A.
SCALE:

DATE:

1" = 60'
JOB NUMBER:

FILE NUMBER:

8961-22-006

SURVEY-FPLAT 01/18/2023

The hereon subdivision has been reviewed and
is approved in accordance with information on
file in this office, this __________ day of
__________ , 20__.

ENGINEER'S APPROVAL:

FEE:

RECORDED No.

ENGINEER
SANTA CLARA CITY, UTAH

APPROVAL of the
PLANNING COMMISSION:

CHAIRMAN OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
SANTA CLARA CITY, UTAH

On this the __________ day of __________ , a.d.
20__ the planning commission of Santa Clara
City, having reviewed the above subdivision
final plat and having found that it complies
with the requirements of Santa Clara City's
Planning Ordinances, and by authorization of
said commission hereby approve said
subdivision for acceptance by Santa Clara City,
Utah.

CITY SURVEYORS
CERTIFICATE:

CITY SURVEYOR
SANTA CLARA CITY, UTAH

I the Santa Clara City Surveyor, do hereby
verify that this office has examined this
subdivision plat and have determined that it is
correct and in accordance with information on
file in this office.

We the mayor and city council of Santa Clara City, Utah
have reviewed the above subdivision final plat and by
authorization of said City Council recorded in the minutes
of it's meeting of the _________ day of __________ , a.d. 20__,
hereby accept the said subdivision with all commitments
and all obligations pertaining thereto.

APPROVAL and ACCEPTANCE
by the CITY OF SANTA CLARA, UTAH:

CITY RECORDER
SANTA CLARA CITY, UTAH

MAYOR
SANTA CLARA CITY, UTAH

COUNTY RECORDER
WASHINGTON COUNTY, UTAH
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Date:

Brandon E. Anderson                                              Certificate No. 4938716
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STATE OF UTAH

VICINITY MAP
SCALE: NONE

APPROVAL
as to FORM:
Approved as to form, this
__________ day of __________
A.D. 20__.

CITY ATTORNEY
SANTA CLARA CITY, UTAH

Treasurer Approval

WASHINGTON COUNTY TREASURER

I, Washington County Treasurer, certify
on this ____ day of ____________ A.D. 20__
that all taxes, special assessments, and
fees due and owing on this subdivision
Final Plat have been paid in full.

GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION:
A geotechnical investigation was performed by AGEC Applied GeoTech. The investigation
results and specific recommendations for the construction of foundations, floor
slabs and exterior flatwork, are compiled in a report dated January 05, 2023.  This
report is available from the Developer and a copy is on file with Santa Clara City.
Owners, builders and contractors should become familiar with this report and comply
with its recommendations. Document No. 2222284

NOTES:
1.   All lots in this subdivision are subject to a 10.00 foot wide public utility 

and drainage easement along the Street, unless otherwise noted on plan.

2. All lots in this subdivision are subject to a 25.00 foot front yard setback, an 
8.00 and 12.00 foot side yard setback, and a 10.00 foot rear yard setback. 

3.  Not withstanding the posting of bond for installation of off-site improvements, 
no building permit will be issued for any lot in this subdivision until all utilities 
are fully installed in the entire subdivision.

4.  Unstable soil conditions might exist on lots in this subdivision. Purchasers of lots
herein have the sole responsibility for obtaining appropriate engineering services
and advice relative to the usability of the lots.  The City of Santa Clara disclaims
and and all responsibility for such soil conditions, water control (surface and/or
subsurface), and drainage control.

5.   All Street Landscaping shall conform to Santa Clara City's Landscape Ordinance.

6. Individual lots owners are responsible for the installation and maintenance of the
landscape strips within public street right of ways fronting each lot as shown on
this plat.

OWNER'S DEDICATION:

In witness whereof we have hereunto set our hands this            day of           , 20____.

S.S.State of Utah
County of Washington

ACKNOWLEDGMENT:

On the         day of             , 20__, personally appeared before me Jason C. Lindsey,
who being by me duly sworn did say that he is the Manager of Team Lindsey, LLC, and
that he executed the foregoing Owners Dedication on behalf of said LLC by authority
of a resolution of its board of directors and he did acknowledge to me that the LLC
executed the same for the purposes stated therein.

FULL NAME SIGNATURE:

FULL NAME PRINT:

COMMISSION NO.:

EXPIRATION DATE:

A NOTARY COMMISSIONED IN THE STATE OF
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Beginning at a point on the Westerly line of River Front Estates Subdivision as found
on file at the Washington County Recorder's Office, said point being North 89°12'30"
West 516.20 feet along the section line and North 00°47'30" East 62.86 feet, from
the Southeast Corner of Section 16, Township 42 South, Range 16 West, Salt Lake
Base & Meridian, and running;

  thence South 70°57'58" West 103.23 feet;
  thence North 62°58'09" West 118.05 feet;
  thence North 62°43'45" West 258.42 feet;
  thence North 22°40'54" East 392.98 feet to and along the Southeasterly line
Riverwood Lane to the Southerly line of Cottonwood Creek Phase 3, as found on file
at the Washington County Recorder's Office;
  thence along the said line of Cottonwood Creek Phase 3 the following (3) courses;
  thence South 54°06'40" East 169.30 feet;
  thence North 71°23'54" East 21.49 feet;
  thence North 22°09'51" East 603.88 feet to the Southerly line of Vineyards Drive;
  thence Southeast 145.76 feet along an arc of a 600.00 feet radius curve to the
right (center bears South 43°01'14" West, long chord bears South 40°01'12" East
145.40 feet with a central angle of 13°55'07") along the Southerly line of said
Vineyards Drive;
  thence South 33°03'39" East 68.97 feet along the Southerly line of said Vineyards
Drive;
  thence South 15°51'10" West 64.07 feet;
  thence South 17°16'39" West 112.22 feet;
  thence South 09°31'57" West 39.97 feet;
  thence South 15°43'39" West 112.46 feet;
  thence South 16°17'51" West 130.39 feet;
  thence North 75°01'02" West 6.10 feet to the Northerly line of said River Front
Estates;
  thence Southwesterly along the Westerly line of said River Front Estates the
following (3) courses;
  thence South 19°51'52" West 70.14 feet;
  thence South 15°31'52" West 159.12 feet;
  thence South 15°31'35" West 144.66 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

Containing 282,686 square feet or 6.49 acres.
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KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS that the undersigned owner of all the above
described tract of land having caused the same to be subdivided into public roads,
common areas, lots, and public utility & drainage easements, to be hereafter known as:

do hereby dedicate to the common use of the property owners, but not to the use of
the general public, all common areas shown on this plat, in accordance with the terms
and conditions of dedication of said common areas as more fully provided in the
"Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions", of "LUGANO SUBDIVISION",
recorded in the office of the Washington County Recorder on this          day of
, 2023 Entry No.                        , said Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and
Restrictions is hereby incorporated and made part of this plat. Reference is made to
said declaration for details concerning the right and obligations of parties having or
acquiring an interest in this development. For good and valuable consideration
received, the undersigned owners hereby dedicate and convey to Santa Clara City, for
perpetual use of the public all parcels of land shown on this plat as public streets &
easements over, on, under and across all common areas for  the installation and
maintenance of public utilities and drainage.  The undersigned owners do hereby
warrant to Santa Clara City and its  successors and assigns, the right to use all
easements granted herein against the claims of all persons.

OPEN SPACE AREA 2
(RETAINED BY HOA)
1,861 SQ. FT,
0.04 AC.

OPEN SPACE AREA 1
(RETAINED BY HOA)

10,581 SQ. FT,
0.24 AC.
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SANTA CLARA CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
MEETING MINUTES 
2603 Santa Clara Drive 
Thursday, June 22, 2023 

 
Present: Mark Hendrickson, Chair  
 Logan Blake 
 Ryan Anderson 
 Shelly Harris 
 Curtis Whitehead 
 Mark Weston 
 
 Staff: Jim McNulty, Planning and Economic Development Manager  
 Cody Mitchell, Building Official 
 Matt Ence, City Attorney 
 Selena Nez, Deputy City Recorder 
  
Excused: James Call 
 
1. Call to Order. 
 
Chair Mark Hendrickson called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m.     
 
2. Opening Ceremony. 
 

A. Pledge of Allegiance:  Mark Weston. 
 

B. Opening Comments (Invocation):  Mark Weston. 
 
3. Communications and Appearances. 
 
There were no communications or appearances.   

 
4. Working Agenda. 
 

A. Public Hearing. 
 
i. Consider a Proposed General Plan Amendment Application for Property 

located at the Southeast Corner of Santa Clara Drive and Gates Lane 
(Parcel #SC-6-2-16-435, Described as 2.43 acres).  Granite Peaks 
Investments, LLC is Proposing a General Plan Amendment from the 
Mixed-Use Residential (“MUR”) and Neighborhood Center (“NC”) Land 
Uses to the Main Street Commercial (“MSC”) Land Use for the Subject 
Property.  

 
Planning and Economic Development Manager, Jim McNulty, presented the Staff Report and 
recognized the presence of the applicant Neil Walter from Granite Peaks, LLC.  The request is for a 
General Plan Amendment for a 2.43-acre property located on the southeast corner of Santa Clara 
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Drive and Gates Lane.  The applicant is proposing a General Plan Amendment from the Mixed-Use 
Residential (“MUR”) and Neighborhood Center (“NC”) land use designation to the Main Street 
Commercial (“MSC”) land use designation for the subject property.  The applicant has submitted a 
Concept Plan along with architectural elevations for a proposed office building to be located on the 
southeast corner of Gates Lane and Santa Clara Drive.  The proposed office building is a three-story 
structure that is approximately 35,000 square feet in size.  This includes three levels of office space 
(each level is approximately 9,000 square feet), with a 7,500-square-foot basketball court/gym 
facility.   
 
Future access to the property will be provided via Santa Clara Drive to Gates Lane to the future 
extension of Bonneli Trail.  The extension of Bonneli Trail will be provided along the southern portion 
of the project.  Notices were sent to property owners within 300 feet of the subject property and the 
subject property was also posted per State Code.  A real estate sign was provided with a description 
of what is being proposed as well as a public hearing banner which is not required by the State Code 
and is used to be transparent and get the word out.  No responses were received until later in the 
afternoon when a few emails were forwarded to the Planning Commission for their review after 
3:00 p.m.  
 
The subject property is in the Santa Clara Historic District, which requires Heritage Commission 
review.  The item was presented to the Heritage Commission on May 18, 2023.  In general, the 
Heritage Commission was in favor of the project moving forward through the process.  One of the 
comments made during the meeting included the thought of the proposed building being a bookend 
for the west end of the Historic District and City Hall being the eastern bookend.   
 
The proposed building has been designed to accommodate the existing grade of the property, which 
includes a 12 to 15-foot drop in elevation from north to south off of Santa Clara Drive.  As a result, 
the building would be 30 feet in height to the top of the parapet along the street side (north building 
elevation) and 42 feet in height to the top of the parapet/walkout basement side (south building 
elevation).  The proposed building will be located close to Santa Clara Drive with parking to the rear 
of the building.  A pedestrian-oriented streetscape with attractive landscaping was also proposed. 
 
The proposed project will be required to go through a second public hearing process for a Rezoning 
and Project Plan where more discussion regarding the Building Design and Site Plan layout will be 
discussed if the General Plan Amendment is approved. 
 
Mr. McNulty explained that the Santa Clara City General Plan Map includes two land use 
designations for the property.  This includes Mixed-Use Residential and Neighborhood Center.   
 
The description for MUR (Section 3.4.2 Mixed-Use Land Uses) states the following: 
 

“The mix of uses is mostly residential, in the form of townhomes, and multi-unit 
buildings, but also might include small-lot single-family homes.  MUR may also 
include small retail stores, coffee shops, and offices at intersections with collector 
streets.  Second-floor residences or offices are encouraged”. 
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The description for NC (Section 3.4.2 Mixed-Use Land Uses) states the following: 
 

“Intended to support residential neighborhood convenience shopping, services, and 
community facilities, as well as mixed-use multi-family residential and office uses. 

 
Mr. McNulty explained that both designations would allow for a mix of uses and apartments on a 
second story.   
 
The description for the proposed MSC designation (Section 3.4.2 Mixed-Use Land Uses) states the 
following: 
 

“Predominantly commercial uses on the ground level, including uses such as stores, 
restaurants, and offices with residences and/or office on the 2nd and 3rd floors”. 

 
The General Plan states that a Mixed-Use designation, Section 3.4.2 encourages a mix of residential, 
retail, and employment uses that are typically segregated.  Policy 3.1 states that all mixed-use 
development will be accompanied by: 
 

• Attractive landscaping. 
• Pushing buildings to the street or right-of-way. 
• Pedestrian-oriented streetscape. 
• Street trees. 

 
Section 4.2 of the General Plan includes the “Historic Downtown Core” and states the following: 
 

“Santa Clara’s Historic Downtown Core includes the area from the Bluff to the Santa 
Clara River and from the East Gateway Subarea to where Santa Clara Drive climbs 
out of the valley towards Ivins.  The downtown with its historic buildings and 
settlement patterns, has a character that makes it truly unique in the region.  This 
identity is an asset for attracting and keeping residents, businesses, and visitors”. 

 
Consistent with these goals, future development in the Subarea (Section 4.2 Historic Downtown Core) 
should strive to mix office, residential, and commercial uses.  A large portion of the Subarea will 
retain its low-density character.  Pedestrian access and appeal will be enhanced with a heritage trail 
along the Santa Clara River.   
 
Policies to achieve the objective for the Historic Downtown Core includes Policy 4.5 as follows: 
 

“All Town Core development should be pedestrian-oriented, maintain the core area’s 
existing small-scale character, and maintain historic building setbacks.” 

 
Actions to achieve the objective for the Historic Downtown Core Subarea includes Action 4.4 as 
follows: 
 

“Work with the Economic Development Committee (“EDC”) to attract 
cottage/specialty retail, restaurants, businesses, and convenient commercial uses.” 
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Section 5.2.2 of the General Plan includes “Historic Preservation & Economic Development” and 
states the following: 
 

“Without exception, economic development studies confirm that preservation and 
enhancement of historic resources yields significant economic benefits”. 

 
There are distinct economic advantages to certain kinds of businesses and residents to locate in a 
unique, authentic, and attractive place such as a historic area.  Public investment in historic areas, 
such as the recent improvements to Santa Clara Drive, increases the confidence of property owners 
to attract and leverage significant private capital.  This, in turn, has a positive impact on property 
values, within the historic district and the entire community. 
 
Section 6 of the General Plan includes “Economic Development” and states the following: 
 
Economic Development Objective: Attract new businesses and retail to Santa Clara to broaden and 
increase the sales tax base and to provide increased local employment opportunities.  Policy 6.1 states 
the following: 
 

“The City supports development that proposes mixed-use land uses to help diversify 
the City’s income and maintain City services”. 

 
Staff recommended that the Planning Commission review the submitted General Plan Amendment to 
determine if the application is complete.  If the application is determined to be complete, Staff would 
recommend that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation to the City Council for their 
review and consideration of the General Plan Amendment application subject to the conditions set 
forth in the Staff Report.  
 
Mr. Walter identified himself as the owner of the property and was also representing the end user of 
the property, Onset Financial.  He thanked City Staff for their help getting the project to this point.  
They met with the Heritage Commission who generously spent their time reviewing the project.  He 
explained that one of the reasons they chose the use they did was because they wanted to identify 
what they thought would be the lowest impact use.  Professional office is one of the lowest-impact 
uses and as they considered how they could be responsive to some of the concerns that were raised 
previously, they felt that they needed to come up with a low-impact use.  Professional Office fit that 
criteria in terms of hours of operation, trips, and traffic.    
 
The current zoning is RA and extends across the balance of the parcel that was originally proposed 
to be part of the assisted living center.  They are only considering the 2.43 acres on the corner, which 
is in the Historic District.  A sample of a residential concept was presented and is similar to other 
residential in the area.  Mr. Walter explained that there is a significant elevation change between Santa 
Clara Drive and the subject property.  They will likely have to either bring in an extraordinary amount 
of fill to get access to Santa Clara Drive or place the back of the property toward Santa Clara Drive.  
The concept that was presented a few years earlier was displayed and included 118,000 square feet 
with two stories with pitched roofs and heights of 30 feet.  They listened to the comments received 
with many residents not wanting townhomes or apartments and feeling that the project was too large.  
They also did not want increased traffic or a Maverik, self-storage, or other high-impact use there.  
Mr. Walter stated that they tried to address the concerns that were raised at that time.    
 



 

Santa Clara City Planning Commission Meeting – 06/22/23 5 

The current request is for Main Street Commercial.  The project was originally to be set back near the 
river but it was recommended that it be moved close to the street.  They underwent a massive change 
to the architecture based on feedback from staff.  The building is approximately 35,000 square feet, 
which is about one-third the size of the original proposal.  What is proposed is very low impact with 
no apartments or townhomes.   
 
Mr. Walter reported that Onset Financial will ultimately be the owner and user of the building.  They 
provide financing to companies that want to lease equipment.  They do not sell equipment and are 
simply a financing firm that provides financing to manufacturing, mining, and aircraft companies 
throughout the country.  They are based in Salt Lake City and would like to have two sites in Southern 
Utah.  They have been very successful and will bring high-paying jobs to the community.   
 
Onset Financial does a lot of charitable giving and examples of the work they have done were 
described.  It has been rated as one of the best workplaces and has received numerous accolades.  
They expect to have 50 full-time employees and provide a professional career path for those who 
want to live and stay in the community.  Mr. Walter stated that it provides a good opportunity to add 
an economic development component to Santa Clara City.   
 
Mr. Walter stated that the hope is that the property owners will act to enhance the quality of the 
Historic District, which is what they are attempting to do.  Five key elements were identified that they 
felt could be incorporated into the concept to enhance and add to Santa Clara Drive, which has become 
a destination.  They focused on the following: 
 

• Colors:   
• Elevations; 
• Building Materials; 
• Porches; and 
• Community Space. 

 
Mr. Walter reported that they focused on colors found in the Jacob Hamblin Home.  That building 
sets the tone for the color schemes.   
 
There is not much commercial development on Santa Clara Drive and inside the Historic District, 
there is only one commercial building that is reflective of turn-of-the-century architecture, which was 
straight, clean lines set near the street with as much glass and natural light as possible.  They felt that 
was the best example in the City of what historic commercial looks like.   
 
On Santa Clara Drive, the most prevalent building material is brick.  They felt that using brick would 
be consistent with what was most commonly used in the first structures that were built here.  Porches 
were an important concept and many homes in the area have them.  This building will incorporate an 
outdoor porch as well.  Community space was identified as important and having a place where the 
community can gather.  City Hall and the Old Relief Society House both serve as community space 
and draw the public in.  He used Salt Lake City as an example of turn-of-the-century architecture, 
some of which they were trying to emulate.   
 
Mr. Walter explained that the building was set close to the street in keeping with the homes that exist 
on the south side of the street.  That allows them to use the outdoor space.  All of the parking will be 
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set back.  The street view was displayed showing the view from across the street.  They tried to 
provide a number of angles to see the context, size, and scope of what is proposed.  The proposed 
concept showed a walkout facing the river, which will allow them to use the space that drops off from 
Santa Clara Drive.   
 
Commissioner Blake asked for a rendering of the east side.  Mr. Walter did not have one but stated 
that there is currently a fence and wall there.  It will be difficult to see as it will be set back at the 
same distance as the home that is next door.  Commissioner Blake asked to see one when they present 
the zone change request.  He asked if the applicant has plans for the strip of land between the existing 
home and the building.  He was informed that there would not be any room there and that it would be 
a landscaped setback area.  There could potentially, however, be room for a walkway there.  It was 
noted that there could be employee parking behind the property.  There is currently a sidewalk around 
the other side of the building and across the front.   
  
Commissioner Blake commented that in considering the General Plan for Swiss Days, this will be a 
place where people can walk around and it would be nice for people to be able to access the site.   
 
Mr. Walter commented on the rooftop and stated that the developers do not want to set any HVAC 
equipment on top of the roof.  It has a very small parapet and they want a clean, beautiful building.  
It would instead be screened behind the building on the south side near the parking.   
 
Chair Hendrickson noted that their previous buildings in St. George used the latest technology with a 
reduced impact.   
 
Chair Hendrickson opened the public hearing.   
 
Eric Marriott gave his address as 4335 Colby Loop in The Hills.  He wished to read a statement from 
Denise Webster.  Chair Hendrickson indicated that the Commission has already been provided with 
the letter and stated that it will be made part of the record.  Mr. Marriott discussed his understanding 
of the project, the concept, and what is allowable.  He had no objection to the proposed development 
and mixed-use and commented that the proposed building could not be considered a historic building 
as it is 1970s architecture.  He preferred to see more wood, barn doors, and heavy timbers.  He did 
not object to flat roofs but he did not believe that the concept fits in downtown historic Santa Clara.  
He did not understand how the proposal passed the Historic Committee.  Mr. Marriott commented 
that if there are not going to be any roof penetrations he could see no screened areas where the 
condensers will be as they are not shown in the rendering.  He did not think it had been thought 
through well and stated that a lot more detail needed to be provided with the building that doesn’t 
show up in the renderings.  He stated that the building looks very large and appears larger than City 
Hall.  To him, the proposed building looks like a big box.   
 
Neil Fiourum gave his address as 4447 Colby Loop and asked if the Onset Financial will be the sole 
occupant of the property.  Chair Hendrickson responded that that is how it has been represented.   
 
Justin Caplin gave his address as 1457 Boys Pond Circle and appreciated Mr. Walter’s presentation.  
He did not object to the proposed use or building and thought it would be an attractive place for his 
law office.  He remarked that although the Heritage Commission recommended approval of the 
request, it was with a modification to the exterior to make it look more historic.  He agreed with the 
comments of the Heritage Commission and Mr. Marriott and agreed that it is not historic looking.  He 
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commented that it will set the standard for the City.  He suggested that rock be incorporated into the 
design so that it is not just a big box with large windows and gives it a more historic feel.  
 
Penny Willard gave her address as 3262 Hamblin Drive and stated that she, her husband, and others 
in the area near the Jacob Hamblin Home are opposed to changing the General Plat and the zone.  
They have stated many times in the past that they want it to remain residential and agricultural.  They 
do not want commercial buildings and businesses coming in.  It is a nice building but not in the City’s 
Historic District.  They are trying to preserve this narrow area and stated that there is plenty of land 
all around.  Mrs. Willard reported that she grew up in Santa Clara and was saddened by the fact that 
the historic areas are being developed.  She asked that their wishes be honored and preserve what 
makes the valley so quaint.  Many moved here because of the beauty of the area and she asked that 
this small portion of the City be preserved.   
 
Melvin Taylor gave his address as 1401 Victor Street and stated that the world is driven by money 
and this land is valuable.  If the change to commercial is allowed, it will only be the beginning of 
further development.  He suggested that a survey be sent to all those in the Historic District to see if 
they support a zone change from Agricultural Residential to Commercial.  If more than 50% agree, it 
should be allowed.  Mr. Taylor stated that those living in the area do not want commercial and want 
it to remain residential.   
 
Richard Hughes gave his address as 3298 Hamblin Drive and was pleased with the Heritage 
Commission’s concern about the flat roof.  He was concerned about the gym and wondered why one 
is needed when a new one was just built down the street.  If the gym portion were eliminated the 
footprint would be much smaller.   
 
Patty Warby gave her address as 3268 Santa Clara Drive and commented that when she looks out her 
front door she will see the proposed building as she lives on the corner of Gates Lane and Santa Clara 
Drive.  Her preference was to leave the land as-is but realizes that things are changing and eventually 
there will be some type of structure built there.  She would, however, like to see something more 
historic in nature in terms of architecture.   
 
Alan Warby identified himself as the husband of Patty Warby.  He commented that they built their 
home in 2004 at which time there were fields across the street.  In January 2005, it changed 
significantly.  When they built their home, they met with the contractor and the Historic District who 
gave feedback.  As a result, there is a lot of brick and wood on their home.  He has enjoyed having 
architecture that adds to the character of the area.  He suggested that the proposed structure be 
modified to look more historic. 
 
There were no further public comments.  The public hearing was closed.   
 

ii. Consider a Proposed Code Amendment to the Santa Clara City Zoning 
Ordinance, Section 17.08, Definitions. This includes an Updated 
Definition for Building Height in the City.  

 
Mr. McNulty reported that the above item is a public hearing and staff recommended approval.   
 
City Building Official, Cody Mitchell, reminded the Commission that the matter was before them on 
June 8, 2023, as a discussion item and before the City Council in a work meeting on May 17, 2023.  
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Three sections in the current ordinance address building height.  One is for the old township that takes 
an average subterranean home and a building definition.  He commented that in his opinion, the 
current building height definition is dated.  Some of the language does not pertain to the modern style 
of construction that is currently seen.   
 
Commissioner Anderson’s understanding was that they were going to do something different with 
Exception #1 regarding the upper and lower grades being 10 feet.  He thought it would be worded 
differently.  Mr. Mitchell stated that it was unclear to some and clear to others.  He asked for direction 
but never received any so it remained unchanged.  Chair Hendrickson suggested that the maximum 
variation be a maximum of 10 feet.  Mr. Mitchell was not opposed to that.  It was suggested that the 
language specify that the average grade be no more than five feet below the upper grade.  Mr. Mitchell 
explained that the maximum height allowed is 35 feet but with the walkout dynamic, the upper and 
lower grades must not be more than 10 feet different.  They then take the average, which is five feet.  
A walkout basement scenario decreases the maximum height of the structure by five feet.  
Mr. Mitchell stated that the current Code does not address walkout basements.  He read from Code 
Section 17.08.010, which was used to calculate the average height of a building.   
 
Chair Hendrickson opened the public hearing.  There were no public comments.  The public hearing 
was closed.   
 
5. General Business. 

 
A. Recommendation to City Council. 

 
i. Recommendation to the City Council to consider a proposed General Plan 

Amendment application for property located at the southeast corner of 
Santa Clara Drive and Gates Lane (Parcel #SC-6-2-16-435, described as 
2.43 acres). Granite Peaks Investments, LLC is proposing a General Plan 
Amendment from the Mixed Use Residential, MUR, and Neighborhood 
Center, NC land uses to the Main Street Commercial, MSC land use for 
the subject property.  

 
Commissioner Whitehead asked if the request is approved and if the applicant decides to sell the 
property if it could be developed as proposed.  City Attorney, Matt Ence, reported that a change to 
the City ordinance was passed that will change the way they deal with General Plan Amendment 
applications.  The decision was made to only present General Plan Amendments to the Planning 
Commission once per quarter.  If approved, a property owner would have one year to get a zone 
change approved consistent with that amendment.  If they do not, after one year it would revert to the 
previous General Plan designation.  Because this application predates that change, it would not apply.  
If the General Plan Amendment is approved by the City Council there would not be an automatic 
reversion in place for this particular application.  It could, however, be listed as a condition.   
 
Mr. Ence explained that many aspects of the project are not requirements of the General Plan 
Amendment and they have gone above and beyond to show the concept and elevations.  The General 
Plan Amendment, however, would not incorporate those things, which will be formally considered 
and approved when the matter comes back for a zone change and project plan approval.  Conditions 
can be set with any approval if so desired.   
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Mr. Ence stated that anytime there is a General Plan Amendment or a zone change, the final decision 
is made by the City Council.  The Planning Commission’s role is to serve as an information-gathering 
body.  They review the application and input from the public and make a recommendation to the City 
Council.  The City Council then has the responsibility as the City’s legislative body, to make a 
decision and are given very broad deference.  They can consider just about any information as long 
as their decision is not arbitrary, capricious, or illegal.   
 
Commissioner Weston asked Mr. Walter if this same presentation was presented to the Heritage 
Commission.  Mr. Walter stated that there are a couple of very minor changes but the renderings are 
the same.  Commissioner Weston stated that the Heritage Commission recommended approval of the 
request based on a modification to the exterior to make it look more historic.  He agreed with the 
comments made by the public, particularly Mrs. Warby.   
 
Commissioner Blake was taken aback by the building that is proposed as it was not what he was 
expecting.  He agreed that it should look more historic.  He liked the glass on the bottom floor but 
felt that the top floor should have more windows and perhaps reveals in the brick.  He has seen historic 
buildings with all brick with many have reveals and definition.  He liked that the roof is empty and 
suggested skylights to accentuate that.  He suggested that the upper floor be made to look more 
residential from the exterior.  He liked the porch.  Commissioner Blake had hangups about changing 
the General Plan and did not think it was necessary.  He was opposed to changing the General Plan 
because he does not like what it matches.  He liked the office use in Historic Downtown but did not 
like the idea of bringing certain businesses to the area.  He was more inclined to expand the 
neighborhood center or allow what is proposed under mixed-use residential. 
 
Mr. Walter reported that the General Plan request was made at the request of staff after discussing 
how to move through the process appropriately.  They weren’t trying to go a different direction but 
looked at the use with a residential component.  The recommendation was to remain compliant with 
the various segments of the General Plan.  In terms of architecture, he felt he could give the Planning 
Commission guidelines that might be helpful.  There are various views regarding what is or might be 
historic.  There are things they would be more than happy to accommodate and others they were not.  
They were not willing to do a pitched roof on the building.  With regard to building materials, they 
were not comfortable moving forward with stone or block rather than brick.  In terms of making 
adjustments to other features, there were things they were willing to do.   
 
Commissioner Blake commented that Main Street Commercial does not match the recommendation.  
Mr. McNulty stated that it is difficult because they are limited in their land use designations.  There 
are three in the mixed-use designations as follows: 
 

• Neighborhood Center is limited and intended to support residential neighborhood 
convenience shopping, services, and community facilities as well as mixed-use multi-family 
residential and office uses.   

• Mixed-Use Residential allows for a mix of uses that is mostly residential in the form of 
townhomes and multi-unit buildings but may include small lot single family, small retail 
stores, coffee shops, and offices.   

• Main Street Commercial is closest to what is proposed and calls for predominantly 
commercial uses on the ground level including uses such as stores, restaurants, and offices 
with the potential for residential on the second or third floor.   
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Mr. McNulty explained that the applicants are seeking 100% office use and are not looking for a mix 
of uses that the designation allows for and what they are limited to.  When the General Plan is 
rewritten, more land use designations need to be created.  On the ground floor facing Santa Clara 
Drive, they may potentially have space that could be used as a coffee shop or small bistro-type use.  
Many startup companies also have a café on the interior for employees.  
 
Mr. Ence supported Mr. McNulty’s comments but clarified that this is not a staff-driven process.  It 
is driven by a property owner who would like to develop his property.  Mr. McNulty stressed that 
there is one land use designation on the property.  Procedural issues were discussed.  The request was 
to rezone from RA to Planned Development Commercial (“PDC”).  With that application, the next 
step would be to submit additional project details.  Tonight’s request is conceptual in nature.  The 
matter would also go back to the Heritage Commission prior to a zone change being granted.   
 
Commissioner Blake was hesitant to change to Main Street Commercial.  He sees a lot of PDC on 
Main Street that is not residential.  He was of the opinion that the use works in the NC zone.  He was 
not opposed to the use of the building and would simply like the top floor to look different.  He was 
not concerned about the flat roof.  Mr. McNulty referenced the renderings of the original Merc and 
the Post Office and they incorporated the flat roof and parapet type of design.  Others were looking 
at property across the street from the Merc that might employ a similar design.  Mr. McNulty 
explained that there are currently two land use designations on the property and the applicants were 
clear that they want there to be one land use designation on the property.  With the split zone they 
made one zone.  Having two land use designations and two zones creates problems.   
 
Commissioner Whitehead compared it to the last time they received public input on the site and the 
current proposal seemed much less controversial.  He did not think people were necessarily opposed 
to the commercial use but to the exterior of the building.  The Heritage Commission also had concerns 
with the exterior.  He was of the opinion that the proposal fits well as long as the design of the exterior 
can be modified to look more historic.   
 
Commissioner Harris agreed with Commissioner Blake and was hesitant to recommend a General 
Plan Amendment.  After reading the General Plan notes cited in the Staff Report, she could not make 
what is proposed fit.  Particularly, the historic core refers to a small-town feel and scale.  To her, what 
is proposed is not that.   
 
Commissioner Weston liked what was proposed with caveats.   
 
Commissioner Hendrickson moved to forward a recommendation of APPROVAL to the City 
Council for their review and consideration of the General Plan Amendment on the property at 
Santa Clara Drive and Gates Lane subject to the following: 
   
Conditions: 
 

1. That the proposed General Plan Amendment complies with Section 3.4.2 of the 
General Plan (Mixed-Use Land Uses) 
 

2. That the proposed General Plan Amendment complies with Section 4.2 of the 
General Plan (Policy 3.1, and Historic Downtown Core Subarea). 
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3. That the proposed General Plan Amendment complies with Section 4.2 of the 

General Plan (Historic Downtown Core Objective, Policy 4.5). 
 
4. That the proposed General Plan Amendment complies with Section 4.2 of the 

General Plan (Historic Downtown Core Objective, Action 4.4). 
 
5. That the proposed General Plan Amendment complies with Section 5.2.2 of the 

General Plan (Historic Preservation & Economic Development). 
 
6. That the proposed General Plan Amendment complies with Section 6 of the 

General Plan (Economic Development Objective and Policy 6.1). 
 
7. Take into consideration the ordinance passed last night giving a one-year time 

limit to get the zone changed to Planned Development Commercial (“PDC”). 
 
Commissioner Weston seconded the motion.  Vote on motion:  Commissioner Blake-Nay, 
Commissioner Anderson-Aye, Commissioner Harris-Nay, Commissioner Whitehead-Aye, 
Commissioner Weston-Aye, Chair Hendrickson-Aye.  The motion passed 4-to-2. 
 

ii. Recommendation to the City Council to Consider a Proposed Code 
Amendment to the Santa Clara City Zoning Ordinance, Section 17.08, 
Definitions.  This includes an Updated Definition for Building Height in 
the City. Santa Clara City, Applicant.  
 

Commissioner Weston moved that the Planning Commission recommend APPROVAL to the 
City Council of the Code Amendment to the Santa Clara City Zoning Ordinance Section 17.08 
regarding the Building Height definition in City Code, as described.  Commissioner Harris 
seconded the motion.  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Commission.   
 
6. Discussion Items. 
 

A. None. 
 
7. Approval of Minutes.  

 
A. Request Approval of the Regular Meeting Minutes – June 8, 2023. 

 
Commissioner Blake moved to approve the minutes of the June 8, 2023, Santa Clara Planning 
Commission Regular Meeting.  Commissioner Whitehead seconded the motion.  The motion 
passed with the unanimous consent of the Commission. 
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8. Adjournment 
 

The Planning Commission Meeting adjourned at 7:02 p.m. 
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Jim McNulty 
Planning Manager 
 
Approved:  _________________________  
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