EAGLE MOUNTAIN

W PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
EAGLE August 24, 2021, 5:30 PM
M O UNTATIN Eagle Mountain City Council Chambers

1650 East Stagecoach Run, Eagle Mountain, Utah 84005

5:30 P.M. - Eagle Mountain City Planning Commission Work Session

1. Discussion Items
1.A DISCUSSION ITEM - Upcoming Code Amendments

1.B CONCEPT PLAN - Beto's
A potential commercial development on approximately 1.21 acres located on the north
side of Campus Drive (3709 E Campus Drive). This proposal is on lot 2 of the new lot
configuration within the Eagle Mountain Business Campus Recorded Plat Amendment
which was approved by City Council in April 6, 2021. The future land use designation of
this parcel is "Community Commercial."
Concept Plan
Elevations

6:30 P.M. - Eagle Mountain City Planning Commission Policy Session

2. Pledge of Allegiance

3. Declaration of Conflicts of Interest

4. Approval of Meeting Minutes

4.A July 13, 2021 Planning Commission Minutes
PC Minutes 07-13-21 - DRAFT

4B July 27, 2021 Planning Commission Minutes
PC Minutes 07.27.21 - DRAFT

5. Status Report

6. Action and Advisory Items

6.A PUBLIC HEARING - Oquirrh Mountain Ranch Phase B
A proposal to amend the Master Development Plan and Agreement, and approve a
Preliminary Plat for the Oquirrh Mountain Ranch Master Development Plan


https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/1e0cd00fe3e63fe0a483452dcea0c3440.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/76e1b7e3c672607e5e809c284172250d0.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1036773/2021_0820_-_Updated_Site_Plan_-_Beto_s.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1036772/2021_0713_-_Elevations_-_Beto_s.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1011859/PC_Minutues_07-13-21.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1034719/PC_Minutes_07.27.21_-_DRAFT.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/d59bfcfeba05b0747ffbb287672fef770.pdf

Proposal

Existing Approval and Surrounding Development.pdf
Comparisons.pdf

Open Space.pdf

Preliminary Plat

6B  Coyote RunA -A ITEM REMOVED AT APPLICANT REQUEST

7. Discussion Items

8. Next scheduled meeting

9. Adjournment

THE PUBLIC IS INVITED TO PARTICIPATE IN PUBLIC MEETINGS FOR ALL AGENDAS.
In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, Eagle Mountain City will make reasonable
accommodation for participation in all Public Meetings and Work Sessions. Please call the City Recorder’s
Office at least 3 working days prior to the meeting at 801-789-6610. This meeting may be held telephonically to
allow a member of the public body to participate. This agenda is subject to change with a minimum 24-hour
notice.

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING

The undersigned, duly appointed City Recorder, does hereby certify that the above agenda notice was posted on this 20th day of August,
2021, on the Eagle Mountain City bulletin boards, the Eagle Mountain City website www.emcity.org, posted to the Utah State public
notice website http://www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html, and was emailed to at least one newspaper of general circulation within the
jurisdiction of the public body.

Fionnuala B. Kofoed. MMC, City Recorder


https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1033643/Attachment__1_-_Proposal_and_Supporting_Docs.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1033644/Attachment__2_-_Existing_Approval_and_Surrounding_Development.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1033645/Attachment__3_-_Comparisons.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1033646/Attachment__4_-Open_Space.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1033998/2021_0805_-_OMR_-_Preliminary_Plat.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/8f224f385d545c523d69c9f65c1d65290.pdf
https://www.emcity.org
https://www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html

EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

EAGLE AUGUST 24, 2021
M O UNTATIN
TITLE: | DISCUSSION ITEM - Upcoming Code Amendments
ITEM TYPE: | Discussion
APPLICANT: | Staff
ACTION ITEM: BACKGROUND:
No
PUBLIC HEARING: ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION:
No
PREPARED BY: REQUIRED FINDINGS:

Tayler Jensen, Planning

RECOMMENDATION:

ATTACHMENTS:




%@ EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
EAGLE AUGUST 24, 2021
M O UNTATIN
TITLE: | CONCEPT PLAN - Beto's
ITEM TYPE: | Concept Plan
APPLICANT: | Nathan Long
ACTION ITEM: BACKGROUND:
No This is a commercial concept plan for a potential development, which
includes a Beto's restaurant, on lot 2 of 3709 E. Campus Drive. The
PUBLIC HEARING: subject property is part of The Ranches and was identified for
No commercial use through the master development plan and agreement.
That agreement has since expired and the vested rights no longer
PREPARED BY: carry. The general Plan's Future Land Use map identifies the property

Jessa Porter, Planning

as "Community Commercial."

ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION:
This commercial development is approximately 1.21 acres located on
the north side of E Campus Drive and is bordered by SR-73.

The General Plan's Future Land Use Map designates this parcel as
"Community Commercial."

Commercial projects are subject to 17.72 Commercial Design
Standards.

REQUIRED FINDINGS:

There are no required findings for concept plan applications.

RECOMMENDATION:

The Planning Commission is recommended to review the concept
plan and discuss the development intentions with the applicant. Any
feedback provided by the Planning Commission is non-binding and
may be used by the applicant to guide them in the preparation of
subsequent development applications.




ATTACHMENTS:

Concept Plan
Elevations


https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1036773/2021_0820_-_Updated_Site_Plan_-_Beto_s.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1036772/2021_0713_-_Elevations_-_Beto_s.pdf
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O?. EAGLE MOUNTAIN
Planning Commission MEETING

MINUTES
E A G L E July 13, 2021, 5:30 p.m.
M OUNTATIN Eagle Mountain City Council Chambers

1650 East Stagecoach Run, Eagle Mountain, Utah 84005

5:30 P.M. — Eagle Mountain City Planning Commission Work Session

COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT: Jeremy Bergener, Matthew Everett, Christopher Pengra,
Erin Wells, and Brett Wright

ELECTED OFFICIALS PRESENT: Councilmember Donna Burnham, Primary Liaison to the
Planning Commission.

CITY STAFF PRESENT: Steve Mumford, Assistant City Administrator/Community
Development Director; Tayler Jensen, Senior Planner; and Elizabeth Fewkes, Recording
Secretary.

Commissioner Wright called the meeting to order at 5:33 p.m.
1. Discussion Items
1.A. DISCUSSION ITEM - Landscaping Completion

Senior Planner Tayler Jensen presented the item. Per EMMC 17.25.050(A) Yard Landscaping, the
front and side yards must be improved prior to occupancy of each home in accordance with a yard
landscaping plan approved in conjunction with the final plat for the development. Improvements
shall include sod, irrigation, trees, and shrubs, and may include some water-wise landscaping. In
cases of inclement weather, the builder or property owner may pay a $2,000 cash escrow per lot
to the City and shall complete the landscaping no later than six months after the issuance of the
certificate of occupancy. On July 6, 2021, the City Council passed a waiver that units receiving a
certificate of occupancy before September 15, 2021, can post a bond to delay landscaping until
October 30, 2021, at the latest. Municipal Code does not differentiate between owner builders and
developers or between different lot sizes.

Discussion ensued regarding the requirement in EMMC 17.60.100 to install front yard landscaping
within a year of occupancy conflicting with the standards listed in EMMC 17.25.050(A). Mr.
Jensen confirmed the discrepancy is an erroneous inconsistency that needs to be removed from the
standards.

Commissioner Pengra explained he recently learned of the yard installation requirement prior to
receiving a certificate of occupancy and requested the discussion. He disclosed the code will
impact him personally as he is currently building a home in the City. He will abide by the City
rules; however, he feels the rules need to be further clarified.
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Discussion ensued regarding ambiguity whether the party responsible for the yard installation is
the developer or the homeowner, the insufficiency of the $2,000 escrow for the City to complete
the yard installation should the yard not being completed within the indicated timeframe, and
concern that once the certificate of occupancy has been issued the City has less leverage to enforce
the landscaping completion.

Commissioner Pengra argued that the $2,000 does not qualify as an escrow or performance bond
because the City does not intend to complete the work if the funds are forfeited due to
noncompliance. He expressed concern that the fee is not included in the consolidated fee schedule.

Commissioner Wells stated her husband, as a landscaper, feels that requiring developers to install
landscaping results in a lower quality product than homeowner-installed landscaping. She
advocated for allowing a mechanism for residents to install their own landscaping.

Commissioner Everett suggested increasing the amount of the escrow, potentially having different
requirements based upon lot sizes, and adjusting standards in consideration of drought and climate
considerations to encourage appropriate and attractive xeriscaping or water-wise landscape to be
better stewards of water resources. He inquired regarding the burden to Code Enforcement and the
intended City recourses and penalties to enforce compliance.

Commissioner Bergener expressed concern with the ambiguity and inconsistency in the code. He
advocated for clarifying the purpose of the $2,000 escrow. He concurred with Commissioner
Everett regarding water conservation efforts.

Assistant City Administrator/Community Development Director Steve Mumford explained the
front and rear landscaping requirements were added in 2005 when the Municipal Code
development standards were rewritten. He noted the difficulty in enforcement. Staff approached a
previous mayor and City Council regarding enforcement of the standards and were directed to not
enforce the standards; nevertheless, to retain the standards to have recourse should an extreme
issue merit action by the City. He noted the City is implementing an Administrative Law Judge
court process and hearings will begin within the next few months that will provide more
enforcement options. The escrow amount was reduced from $4,000 to $2,000 in order to be an
incentive without being punitive. The funds are not intended to be used by the City to complete
the yards but to encourage performance by the homeowner or developer. It is not included in the
consolidated fee schedule because it is not intended to be a cash escrow/performance bond rather
than a fee; however, if the resident is not refunded the money, it becomes a fee. EMMC 17.60.100
should be removed from the standards and larger lot owners could be given additional time or
allowed to improve a smaller portion of the front yard landscaping.

Mr. Jensen explained the difficultly in enforcement and tendency to meet the bare requirements
rather than the intention of the standards resulting in poor products not appropriate for the City’s
climate.

Commission Pengra advocated for the stipulations to be based upon lot size and said he is unlikely

to be able to complete his landscaping within six months and does not see the benefit of forfeiting
$2,000. He prefers the one-year timeframe as more appropriate to allow residents to complete the
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landscaping during the appropriate season. He clarified he would support requiring small lot
builders to complete the front and side landscaping prior to the City issuing certificates of
occupancy.

1.B. DISCUSSION ITEM - Detached Accessory Apartments

Mr. Jensen presented the item. Staff has identified several locations in Municipal Code where there
are inconsistencies or references to zoning ordinances that no longer exist. Staff proposes updating
Municipal Code to remove all references to residential tiers and to clarify that detached accessory
dwelling units (ADUSs) are permitted on all single-family lots in excess of 8,000 square feet. The
maximum size of detached ADUs shall also be clarified as no more than 30% of the finished square
footage of the primary dwelling unit.

Mr. Mumford explained that the 8,000 square foot minimum lot size requirement was included at
the direction of Council; however, it was unclear which zones the requirement applied to and an
amendment to clarify the standards is advisable.

Mr. Jensen stated that the understanding of the 30% percent of finished square footage would
exclude unlivable space such as cold storage. If a basement were finished without the proper
permits an inspection and permit would be required prior to the square footage being included in
the total calculation.

Discussion ensued regarding the interpretation and application and appropriateness of
EMMCL17.70.060(B), “Floor Area. In no case shall an accessory apartment comprise more than
30% of the building’s total floor area (50 percent if located in the basement), or be greater than
800 finished square feet, whichever is greater, unless the residence was constructed or the
apartment area was approved prior to the enactment of this title.”

Mr. Mumford explained staff desires language to remove ambiguity for the benefit of staff and the
residents to clarify whether the square footage calculations include the area of a detached garage
and other unclear applications. Generally, the standards have been interpreted to include the square
footage of the primary dwelling unit.

Mr. Jensen clarified that most of the standards were adapted for attached project, as detached
product has only recently been considered, and issues have arisen to determine how the standards
should be appropriately applied to detached units.

Discussion ensued regarding concerns with allowing detached ADUs on 8,000 square foot lots,
the growing need for ADUs due to the current housing shortage, separating and defining the
standards for attached and detached products, setback requirements for AUDs, potentially adding
additional constraints for detached unit placement on smaller lots, utility metering for AUDs, and
exploring State resources and standards for ADUs as references for determining appropriate
standards.

Mr. Jensen explained that smaller lot owners are more likely to request a tiny home on wheels
rather than a permanent structure.
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1.C. Concept Plan — Ranches Crossing
This item was moved to policy session and discussed after item 6.B.

Mr. Jensen presented the item. The approximately 3.74 acres of land is located on the northeast
corner of Ranches Parkway and Pony Express Parkway intersection. The Future Land Use Plan
designated the parcel as Community Commercial. The project is subject to EMMC 17.72
Commercial Design Standards.

Applicant representative Brian Haskell said they have struggled to determine the appropriate mix
of uses for the benefit of the businesses and the residents for this property. The prior interest in the
area has been from restaurant users but challenges have arisen due to pandemic obstacles and are
concerned with the viability of an area with a lower number of housetops and correlating demand.
The proposal is a mix of sit-down and fast-food establishments with a larger, flex space to the
northwest with a potential for a mixed-use development. Some of the restaurants would potentially
have stalls designated for pickup orders rather than drive-throughs. Their primary focus will be to
meet the needs of an anchor location and they will make adjustments to the other sites accordingly.

Discussion ensued regarding the traffic volume and flow and parking requirements for several
restaurants with drive-throughs especially considering the high usage of other drive-throughs in
the City, trash enclosures and other required elements reducing the contemplated parking, an
ingress and egress with a left-hand turn onto Ranches Parkway, the distance from the intersection
of Ranches Parkway and Pony Express Parkway, concern with a road to the east of the
development routing traffic through the residential area, the beneficial and negative impacts of the
pandemic on restaurants and accommodating the resulting adaptions of standard operations,
masonry wall and/or landscape buffering to separate the development from the pool and clubhouse
to the east, potential traffic flow and visibility considerations for the landscaping design, stacking
distances for the drive-throughs, providing adequate turn radius for large vehicles off Ranches
Parkway, concerns with the distance and location of the parking along the east side of the
development and the potential benefit of the parking to a hotel use, mitigating features or a divider
for the exit-only access on the southeast, Municipal Code currently excluding mixed-use
developments, the potential viability of a hotel in the location, and whether to allow an exemption
to the commercial design standard requiring buildings to be located adjacent to the road in order
to allow the parking between the street and the southwest building.

6:30 P.M. — Eagle Mountain City Planning Commission Policy Session

Commissioner Wright called the policy session to order at 6:31 p.m.
2. Pledge of Allegiance
Commissioner Wright led the Pledge of Allegiance.

3. Declaration of Conflicts of Interest
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None.
4, Approval of Meeting Minutes
4.A.  June 22, 2021 Planning Commission Minutes

Commissioner Wright requested a correction to the last paragraph on page 2 amending, “In this
location, the elevation of the base of the wall is 4,795 feet and the parking lot is between 4,792
and 4,794 feet resulting in insufficient buffering,” to “In this location, the elevation of the base of
the wall is 4,795 feet and the parking lot is between 4,794 feet resulting in sufficient buffering.”

MOTION: Commissioner Everett moved to approve the June 22, 2021 minutes as
amended. Commissioner Wells seconded the motion. Those voting aye:
Jeremy Bergener, Matthew Everett, Christopher Pengra, Erin Wells, and
Brett Wright. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

5. Status Report

Staff reviewed the planning items discussed and voted upon during the July 6, 2021 City Council
meeting.

6. Action and Advisory Items

6.A. PUBLIC HEARING - Oquirrh Mountain Ranch Phase B — APPLICANT HAS
REQUESTED TO HAVE ITEM TABLED TO 8-10-2021

Commissioner Wright opened the public hearing at 6:38 p.m.

Bettina Cameron said that the Oquirrh Mountain developers worked with the Eagle Mountain
Nature and Wildlife Alliance citizen group to remove the Frisbee golf course from the critical area
in the wildlife corridor and the developer expressed willingness to help preserve the petroglyphs.

Tom Spaulding submitted the following email, “I live in the Oquirrh Mountain area and | have a
concern about the large development in this area. That concern is water pressure! My daughter
lives in the city center area and her water pressure is much, much greater than Mine. The concern
I have is this, when | have a sprinkler on watering a flower bed (in the morning before 10am), and
the sprinkler is not putting out much water, when there is water being used in the house like the
toilet being flushed. The flow to the sprinkler drops dramatically. Now Phase B is coming online
What then is going to happen to my meger water pressure? What is the city's plan to INCREASE
my water pressure? Thank you for your consideration in this.”

Dan Petersen submitted the following email, “We are residents of Eagle Mountain and live in the
Lone Tree neighborhood. We received a postcard about the planning commission meeting about
Phase B of the Oquirrh Mountain Ranch development. We will be out of town and won't be able
to attend the meeting. We just wanted to voice our opinion. As the development enters Phase B
we hope the planning commission and city council will uphold the Ridge Line Ordinance. We are
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worried about houses going too far up the hill. Also, we are concerned about the wildlife corridor
that was just passed. The mountain in between Lone Tree and Oquirrh Mountain Ranch is a major
thoroughfare for all types of wildlife. We hope the hill will be preserved as open space. Lastly we
hope the remaining petroglyphs will be protected.”

MOTION: Commissioner Everett moved to table the master development plan and
preliminary plat for Oquirrh Mountain Ranch continuing the public hearing
until a future meeting. Commissioner Bergener seconded the motion. Those
voting aye: Jeremy Bergener, Matthew Everett, Christopher Pengra, Erin
Wells, and Brett Wright. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

6.B. PUBLIC HEARING - Silverlake 31

Mr. Jensen presented the item. This phase is located within Area C of the SilverLake Master
Development Plan (MDP). The agreement was last amended in January 2013. The area is
designated for single-family, patio, garden court, cluster, and multifamily units. The SilverLake
South preliminary plat was approved on October 1, 2019, and includes this area. Multifamily
developments require site plan approvals. This proposal includes a total of 24 lots, 18 cluster lots,
and 6 townhomes, located on approximately 3.65 acres.

It should be noted that while this approval is strictly for SilverLake Plat 31, many of the issues
with parking, open space, and roads are shared with Plat 32. Per EMMC 16.35.090, collector road
fencing consistent with existing collector road fencing in SilverLake shall be constructed along the
rear and side lot line of any unit that does or will abut Golden Eagle Road or SilverLake Parkway
prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy for those units. With 24 units in Plat 31, eight guest
parking stalls are required and seven guest parking stalls are provided which is one stall under this
requirement. The total number of units in Phase 31 and 32 is 115 units which require 39 guest
parking stalls; currently, 34 parking stalls are provided. Parking requirements for cluster lots have
recently changed requiring additional guest parking.

The proposed 40-foot-wide private right-of-way through the project includes 27-feet of pavement
and four-foot sidewalks. Staff recommends increasing the right-of-way to 43 feet, which would
allow for 28-feet of payment and five-foot sidewalks equal to the 53-foot standard local right-of-
way minus ten feet of park strips. The proposed total of 1.46 acres of open space serves SilverLake
31 and 32 and includes benches and picnic tables, 126 trees, a tot lot, and property for the City to
add a natural trail. Townhomes are subject to the design standards found in 17.72 of Eagle
Mountain Municipal Code. Townhomes have been built throughout the SilverLake development
utilizing identical elevations. The rear elevations exclude some of the materials and features used
on the front elevations and should be updated to include the same features as the front elevations
because they are backing onto improved open space.

Staff recommends the Planning Commission motion to recommend approval of the application to
the City Council with the following conditions:

1. Collector road fencing shall be consistent with the existing collector road fencing in

SilverLake and shall be constructed along the rear and side lot lines of any unit that does
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or will abut Golden Eagle Road or SilverLake Parkway prior to issuance of a certificate of
occupancy;

2. One additional parking stall be required for SilverLake Phase 31 and/or five additional
parking stalls shall be provided for SilverLake Phases 31 and 32;

3. Private right-of-way roads shall be expanded to 43-feet with five-foot sidewalks and 28
feet of pavement;

4. The amount of the water-wise landscaping shall be increased by replacing turf behind
buildings in park strips and other areas that are not usable as play areas; and

5. Rear and side elevations shall include similar materials as the front elevations.

Mr. Jensen clarified that the water-wise landscape is a staff recommendation and is not currently
required in Municipal Code. The lift station will be owned and maintained by the homeowner's
association (HOA). Silverlake Parkway will not be extended beyond what is indicated in the
rendering. The canal on the eastern border is outside of the boundaries of the project. He verified
that a 43-foot right-of-way, without the standard ten feet of park strips, is not contemplated in
Municipal Code. The staff recommendation is to allow the roads to remain private as requested by
the applicant while increasing the road and sidewalk widths.

Mr. Mumford explained that the City Council recently approved a 43-foot public right-of-way for
the Hidden Hollow development. The master transportation plan update will include changes to
right-of-way standards.

Applicant representative Bronson Tatton said this will be the fifth and final pod of townhomes in
the development. They prefer the narrower right-of-way to be consistent with the other pods and
private roads were included on the approved preliminary plat. He requested clarification regarding
the parking requirement as they believed the proposal met the requirements. The HOA-maintained
lift station will only service Phase 32 and will hopefully connect in the future to the Saratoga
Springs system. They are willing to consider water-wise plants. The intention is to use the same
reinforced vinyl fencing used in the other phases. The collector road reimbursement agreement
includes the dedication of the land beyond their portion of Silverlake Parkway to the City for
completion.

Discussion ensued regarding the responsibility of fencing repair.

Mr. Tatton stated that the City has requested elevation changes with each phase of the project and
the proposed rear elevations include increased articulation added to Phase 28 due to the units facing
private open space like the units in Phases 31 and 32.

Commissioner Wright opened the public hearing at 6:59 p.m. As there were no comments,
Commissioner Wright closed the hearing.

Commissioner Everett stated that he has the same issues with this phase of townhomes as he had
with other phases. He feels the design is non-compliant with Municipal Code due to the front-
loaded garages and inadequate horizontal articulation. He thinks the SilverLake vinyl fence is
substandard to the fencing in Evans Ranch and thinks the City Council made a mistake in
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approving the vinyl fencing. He expressed concern with the proposed 43-foot right-of-way as it is
not contemplated in code.

Commissioner Wright said that the fencing concern is a moot issue as it has been approved by the
City Council. He thanked the applicant for addressing the confusion with the guest parking and
encouraged the applicant to clarify the standards with staff and adhere to the requirement. He
advocated for prohibiting private roads in the City as he believes they create unsafe and congested
neighborhoods. However, he recognized that standards currently permit private roads. He
expressed concern with the staff-proposed right-of-way due to safety concerns for child
pedestrians and visual obstructions caused by street parking due to the elimination of the park
strips. He concurred with the recommendation for water-wise landscaping in areas that are not
useable play space and the request for increased design standards.

Commissioner Pengra noted that all the other units in the previous phases have private right-of-
way roads. Although he concurs with the desire to eliminate private roads, he does not feel it is
warranted in this case as it is permitted in code. Although vinyl is not his personal preference, he
has no misgivings regarding the proposed fencing.

Commissioner Wells agreed with pedestrian safety concerns regarding the proposal to remove the
park strips. She noted the master development agreement (MDA) includes the proposed front
elevations; however, as the MDA excludes rear elevations, she feels the staff request for increased
rear design standards is appropriate and reasonable.

Commissioner Bergener expressed concern with be consistent in approval requirements for
different projects. He has no qualms regarding the elevations.

MOTION: Commissioner Pengra moved to recommend approval to the City Council of
the site plan for SilverLake 31 with the following conditions:

1. Collector road fencing shall be consistent with the existing collector
road fencing in SilverLake and shall be constructed along the rear
and side lot lines of any unit that does or will abut Golden Eagle Road
or SilverLake Parkway prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy;

2. One additional parking stall be required for SilverLake Phase 31
and/or five additional parking stalls shall be provided for SilverLake
Phases 31 and 32;

3. The amount of the water-wise landscaping shall be increased by
replacing turf behind buildings in park strips and other areas that are
not usable as play areas; and

4. Rear and side elevations shall include similar materials as the front
elevations.

Commissioner Wells seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Jeremy
Bergener, Christopher Pengra, and Erin Wells. Those voting nay: Matthew
Everett and Brett Wright. The motion carried with a vote of 3:2.

Commissioner Wright dissented because he thinks the City should at least require a 43-foot right-
of-way and disapproves of approving private roads.
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Commissioner Everett voted against a recommendation of approval because he believes the
elevations do not comply with EMMC 17.72.030(C) and feels the project has disproportionately
included front-loaded units when the MDA proposed a mix of both rear and front-loaded products.

6.C. Development Code Amendment — Animal Zoning Regulations EMMC 6.10
Commissioner Wright recessed the meeting from 7:44 p.m. to 7:51 p.m.

Mr. Jensen presented the item. Staff was directed by members of the City Council to review
EMMC 6.10 and to consider making changes to the maximum number of animals allowed by code.
The Planning Commission held a work session on the proposed code amendment. On June 22,
2021, the Planning Commission and the City Council participated in a site visit to a property in
the Cedar Pass Ranch neighborhood to review what the existing code allows in practice.

If approved this development code amendment would allow every residential lot in the City to
have two horses per half acre with the maximum number of the horses being determined by the lot
size and as a result, neighboring properties may be entitled to different numbers of horses. The
proposed changes also remove references to the Airpark Zone. Residents would be able to apply
for an alternate animal management plan if they desire an exemption to the standards in the chapter.
Staff recommends for the Planning Commission to motion to recommend approval of the
amendment.

Staff clarified that the item was not advertised as a public hearing because amendments for this
chapter of Municipal Code do not include land use ordinances. As such, State statutes do not
require a public hearing and the City generally does not hold a hearing. However, the Commission
may elect to allow public comment on the item if they so desire. The Commission determined to
entertain public comment on the item due to the level of public interest and the numbers of
residents in attendance to make statements.

Commissioner Wright invited the public to speak at 8:02 p.m.

Commissioner Wright recognized that the City had received a letter from Mike Boyd and emails
from the Cedar Pass HOA and an email and petition from Cedar Pass residents. The written
communications received prior to the meeting are attached to the minutes.

Steven Francis said animals have destroyed the vegetation resulting in dust and that high water
usage due to animals caused his well to go dry requiring him to purchase more water. He requested
for the City to limit the number of animals permitted on the lots.

Jody Hooley said she understands the concerns with the number of animals but beseeched the City
to do additional research before making a determination regarding the appropriate number of
animals. She requested for the Commission to separate citizen complaints not directly related to
the code amendment. She said the focus should be on from now forward.
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Tiffany Ulmer advocated for the City to move miniature horses to a separate category from regular-
sized horses due to the variance in the needs and requirements between the two types of horses.
She requested to keep agricultural properties agricultural.

Mike Boyd said the nuisance factor from the animals can be intense. He understood the
interpretation of Table 6.10.090 had been that residents are allowed a mix of the maximum number
of large animals in each category and not a combination of the number of each animal type. The
soil in City is not conducive to animal traffic. He said that code requires the area outside of the
corral to be covered with vegetation as denuded areas cause dust. He advocated for increased
enforcement of existing Municipal Code requirements rather than creating new standards. Horse
trailer traffic, dust, and manure have changed the neighborhood and five acres plots are not large
enough to serve as ranches.

John Hubbard said when he purchased his home prior to incorporation into the City, it was sold as
a single-family residence with private equestrian rights for a personal hobby farm. The homes were
sold without sewer requiring septic systems and water rights for 1.506 acre-feet per lot requiring
a well which allowed a water supply for a quarter-acre of grass and water for two large animals
per State requirements. The City has been collecting single-family resident property taxes from
Cedar Pass Ranch and should the subdivision be declared Agricultural; those taxes should be
refunded. In the past few years, people have moved to Cedar Pass Ranch with a different purpose
than the existing residents. They are using the property to fund living there. His home is adjacent
to several rodeo areas where livestock is boarded and bred and residents sell hay and offer
equestrian lessons and riding. There are multiple stockyards without City business licenses. The
business activities have increased truck and horse trailers impacting not only Cedar Pass Ranch
but also surrounding neighbors with dust, restricted views, insects, odor, and traffic. Most of the
properties do not have the water rights for the number of animals on their properties which means
there is water theft. He is concerned with his well going dry or being contaminated by animal
waste. He spoke against allowing a cumulative total of the animals on the chart and the proposal
to add additional horses, noting that many residents are not following current standards. He
advocated for clarifying that a total of 12 large animals is the maximum allowance as he believes
it is in accordance with the intention for the neighborhood.

Brent Strong spoke regarding his experience and qualifications in raising and trading horses for
over 40 years and participating in horse events around the country. They moved from Highland
for more space for their horse business. He said they checked to make sure they met all the criteria
prior to relocating. The care of animals has a greater impact than the number of animals and proper
care mitigates nuisance issues due to dust, flies, and waste. He said he sent a letter to the City on
April 26, 2021, detailing the equestrian services they provide for special needs and veterans and
said he would resend it. He said that wells are placed deep enough to prevent contaminations and
different horses meet different needs.

Charlie Andrews said he thinks that the dust is due to the area and the land rather than the horses.

He said that the zoning for Cedar Pass Ranch needs to be determined. He desires to find a
compromise.
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Mark Lindsay said during his 24 years in the City he had strived to never be at odds with his
neighbors. This is the first time that issues have polarized the area. The dust has increased due to
his neighbors ten horses tearing up the dirt into a fine dust that cakes their cars and solar panels
and they are no longer able to sleep with their windows open. He is concerned with the long-term
health implications of constant dust inhalation.

Bettina Cameron emphasized that the nuisance complaints are not the standard flies and smells
associated with horses. The complaints began only over the past two years. She believes strongly
that the cumulative effect and code enforcement need to be addressed. She advocated for
increasing the affordability and simplifying the process to obtain a conditional use permit while
ensuring that proper animal management is in place to mitigate nuisance issues with clear and
enforced penalties for noncompliance.

Commissioner Wright encouraged the residents to submit public comment to the City Council
when they review the item regardless of the requirements for holding a public hearing.

Commissioner Pengra stated he does not think horse rights should be given to all lots over half an
acre because the Equine Overlay's purpose is to apply the horse rights to areas with half-acre lots.
The City not enforcing the current standards is problematic. He would not support the code as
proposed because it needs additional work and research to determine and clarify the appropriate
number of each type and the total animals allowed per acre.

Commissioner Bergener said the proposed amendment differs from the previous discussion by the
Planning Commission as the Commission had supported retaining the current standards due to the
option for residents to apply for a conditional use permit to obtain an exemption. He reiterated his
concerns with the cumulative effect and the ambiguity of “a residential property may have a mix
of the permitted animals.” As he desires clear, unambiguous standards that are not overly
prescriptive, he is not in favor of the current proposal.

Commissioner Wells said she is torn on the issue. She has livestock and would never interpret the
code in a manner to try to fit the total number of mixed animal types in Table 6.10.090. She desires
to protect animal rights for good stewards as many people purchase large lots for the associated
uses. She agrees that the way the animals are cared for and their habitation is important. Enforcing
non-substantive nuisance issues such as dust and flies is difficult for code enforcement. She agrees
with enforcing current standards. Additional amendments to the proposed standards to consider
animals sizes and miniature breeds and other issues should be considered.

Commissioner Everett said he thinks the Commission needs to be conscious that changes to the
residential standards would impact the entire City not only unique areas like Cedar Pass Ranch.
He noted the ambiguity in the zoning of Cedar Pass Ranch makes it difficult to know which zoning
standards to apply to the area. He agrees with concerns in the difficultly of addressing every type
of possible animal and the potential cumulative impact. However, animals not included in code
could be addressed with an alternative management plan application. He suggested reviewing and
potentially amending the conditional use permit process. He recommended removing the Air Park
zone language from the chapter and retaining the existing code, with the appropriate adjustments

Eagle Mountain Planning Commission Meeting — July 13, 2021 Page 11 of 19



to numbering, and passing the item to the City Council as the amendment is at Councilmembers’
request.

Commissioner Wright said that his opinion has not changed since the previous discussion. He has
been on both sides of the issue. He desires not to restrict animal rights while allowing a reasonable
number of animals. The current code has served the City well for many years. He is not in favor
of allowing two horses per half-acre as it is unfair to other animal uses and is problematic. As these
standards focus on City-wide residentially zoned properties, he is in favor of prohibiting horses on
land under one acre.

Mr. Mumford said he is unaware of any issues in the City due to the cumulative number and mix
of animal types other than one complaint about the wildlife rescue on Lake Mountain Road years
ago.

Commissioner Wright said that while he recognizes the potential for the cumulative number of
animals to become problematic, it is not an issue currently experienced in the residential areas in
the City. He recommended retaining the existing number of animals allowed on Table 6.10.090
and highlighting the option of a conditional use permit for an alternative management plan
including animals not contemplated in the code. EMMC 6.10.60 referencing the Air Park zone
should be removed. He in no way wishes to minimize the issues of nuisances and thinks code
enforcement should be more active and advocated for instruction and educating code enforcement
to review those circumstances where issues arise. He noted one of the lots with dust issues has
eight horses which is below the number contemplated in code. As such, he believes there are other
issues that need to be identified and addressed to impose nuisance controls.

Commissioner Pengra said that the residents in attendance at the meeting have likely been
negatively impacted by their neighbors’ animals or are afraid their animal rights to do what they
love is going to be taken away. He said the City will try to determine a solution; however, the truth
is that the City's elected and appointed officials are not uniquely qualified to make these decisions.
He strongly encouraged those causing issues to talk to their neighbors to try to determine
reasonable solutions.

Commissioner Wright suggested adding verbiage to the conditional use permit chapter clarifying
the alternative animal management plan application process.

Mr. Mumford clarified that an alternative animal management plan has a $25 application fee. The
application requires a site plan and pictures of the home, yard, and area where the animals will be
kept, a letter from the applicant explain the reason for the request, and public noticing to neighbors
within 300 feet or a minimum of 25 people with a fee of $1 per notice, resulting in a total cost of
$50.

MOTION: Commissioner Pengra moved to table an amendment to Eagle Mountain
Municipal Code Chapter 6.10 Animal Zoning Regulations to a meeting in
approximately 30 days to allow neighbors time to talk and to give staff time to
research amending the entire section. Commissioner Bergener seconded the
motion. Those voting aye: Jeremy Bergener and Christopher Pengra. Those
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voting nay: Matthew Everett, Erin Wells, and Brett Wright. The motion failed
with a vote of 2:3.

Commissioner Wells suggested recommending the changes in the amendment to the City Council
removing the changes to Table 6.10.90 unless the Commission desired to fully rewrite the
residential animal standards.

Commissioner Pengra said he is uncomfortable making a recommendation to the City Council as
he feels the Commission has not fulfilled their duties and due diligence to recommend what the
standards should be. He feels moving the amendment forward would be passing their responsibility
to the City Council. He desires to further clarify the verbiage and to make allowances for additional
animals not contemplated in the standards based upon the animal size. He advocated against
passing Municipal Code amendments that do nothing to solve the existing problems.

Commissioner Wright stated he feels they are being compelled to deal with issues that should not
involve the Planning Commission or the City Council to this degree. He feels the City bears some
responsibility due to unclear zoning districts and the associated entitled uses. He feels the animal
nuisance issues cannot be solved until those issues are resolved.

Discussion ensued regarding the process and responsibility for resolving areas with ambiguous
zoning.

MOTION: Commissioner Everett moved to recommend approval to the City Council pf
an amendment to Eagle Mountain Municipal Code Chapter 6.10 Animal
Zoning Regulations removing Section 6.10.060 General animal regulations
for the airpark zone and adjusting the subsequent numbering accordingly,
adding the language as presented by staff, and excluding the changes to Table
6.10.080 (after the number adjustments) retaining the maximum number of
horse/mule of 0 on one-half to one-acre lots, 4 on one to three-acre lots, and
12 on more than three acres. Commissioner Wells seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Matthew Everett, Erin Wells, and Brett Wright. Those
voting nay: Jeremy Bergener and Christopher Pengra. The motion carried
with a vote of 3:2.

Commissioner Pengra said although he does not disagree with the motion, he feels the Planning
Commission could have put forth more effort to improve the standards.

Commissioner Bergener dissented due to the amendment not resolving the language issues and
cumulative impact concerns.

6.D. MDP, Rezone, GP Amendment — Ault Farms
Mr. Mumford presented the item. The City Council reviewed and remanded the updated project
on July 6, 2021, for the Planning Commission’s input. The Council has requested to review the

project at their next meeting on July 20, 2021. The subject parcel consisting of 752 acres is located
on the east side of Pony Express Parkway at approximately 3000 north. The area is currently zoned
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Agriculture and is identified in the Future Land Use Map as Foothill Residential, Neighborhood
Residential One, Parks and Open Space, and Business Park/Light Industry. Input from previous
concept plan reviews at the Planning Commission and City Council in 2019 and 2020 include a
focus on General Plan compliance with zone requests that exist within current Municipal Code.
An updated master development plan (MDP) has been submitted with reduced proposed densities
and includes a mix of residential zones. The plan also includes a rezone, that excludes the southern
214 acres, and a General Plan amendment.

The rezone request contains a mix of FR, R1, R2, R3, RC, MF1, and CN zones as well as open
space and a future business park area. The proposed application includes a General Plan
amendment, a rezone, and a master development plan.

The master development application was received during the public hearing process of the code
amendment to EMMC 16.10. Based upon the filing date, the application should be subject to the
new Municipal Code standards. The applicant has submitted a waiver request from the
requirements of EMMC 16.10 as allowed by EMMC 16.10.050. The applicant is seeking a waiver
from the code requirement allowing a maximum land area of 200 acres for a master development
plan. The request states the applicant would like to move forward with the over 550-acre residential
component of the development. The applicant notes that comprehensive planning and cohesive
design, timing, and amenity offering should be considered with the waiver request.

The application included an exhibit with four separated areas for potential master plan divisions
with an Area A of approximately 131 acres, an Area B of approximately 243 acres, an Area C of
approximately 162 acres, and an Area D of approximately 214 acres. The phasing map identifies
the annual anticipated phase construction beginning in 2022 and ending in 2028.

To approve a waiver the City Council must find one of the following to be true

e The project’s concept plan review, pursuant to EMMC 16.15, received feedback from the
Planning Commission and/or City Council in regards to reduced master development
application requirements.

e The project will not require modification or additions to existing conditions such as zoning
designations, land use designations, and roadways.

e The project involves limited developments requirements for infrastructure.

e The strict application of this chapter would result in peculiar or exceptional difficulties,
exceptional and undue hardship, or the buildable area of the property is significantly
reduced by topography or preexisting easement restrictions.

The road network proposal includes three accesses onto Pony Express Parkway, Tiffany Lane as
a minor arterial, and north and south collectors. The applicant is proposing changes to the Master
Transportation Plan by adding a south collector, reducing Tiffany Land to a minor arterial, and
reducing Airport Road to a minor arterial. The requested changes are consistent with unapproved
draft updates to the Master Transportation Plan. The parks and open space plan includes two square
parks, linear parks, trails systems, and opens space within the power corridor. No current
designations for potential public facilities such as churches or schools are included in the plan.
Any rezone to commercial or residential zoning would allow these uses as either permitted or
special uses. The southern approximately 214 acres identified as Tech Campus/Light Industry is
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not being requested at this time and will be handled with a future master development plan. The
applicant has provided a master plan tabulations document that includes land use by area.

The CN zone is proposed to the north and south of Tiffany Lane along Pony Express Parkway.
The multifamily areas were reduced to two areas around Tiffany Lane. All other multifamily
housing has been replaced by RC and R3. Per transition code standards, R3 is not appropriate
adjacent to MFL1. In general, the zoning exhibit does not meet the zoning transitions required in
EMMC 17.60.160.

An additional affordable housing element could be considered for near the commercial properties.
The northwest corner should be modified to utilize the road along the north property line in the
Eagle Village project. The R3 areas adjacent to the MF1 could be modified to be compatible with
EMMC 17.60.160 zone transitions. The southern 214 acres should be submitted separately in the
future for a master development plan and/or rezone. A possible ten-acre elementary school site
should be included in the plan, to be reviewed by Alpine School District prior to the approval of
the master development agreement. The parks plan shall be submitted including potential park
improvements and example linear park improvements to be approved as an exhibit to the master
development agreement. Approval is contingent upon a master development agreement being
approved.

The Planning Commission has the option to recommend approval including any necessary changes
or conditions of approval, to require the proposal to be split into smaller master development
plans/agreements and recommend approval or one or more of the plans, or to recommend denial
of the proposal with clear findings of facts and direction to the applicant.

Mr. Mumford verified that the City Council had requested to review the item during their next
meeting and respectfully requested for the Planning Commission to not table the item.

Applicant representative Pete Evans noted their significant changes to the plan in the hope to have
exceeded the requests of the Planning Commission during their previous review to reduce the
multifamily and increased the R1 component. He said although transition standards call for
multifamily uses along transportation corridors, they received feedback concerned with the amount
of those products in the development and the patio home and condominium products. He said the
patio home product has been removed from the plan and Municipal Code. The R2 units were
reduced by 978 units and the R1 units were increased by 580. They have been working with the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints and Alpine School District (ASD) regarding potential
church and school sites but no specific locations have been identified.

Commissioner Everette expressed concern with the note “phasing may change at the discretion of
the developer,” included on the phasing map due to the developer’s nonsequential build-out of the
SilverLake area and the resulting construction impact to developed homes.

Mr. Evans said that the likelihood of the smaller lots selling faster than the larger lots and

infrastructure considerations may impact the feasibility of constructing phases in sequential order
and requested some flexibility in development timing.
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Commissioner Pengra said that one of the reasons for the limits on the size of master development
agreements is due to the potential for the current developer to sell portions of the development and
disputes with new developers adhering to the terms of the original agreement.

Mr. Evans said that the linear parks offer a 100-foot-wide active transportation corridor to create
a lifestyle-based community that provides active access to the commercial areas and amenities. He
said linear parks are sought after and highly utilized in master-planned communities. Options to
reduce the size of Area B to make it under the 200-acre MDP limit would be to add either the
foothill areas in phase B8 or phase B1 on the west side of the project to Area A due to the
infrastructure build-out schedule. He reiterated their preference would be to be granted the
requested waiver to include all four areas in a single MDP.

Commissioner Wright cited an MDP criteria for approval found in EMMC 16.10.070(D)(2),
“Public Facilities. Does the proposed development include land designated for public uses,
including churches, schools, community centers, etc.?” He asked regarding the number of public
facilities contemplated for the development.

Mr. Evan stated development will likely require one elementary school and four church sites of
four to five acres each. Mr. Tatton said proposed public facilities locations probably will be
included on the preliminary plat.

Commissioner Wright recommended against vesting the proposed density counts due to future
public facilities' impact on reducing the currently proposed acreage.

Mr. Evans expressed his willingness to reduce the unit count rather than transfer the density for
units lost due to acreage reduction from selling land for institutional uses and is unsure if the plan
will include any private roads.

Commissioner Wright verified that the applicant understood that regardless of the unit counts in
the tabulations, the applicant would be required to meet the frontage and setback requirements and
could not use the unit counts in the tabulation to transfer density lost due to public facilities to
develop a denser product than the ones appropriate for the approved zoning designations. He
advocated for a proportional reduction in product type due to reduced acreage rather than a high
reduction of the larger product due to concern that of the impact of future public facilities
potentially being located in the less dense areas.

Commissioner Wright invited the public to speak at 9:51 p.m.

Bettina Cameron said she thinks that it is important to think of open space play area for families
in neighborhoods with higher density. She advocated against the pockets of open space in the
foothills area and the waiver to allow a single MDP for the full plan. She thinks the plan is still too
dense for the General Plan designation for this area of the City and would prefer additional larger
lots.

Commissioner Pengra said he is in support of the request for a waiver.
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Commissioner Everett respectfully disagreed with approving the waiver request because smaller
MDPs help mitigate concerns if part of the development is sold to another developer. Also, he
feels the six-year construction timeline is overly ambitious due to the size of the development in
relation to the time other, smaller developments have taken to fully build-out. Requiring smaller
plans protects the City in the event of an economic downturn or other unforeseen events delaying
construction. He prefers implementing either of the applicant’s suggestions to reduce the MDP
Area B to be closer to the 200-acre maximum.

Commissioner Pengra was excused from the meeting at 10:01 p.m.

Commissioner Wells stated she saw benefits and issues with either approving or declining the
waiver request and did not have a strong object to either course of action.

Commissioner Bergener said although he was not strongly opposed to the waiver request, he saw
some wisdom in the protections afforded the City in requiring smaller MDPs.

Commissioner Wright expressed his preference to divide the plan into smaller MDPs for the
protections it creates.

Commissioner Wells concurred with the staff recommendations to adjust the plan to meet the
transition requirements, although she noted the difficulty with transitioning from the MF1 product
in the adjacent development to the FR lots due to the number of transition requirements. Although
smaller units tend to cost less and might be more affordable, small units do not necessarily qualify
as affordable housing, especially in today’s housing market. She appreciates the applicant reducing
the density due to feedback; however, she feels that multifamily housing would be a more
appropriate buffer next to the commercial uses.

Commissioner Wright suggested for the applicant to develop quarter-acre lots, permitted in the FR
zone, adjacent to the MF1 with larger lots to the south to meet the half-acre average lots size
requirement.

Commissioner Bergener said he appreciates the efforts of the applicant to address feedback by
reducing unit count.

Commissioner Wright said requiring the development to be divided into smaller MDPs would
reduce concerns regarding nonsequential phasing development of the project. He noted the unit
counts in the plan have changed from 136 to 49 R1 units, from 141 to 256 R2 units, from 549 to
604 R3 units, and from 252 to 235 MF1 townhomes. The FR product has remained about the same
at 55 units. The 707 MF1 single-family units and the 380 MF2 units have been removed and have
mostly been converted to the 509 RC units. His only concern with the numbers is the reduction in
the R1 units. He requested for the applicant to consider added more R1 lots along the eastern
boundary line. Although he agrees with the need for affordable housing as the definition is not
included in Municipal Code standards, he prefers to have a better understanding of the product
type contemplated prior to making a recommendation for inclusion of the product to the City
Council. He requested to review the affordable housing elements with the project rather than as a
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secondary application. He noted the likelihood of resident concerns regarding roads being too
small rather than too large.

Commissioner Pengra returned to the meeting at 10:13 p.m.

Commissioner Wells noted the increased cost of maintenance for larger roads. She clarified that
the Neighborhood Residential One land use designation allows for R1, R2, and R3 product; those
product types combined with the FR units equals approximately 57% of the proposed units meeting
the General Plan land use designation. In consideration of transitioning requirements, including
for the commercial areas, she mostly supports the proposal, although she feels it could benefit from
a few adjustments.

MOTION: Commissioner Everett moved to recommend approval to the City Council of
the General Plan amendment for Ault Farms as presented on the land use
map exhibit including the amendment to the Transportation Master Plan.
Commissioner Wright seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Jeremy
Bergener, Matthew Everett, Christopher Pengra, and Brett Wright. Those
voting nay: Erin Wells. The motion carried with a vote of 4:1.

Mr. Mumford stated that he will review any changes to the proposed Transportation Master Plan
that impact this item with the City Council during the discussion of the item during the following
City Council meeting.

Commissioner Wells voted against recommending approval as she feels the plan needs additional
work. She expressed frustration in being in a position where the City Council has requested the
item at the following meeting essentially removing the option for the Planning Commission to
table the item with direction to the applicant for further amendments.

Commissioner Wright stated that the option to table was still available to the Commission
regardless of the City Council’s request.

MOTION: Commissioner Everett moved to recommend approval to the City Council of
the master development plan and rezone for Ault Farms with the following
conditions:

1. The development shall be divided into four master development plan
areas and Area A shall be increased in size to incorporate a portion of
Area B, at the discretion of the applicant, to bring Area A within the
200-acre size limitation;
2. The row of R2 units directly west of the FR zone in phases A4 and B6
shall be zoned as R1; and
3. The remaining zoning shall remain as presented in the zoning map
exhibit.
Commissioner Wright seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Jeremy
Bergener, Matthew Everett, Christopher Pengra, and Brett Wright. Those
voting nay: Erin Wells. The motion carried with a vote of 4:1.
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Commissioner Wells explained she voted against the item due to her belief that additional changes
were merited prior to recommending the development to City Council,

7. Discussion Items
None.
8. Next scheduled meeting

The next Planning Commission meeting is scheduled for July 27, 2021.

9. Adjournment

MOTION: Commissioner Everett moved to adjourn the meeting at 10:29 p.m.
Commissioner Pengra seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Jeremy

Bergener, Matthew Everett, Christopher Pengra, Erin Wells, and Brett
Wright. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

The meeting was adjourned at 10:29 p.m.

Approved by the Planning Commission on July 27, 2021.

Steve Mumford, AICP
Assistant City Administrator/Community Development Director
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07 EAGLE MOUNTAIN
Planning Commission MEETING

MINUTES
E A G L E July 27, 2021, 5:30 p.m.
M OUNTATIN Eagle Mountain City Council Chambers

1650 East Stagecoach Run, Eagle Mountain, Utah 84005

5:30 P.M. — Eagle Mountain City Planning Commission Work Session

COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT: Jeremy Bergener, Matthew Everett, Christopher Pengra,
Erin Wells, and Brett Wright.

CITY STAFF PRESENT: Steve Mumford, Assistant City Administrator/Community
Development Director; Tayler Jensen, Senior Planner; and Elizabeth Fewkes, Recording
Secretary.

Commissioner Wright called the meeting to order at 5:33 p.m.
1. Discussion Items
1.A. DISCUSSION ITEM - Flag Code

Senior Planner Tayler Jensen presented the item. Municipal Code currently does not address flags
in residential and non-residential zones. After reviewing the site plan application for the Macey’s
at Marketplace at Eagle Mountain Town Center, staff was requested to review code to address
flags throughout the City. Staff proposes to include requirements regarding flags in EMMC
17.80.120. Research of other Macey’s locations determined that Orem City approved a conditional
use permit in 1991 for a 120-foot flagpole and the Logan Macey’s location was also approved for
a 120-foot flagpole that can fly a 30-foot by 60-foot flag.

The proposed language to be added to as Section 17.80.120(Q):
Q. Flagpoles. Any flagpole must comply with the following standards:
1. Inresidential zones:
a. A stand-alone flagpole not to exceed thirty-five feet (35°) in height may be
installed for every single-family detached residential unit.
b. Flagpoles not to exceed thirty-five feet (35”) in height each may be installed in
multifamily developments.
2. In nonresidential zones:
a. Non-Residential developments may install flagpoles not to exceed eighty feet
(80%) in height.
3. Size. The size of the flag material, when measured diagonally, shall not exceed one-
third (1/3) of the height of the flagpole.
a. Flagpoles. If designed to accommodate such, may hold more than one flag so
long as the combined size of all flags, when measured diagonally, do not exceed
one-half (1/2) of the height of the flagpole.
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4. Location. All flagpoles shall be located in a place that will not impede traffic or cause
a hazard for pedestrians or vehicles.

Mr. Jensen explained that the 80-foot height recommendation is based upon examining flag
standards found in other communities, the height of existing flagpoles in the City, and Macey’s
requesting an 80-foot flagpole.

Commissioner Everett asked if the number of flagpoles allowed in multifamily was per unit if the
number of flagpoles in commercial developments should be limited and if the standards should
exclude placing private flagpoles in the public right-of-way. He noted that flags are exempt from
the dark sky ordinance lighting requirements. He suggested for the allowable height to be lower
and to include in the standards an option to request a conditional use permit for higher flagpoles
to ensure the size of the flagpole is proportional with the height and size of the building. He stated
he feels that 35 feet, the maximum height of buildings, is appropriate and proportional for flagpoles
in residential zones, and limiting flagpoles to 20% taller than the highest roofline for commercial
uses would prevent disproportionality, especially for corporate flags.

Mr. Jensen explained that the multifamily standards are intended to be per unit and the City has
not experienced problems with flagpoles in multifamily residential developments. Should the
Commission desire to retain the same standards for single-family and multifamily units, section
17.80.120(Q)(1)(b) could be removed and the verbiage in 17.80.120(Q)(1)(a) could be reworded
to include multifamily uses.

Commissioner Bergener arrived at 5:39 p.m.

Mr. Jensen inquired if the Planning Commission felt the standards should apply to all flags or if
National, State, and City flags should have different standards than corporate flags.

Commissioner Pengra said although he recognized concerns in residential areas, he advocated for
allowing flagpoles of any height for businesses with the requirement for the American flag to be
larger than any other flags. He suggested raising the allowable flagpole height to 150-feet for
commercial uses and noted that the cost of the flagpole is likely to mitigate the number of
businesses desiring tall flagpoles. Nuisance issues are less impactful in commercial areas. He
believes proportionality concerns are arbitrary and secondary to the sentiment of honoring the
Country and our heritage regardless of the size of the building.

Commissioner Bergener concurred with stipulating that the American flag is the primary flag. He
said that as he feels the point of flying a flag is to draw attention to the flag and have it stand out
and be visible from far distances, he is in favor of allowing commercial flagpoles taller than 80
feet.

Commissioner Wright stated he desires to encourage the display of the American flag in both
residential and commercial areas, agrees with designating the American flag as the primary,
predominant flag, and approves of the request for an 80-foot or larger flag for the Macey’s location.
He suggested for agricultural areas to be included with the non-residential standards; his only
concern would be flags near the airport. He said that as 80-feet is the height currently being
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requested, he is in favor of the item returning during a policy session for a vote to move the item
forward. The item could be revisited and higher flagpoles could be considered should the need
arise in the future.

1.B. DISCUSSION ITEM - Rezone Redesignations

Assistant City Administrator/Community Development Director Steve Mumford presented the
item. He explained that due to the changes to the residential zoning, the City desires to rezone
developments zoned under previous Municipal Code zones to equivalent current zoning districts.
The rezone or reclassification or redesignation of zoning of exiting residential parcels would be to
the closest applicable residential zoning that exists under current code based on lot size or
neighborhood lot size. Most zones would prevent subdividing of the lots unless the area was
rezoned in the future.

Commissioner Wells arrived at 5:57 p.m.

Mr. Mumford explained that in many areas of the City some of the lots are slightly below the
average acreage of the other lots in the area. Based upon their lower lot sizes, those properties
would fall under a different zoning designation than the surrounding properties. Considerations
for determining the appropriate zone for such lots should include setback requirements and use
differences between zoning districts. The number of animals allowed in residential areas is
currently based upon lot size rather than zoning. Residents will be notified of the rezoning process
and informed that they will still maintain most of the current rights for their property after rezoning.

Commissioner Pengra expressed concerns with unintended consequences and transitioning of
rezoned properties. He desires to thoroughly explore vested rights and legal issues that could arise
before taking action.

Commissioner Everett supported the importance of the project as critical in order to create an
overview of the zoning within the City in order to make better-informed decisions. He expressed
his preference to zone neighboring properties with the same designation and for allowing legal
noncompliance for the properties slightly smaller than the average in the area and up zoning those
properties rather than downzoning the larger lots, except for areas where only a few larger lots are
the anomaly.

Mr. Mumford noted that should the larger lots be assigned a lower zone designation, the issue of
those lots being subdivided could become an issue if the division of lots would not be appropriate
for that area of the City.

Commissioner Wells concurred with the concerns with unintended consequences and the
subdivision of lots that would most likely occur with larger lots or lots on the periphery of areas
with a larger variance in lot sizes between adjacent developments. She agrees with the importance
of determining the zoning of areas to honor the appropriate transitioning between current and
future developments.
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Mr. Mumford suggested evaluating each neighborhood individually to preserve rights and to
determine what is appropriate for the area.

Commissioner Wright stated that he lives on a4 %2 acre lot in an area where most lots are over five
acres and advocated against zoning his property in a way that would have a negative impact on his
neighbors such as allowing the potential subdivision of the larger lots in the Cedar Pass Ranch. He
likewise is against causing issues for other neighborhoods. He noted the impact of master
development agreements (MDAS) on the rights for individual neighborhoods and would prefer
applying the same zoning designation to areas in the City rather than allowing spot zoning.

Commissioner Pengra expressed concern with creating additional complications by adding
additional usage regulations on properties already subject to the terms of an MDA.

Mr. Mumford said staff intends to begin rezoning properties with expired MDAs. The rights and
regulations for the City zones are clearer and less complex than the rules and regulations within
MDAs. The FR zone is based upon not only lot size but the location and description of the zone.
Properties in applicable areas could be zoned as FR. One of the intentions of the FR zone is
increased open space and none of the developed properties in the City currently meet the intents
of the designation.

Commissioner Wright encouraged staff to work closely with the City Attorney when drafting the
amendment and expressed appreciation for staff’s work in view of the complexity of the
undertaking. He agreed with focusing on small areas of the City at a time and adapting to the
specific needs of each neighborhood.

Commissioner Wright adjourned the work session at 6:21 p.m.

6:30 P.M. — Eagle Mountain City Planning Commission Policy Session

Commissioner Wright called the policy session to order at 6:35 p.m.

2. Pledge of Allegiance

Commissioner Pengra led the Pledge of Allegiance.

3. Declaration of Conflicts of Interest

Commissioner Wells stated that one of the Eagle Quest applicants is a Councilmember in the City
where she works. Although not a conflict of interest, she has elected not to participate in the
discussion of item 7.A., the concept plan for Eagle Quest.

4. Approval of Meeting Minutes

4.A. July 13, 2021 Planning Commission Minutes
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The approval of the July 13, 2021 meeting minutes was postponed until the August 24, 2021
meeting.

5. Status Report

Mr. Jensen reviewed the planning items discussed and voted upon during the July 20, 2021 City
Council meeting.

6. Action and Advisory Items
6.A. ACTION ITEM - Just Chillin

Mr. Jensen presented the item. The application is for s temporary site plan for Just Chillin to
relocate on 1681 Heritage Drive to utilize an existing waterline. Staff recommends for the Planning
Commission to motion to recommend approval of the temporary site plan for a specified length of
time with the condition that the approval is conditional upon the Health Department approval.

Mr. Jensen said the intention is for the applicant to continue to request renewed approvals to use
the site until the landowner develops the land. The Planning Commission could elect to cap the
timeframe of the temporary site plan approval, should they anticipate negative impacts of the
business at that location. The applicant requires the continued permission of the landowner to
maintain operations at this location. Seasonal businesses, such as snow cone shacks, operate under
a six-to-nine-month seasonal permit that does not require Planning Commission approval.

Mr. Mumford stated that the length of the water line from the capped access to the proposed site
is approximately 80 feet.

Applicant Mindy Heaps the owner of Just Chilin Soda shack said they will be connecting to both
a water line and a sewer line. Previously, they had used all-purpose cleaner and towels to clean the
business. They bring in prepacked food; nothing is prepared on the premises. Tiffany Walden, the
landowner, has approved their use of the site until she develops the land in one to two years. They
plan to relocate to a permanent building in a year to two years at most and hope to remain within
the City where they have a customer base.

Mr. Jensen confirmed that the business would still be required to renew its business license
annually regardless of the timeframe indicated on a temporary site plan approval.

MOTION: Commissioner Everett moved to recommend approval to the City Council of
the temporary site plan for Just Chillin with the following conditions:
1. Thetemporary site plan is approved for a 24-month period after which
the applicant may apply for a renewal;
2. The approval is conditional upon the Utah County Health Department
approval; and
3. The applicant shall retain a current business license with the City.
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Commissioner Pengra seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Jeremy
Bergener, Matthew Everett, Christopher Pengra, Erin Wells, and Brett
Wright. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

6.B. PUBLIC HEARING - Stonebridge Montessori

Mr. Jensen presented the item. This is a site plan and rezone application for the Stonebridge
Montessori School. The school will serve prekindergarten students and will be accessed from
Stonebridge Lane. The subject property is located in The Ranches neighborhood and was identified
for commercial use within the now expired Ranches Master Development Plan and Agreement.
As the agreement has since expired the vested rights no longer carry. The property is identified in
the General Plan's Future Land Use Map with a Community Commercial land use designation.
The CC and CN are appropriate zones within the Future Land Use Plan.

The front entry is towards the parking lot and not on a main pedestrian way as called for by EMMC
17.72.040(B). It is up to the Planning Commission to determine if the articulation provided
complies with EMMC 17.72.040(D). Per EMMC 17.72.040(F)(2), no more than 50% of a building
may be stucco. The building is shown set behind parking rather than the building being located
adjacent to the street with parking behind the building. Staff has recommended that the building
be turned 90 degrees to front on Ranches Parkway to place the parking behind the building.

Staff has previously asked for a cross access to the commercial site to the north, and while the
applicant has presented a concept that shows this, their preference is to not provide the cross-
parking lot access.

Special use standard evaluation per EMMC 17.75.052 Schools (public/charter/private):

e (A)(1): “Parking requirements shall comply with Chapter 17.55.” The site plan shows 32
spaces, including two ADA spaces, which complies with this standard.

e (A)(2): "Adequate off-street stacking areas which are completely contained on site for
student pickup and drop-off are required. No off-site stacking is permitted.” The applicant
shall provide proof that stacking distances are adequate and will not cause traffic to back
onto a public right-of-way.

e (B)(1): "All driveways on the school property shall have at least one sidewalk." Sidewalks
are included on the southern boundary of the property and at the front of the school
building in compliance with this provision.

e (B)(2): "Primary pedestrian crossing shall employ traffic calming features. The site plan
shows striping from the ADA parking area to the front entrance of the school, the Planning
Commission shall determine if that provides sufficient traffic calming.

e (C): "Outdoor play areas shall be set back from property lines by at least 15 feet made up
from substantial landscaping, fencing or wall, and berming where feasible.” The landscape
plan shows a six-foot privacy fence located on the property line; it is up to the
Planning Commission to determine if this complies with this standard.
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Staff recommends that the Planning Commission motion to recommend approval of
the application to City Council for the reasons set forth in the staff report and in the meeting with
the following conditions:
1. The site plan shall be approved without a drive-aisle connecting the northern property;
2. The applicant shall provide proof that stacking distances are adequate and will not cause
traffic to back onto public right-of-ways;
3. The applicant shall update the elevations to use an appropriate mixture of material that does
not include stucco used on more than 50% of the building;
4. The building shall be turned 90 degrees to locate it at the southeast corner allowing
parking and play areas to be located at the west and north; and
5. A three-and-a-half-foot high landscape berm shall be added around the perimeter of the
parking area.

Mr. Jensen clarified that the stucco used on the elevations only slightly exceeds the 50% maximum
mainly due to the stucco on the rear elevation and the front column. He verified that the area in
pink on the site map in the southeast portion of the parking lot represents underground storage
tanks.

Applicant representative Tyler Dow said the orientation of the building presented is their
preference to provide the best protection for the students. Childcare professionals prefer the
proposed orientation because the building provides buffering between the parking area and the
playground and prevents visibility into the school. The drive aisle is split and the adjacent use may
impact the drop-off and pickup traffic pattern. They anticipate 150 students and tried to optimize
the stacking distance from the right-turn entry to the drop-off/pickup area.

Commissioner Wright opened the public hearing at 7:01 p.m. As there were no comments,
Commissioner Wright closed the hearing.

Commissioner Everett said that his greatest concern is vehicle stacking backing up onto Ranches
Parkway. He recommended making the southern access a one-way entrance. He was a proponent
of reorienting the building; however, he now is in favor of the proposed orientation to provide
buffering between the playground and parking lot. He feels that the intent of the code has been met
regarding the requirement for less than 50% stucco and as such, is not concerned with the proposed
elevations.

Mr. Dow said stacking will not be an issue due to the multiple drop-off times at 8:00 a.m., 9:00
a.m., 11:00 a.m., 1:00 p.m., 2:00 p.m., and 4:00 p.m. The stacking lane can accommodate 16
vehicles and their locations have not had traffic impediment issues. They will happily encourage
signage, such as for pedestrian crossings, to increase safety.

Commissioner Wells encouraged the applicant to include the information regarding student drop-
off times in the packet presented to the City Council to reduce stacking concerns. She agrees with
the staff recommendation to increase signage and Commissioner Everett’s comments regarding
stucco usage. She appreciates the number of windows included in the design. She feels the six-
foot, privacy fencing is sufficient due to the surrounding uses. All the public elementary schools
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in the City have parking lots located in front of the building and allowing the proposed orientation
would treat this school similar to the public schools.

Commissioner Everett noted that the City has no input regarding the design and layout of public
schools.

Commissioner Wright said that as the use is allowed in either the CN or CC zone, he sees no
benefit to the City to zone the property as CC over CN. Recognizing the argument for separating
the parking and the playground, he thinks the building should be turned 90 degrees due to the
location of the building along one of the major roadway entries to the City as well as the uncertainty
of the adjacent uses. The reorientation would increase the aesthetics with the building, rather than
the parking lot, fronting on the roadway, improve buffering between the school and the future use
to the west, and lengthen the stacking distance. He supported not requiring connectivity to the
north of the property.

Discussion ensued regarding the building orientation.

Commissioner Pengra explained he was not concerned regarding traffic backing up onto Ranches
Parkway as parents are more likely to stack or park along Stone Bridge Lane for their safety and
the safety of their children which will occur infrequently, possibly only during school events, due
to the size of the school. He feels very strongly about the orientation of the school as a father due
to sensitivity to information obtained as a radKIDS volunteer. Safety of the children is paramount;
design aesthetics are secondary. Less access to the children increases safety and schools are
designed the way requested for safety reasons.

Commissioner Wright clarified his preference for CN zoning as it would be more restrictive
regarding uses should the school close and the property be utilized for another use.

MOTION: Commissioner Everett moved to recommend approval to the City Council of
the rezone of the Stonebridge Montessori property to the CN zone.
Commissioner Wells seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Jeremy
Bergener, Matthew Everett, Christopher Pengra, Erin Wells, and Brett
Wright. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

MOTION: Commissioner Bergener moved to recommend approval to the City Council
of the site plan for Stonebridge Montessori with the following conditions:
1. The site plan shall be approved without a drive-aisle connecting to the
northern property;
2. The applicant shall provide proof that stacking distances are adequate
and will not cause traffic to back onto the public right-of-way; and
3. A three-and-a-half-foot high landscape berm shall be added around
the perimeter of the parking area.
Commissioner Pengra seconded the motion.
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Commissioner Wells requested for the motion to include a condition requiring parking lot traffic
calming measures and signage. Discussion ensued regarding the suggestion and it was determined
to require additional signage.

Commissioner Everett requested for right-turn, entry-only signage to be added to Stone Bridge
Lane. Commission Bergener expressed concern with potential conflict with the development to
the west and declined to include the requested condition.

AMENDED MOTION: Commissioner Bergener moved to recommend approval to the City
Council of the site plan for Stonebridge Montessori with the following
conditions:

1. The site plan shall be approved without a drive-aisle connecting to the
northern property;
2. The applicant shall provide proof that stacking distances are adequate
and will not cause traffic to back onto the public right-of-way;
3. A three-and-a-half-foot high landscape berm shall be added around
the perimeter of the parking area; and
4. Additional signage shall be added to the parking lot to increase.
Commissioner Pengra seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Jeremy
Bergener, Matthew Everett, Christopher Pengra, Erin Wells, and Brett
Wright. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

7. Discussion Items
7.A. CONCEPT PLAN — Eagle Quest

Commissioner Wells was present but opted to not participate in the discussion due to the applicant
being a Councilmember in the City where she works.

Mr. Jensen presented the item. Two separate concept plans are being presented including two
different residential concepts for Parcel 59:006:0053 on approximately 159 acres west of Lake
Mountain Road and a business park and multifamily concept for approximately 164 acres west of
the Overland development and north of Mid Valley Road and Eagle Mountain Boulevard.

The eastern residential development is north of approximately quarter-acre lots in the Sunset Flats
development and is in the area of Overland Village Four which has an approximate density of three
lots per acre. The proposal includes two different concepts for the Eastern parcel. Concept One
dedicates the arterial and collector roads to the City and includes a mix of RC, R3, R2, R1, and
half-acre lots for a total of 486 lots, with an average lot size for the entire project of 9,050 square
feet. Concept two dedicates the required half-width of the collector and arterial roads to the City
and includes a mix of lot sizes and zones for a total of 426 lots, with an average lot size for the
entire project of 10,477 square feet.

The west concept area is designated as Employment Center/Campus on the Future Land Use Plan.

The concept plan proposes a General Plan amendment for approximately 11.1 acres to CC, 28.3
acres to MF2, and 36.5 acres to MF1, and 74 acres of Employment Center/Campus. The property
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is north of Rush Creek and a future charter school, east of a future freeway, west of the Ivory
development west of Frontier Middle School, and northwest of Cory Wride Park.

Mr. Jensen explained that larger lots could be included in a lower zoning designation to meet the
transition code due to Municipal Code dictating lot size minimums but excluding maximums. He
is unsure if the eastern concept plans meet the transition code standards. The applicant proposes
relocating the major arterial road, indicated on the Future Transportation Map to transect the
northeast corner of the property, to run along the northeast corner at a 90-degree angle.

Applicant Kurt Ostler, a partner in Eagle Quest, LLC, said they have owned the property for over
20 years. Two years ago, they were told that due to animal rights for the properties to the east there
could be incompatibility conflicts. To address City Council concerns, they propose half-acre lots
along the east side of the development. Smaller lots are placed to the north to buffer the adjacent
uses. The proposed curvature for the major arterial road to the east matches the curve radii in the
Sunset Flats design to meet a road in the Ivory development. He said concerns from Hoofbeats to
Healing and Lake Mountain Road residents regarding increased traffic is one of the reasons for the
proposed design and intersection. They are amenable to developing either the concept with the
road dedication or the reduced density plan.

Discussion ensued clarifying the land to the north of the property has a Neighborhood Residential
Two General Plan land use designation which contemplates the MF1 and RC zones.

Commissioner Wright expressed concern with the recommendation to alter the orientation of the
eastern major arterial, the length of the central north to south road encouraging traffic speeds, and
the proposal of product not included in the Neighborhood Residential One General Plan
designation for the area. He advocated for increasing the R1 product. Half-acre lots would help
meet the average lot size zoning requirements to balance the smaller lots.

Mr. Mumford explained the placement of the road to the east facilitates meeting the Utah
Department of Transportation (UDOT) intersection and traffic light spacing standards; however,
the City is not required to meet those standards unless it becomes a UDOT road in the future.
Relocating the curvature to the property to the north would impact that property more than
currently contemplated. The City Engineer is evaluating the proposal.

Mr. Ostler said the park locations are to assist with drainage. The central park could potentially be
relocated to segment the road along the northeast of the park to mitigate traffic speed concerns.

Commissioner Everett expressed concern regarding the impact to the property owner to the north
should the full road curvature be required on their property. He suggested absorbing part of the
road curving on this property and advocated for compliance with the General Plan and zoning
averages. He supports the shorter block lengths and connectivity and agreed with concerns
regarding the length of the road northeast of the central park. He encouraged the applicant to
contemplate church and school sites and reminded the applicant that density is nontransferable
from land sold for public facilities.
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Commissioner Pengra said that due to the width of the powerline corridor and roadway, he is
unconcerned with use conflicts with the property to the east. Although he likes the inclusion of
half-acre lots in the plan, he does not view the half-acre lots as a benefit to the City that merits
other concessions. He agrees with the concerns regarding the length of the central north to east
road. He emphatically stated that the major arterial road should not be relocated to reduce
impediment to this development due to the thought involved in determining the road location.

Commissioner Bergener echoed Commissioners Wright's sentiments to increase the number of R1
units due to the concerted effort by the Planning Commission to require adherence to the General
Plan.

Mr. Ostler announced that after a year of negotiation with a landowner, Intermountain Healthcare
(IHC) plans to build a medical facility in the southwest corner of the western development.

Bentley Pay with IHC stated their vision is for a large, community-scale hospital with a medical
campus similar in size to the Spanish Fork Hospital with a phased approach, building sections of
the hospital in correspondence with need and community growth. They desire for the hospital to
be in the appropriate area surrounded by compatible and complementary uses. Other locations
have encountered issues with being located by single-family homes. The location is desirable due
to the future UDOT freeway and proximity to schools and Wride Memorial Park; however, the
agreement would be contingent upon the freeway location as the property would not be large
enough should the freeway bisects the parcel. The hospital is included in their planning models
with a conceptually anticipated, unfinalized timeframe of five to ten years.

Mr. Ostler said the closest regional hospital is 27 miles away and the Saratoga Springs location is
intended for surgical centers and medical offices. He envisions future college campuses in the
northwest portion of the development, potentially with medical training programs. The reason for
the requested MF1 and MF2 products is to buffer from the R3 and RC products to the east and due
to IHC’s desire not to build adjacent to single-family uses. Another possibility would be an active
adult community or assisted living and commercial uses near the major roadways. The reduced
land price offered to IHC in their negotiations is contingent upon the development being granted
zoning for the multifamily uses.

Commission Pengra noted the possibility for conditions to change over the next five to ten years
and expressed concern with granting entitlements in the hope for a project that does not have
finalized plans. Other medical users have expressed interest in the City. Multifamily may be
appropriate for this area; however, he is unsure if it would be appropriate to grant that amount of
multifamily use requested in exchange for the hospital. He recommended for Mr. Ostler to partner
with a master planning developer and believes there are ways for the applicant to work with a
developer without creating a conflict of interest as a Councilmember in another city. He expressed
his preference for the resulting master development plans as being more desirable and more likely
to find favor with Eagle Mountain representatives.

Commissioner Everett said he is excited about a hospital, commercial, and educational uses and

feels it is an appropriate and desirable location. He appreciates the applicant’s research into the
transitioning requirements, nevertheless, the amount of multifamily requested gives him pause. He
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supports the proposed active adult or assisted living communities. He recommended incorporating
single-family uses into the plan and reducing the overall residential component.

Commissioner Wright concurred with Commissioners Pengra and Everett.
7.B.  CONCEPT PLAN - Porters Crossing Town Center Revised Concept Plan

Mr. Jensen presented the item. The request proposes changes to Pods 1, 2, 9a, 9b, 10, and 15 of
the Porter’s Crossing Town Center Master Development Agreement (MDA) and Master
Development Plan (MDP).

Current entitlements:

e Pod 1: Retail pod with 4.9 acres of commercial.

e Pod 2: Mixed-use, residential above retail with 11.6 acres, 180 residential units, 15.5
dwelling units per acre.

e Pod 9a: Institutional 12.3 acres reserved for arecreation center, assisted living, and/or
charter school.

e Pod 9b: 4.34 acres reserved for commercial, senior housing, or assisted living housing.
Buildings allowed to be up to five stories in height. No required improved park space.

o Pod 10: 4.95 acres reserved for a potential church site.

o Pod 15: 4 acres of community open space located within the powerline corridor.

o Total Residential Units: Over 180 with up to 17 acres of assisted living or senior housing
without a specific unit count.

o Total Commercial Area: 4.9 to 9.24 acres.

o Total Open Space: 4 acres.

« Total Church Area: 4.95 acres.

Concept Proposal:

Pod 1: Hotel, Class A office, and retail buildings.

Pod 2: Retail buildings.

Pod 1 and 2 area: 17.3 Acres.

Pod 9a: 8 acres, 96 apartments, 15 townhomes for a total of 111 residential units and 13.88
dwelling units per acre.

o Pod 9b: 4.34 acres, 80 apartments, 20 townhomes for a total of 100 residential units, and
23.04 dwelling units per acre.

Pod 10: 4.95 acres, 33 townhomes, and 6.67 dwelling units per acre.

Pod 15:4 Acres of improved open space.

Conceptual Residential Units: 244.

Conceptual Commercial Area: 17.3 acres.

Conceptual Open Space: 4 acres.

Mr. Jensen explained that past discussions had contemplated a joint recreation center in the
development to be shared between the development and the City. The assisted living was intended
as an appropriate, buffering use.
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Commissioner Wright cited portions of the 2" Amendment to the Master Development Agreement
for the Porter’s Crossing Town Center Master Development, Section 4A.1. “Pod 9a. The City and
Developer intend that Pod 9a will be dedicated to the City in accordance with Section 10A.4,”
Section 4A.3. “Pod 9b shall be developed for either Senior Housing, Assisted Living Housing or
Commercial or Institutional Uses. Senior Housing or Assisted Living Housing buildings shall not
exceed five (5) stories in height and shall include off-street parking,” and Section 10A.8.
“Alternate Zoning/ Development of Pod 9a and Use of Funds. If City fails to obtain the funding to
construct the Recreational Facility by January 1, 2021, City shall notify Developer that it does not
intend to construct the Recreational Facility. Upon such notice from the City, Pod 9a shall be
automatically zoned either as Residential (with densities not to exceed the density in Pod 6b), or
as Commercial or Institutional Use. Developer shall be required to meet the City Vested Code and
City bonus density structure if Pod 9a is zoned as Residential. Any alternative zoning Pod 9a shall
include, at a minimum, a one (1) acre park improved to the City's minimum standards.”

Mr. Mumford confirmed that City failed to obtain the funding to construct the recreational facility
by January 1, 2021. The City has not sent an official letter; however, discussions with the developer
indicated the City is not prepared to build the recreation facility. The assisted living center was
planned on Pod 9b because of the proposed recreation facility and potentially a second-level
walkway joining the two buildings. The recreation facility was intended to fulfill some of the
amenity requirements for the assisted living and other portions of the development with the intent
to have reduced usage fees for the recreation facility for residents in lieu of the standard amenity
requirements. The developer desires to renegotiate the agreement to transfer some of the vested
density to the portion of the development where the assisted living and recreation facility were
contemplated. A benefit to the City of the new proposal is additional commercial uses along Pony
Express Parkway in Pod 2. The applicant desires to move the vested density from that area to the
northern portion of the development. The City has encouraged the applicant to move forward with
the commercial area as soon as possible.

Commissioner Wright desired to clarify that the potential density transfer is not contemplated in
the purview of the current agreement and would require an amendment to the terms of the MDA.

Commissioner Wells expressed concern with the distance from the parking to the west and
southwest to the apartments it is meant to service increasing the unlikelihood of the residents
utilizing the parking and the stalls would more likely be used by the adjacent townhomes. She likes
the integration of the housing types, retail, and a potential hotel and appreciates that the applicant
located the retail stores along the street as required by Municipal Code. Due to the extremity of
the changes from the original MDA, she is evaluating the concept plan as a new application and is
unsure if the requested number of increased units is appropriate with consideration of buffering
requirements. She is concerned with the proposal for one-car garages due to most households
having multiple vehicles.

Commissioner Everett said he supports the retail and hotel proposal as appropriate for the location
while desiring to ensure a five-story building adheres to Municipal Code; however, the residential
proposal causes him concern. He was unsure if the pool is sized appropriately for the number of
residential units served and concurs with the parking guest location concerns. Municipal Code
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standards currently require rear-loaded garages on townhomes and one-car garages cause him
concern regardless of the garage location.

Commissioner Wright noted that the MDA allows for a five-story building. He is in favor of the
commercial site but is concerned with access to the northern portion for the residential uses and
the parking located in the powerline corridor. He would prefer assisted living and single-family
uses in Pods 9a and 9b similar to the proposal for Pod 6a and 6b.

Commissioner Pengra said that a one-car garage might be the house-owning entry point for new
homeowners given the current housing market.

7.C.  CONCEPT PLAN — Smith Property

Mr. Jensen presented the item. The conceptual plan is for approximately 80.04 acres located south
of the Brandon Park Estates and west of the School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration
(SITLA) land known as the “Pony Express Parcel” in the Overland MDP. The property is
designated Neighborhood Residential One in the General Plan and slated for two to four units per
acre. The regional Pony Express Trail is anticipated to bisect the southeast corner of the property.
The concept plan is divided into a northern Phase 1 and a southern Phase 2 with proposed R2 and
R3 zoning. SITLA representatives expressed concern with the proposal due to the road alignment
and the Pony Express regional trail being depicted as a road in Phase 2 of the project. The trail is
currently designated as Lehi-Fairfield Road.

Commissioner Wright clarified that the R2 zone has a minimum lot size requirement of 8,000
square feet and an average lot size of a one-quarter acre and the R3 zone has a minimum lot size
of 6,500 square feet and an average lot size of 8,500 square feet.

Applicant Austin Smith expressed concern with how landowners to the south would access their
property if Lehi-Fairfield Road were converted to a trail.

Mr. Jensen explained that SITLA anticipates roads along the north and south of their property
providing two east to west connections.

Commissioner Everett stated that the City desires to preserve the trail to connect to other trail
systems.

Mr. Smith stated his preference is to group the open space into a single larger park with increased
amenities.

Commissioner Everett explained that Park 1 fails to comply with accessibility standards. He agrees
a larger, centrally-located park would be preferable or a park centered around the regional trail
with consideration of the park space being a benefit to the adjacent lots, particularly the smaller
lots.

Mr. Jensen confirmed the proposed density for the project is 2.87 dwelling units per acre.
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Commissioner Wright stated his interpretation is that the Neighborhood Residential One land use
designation contemplates an assortment of R1, R2, and R3 products. He requested for R1 to be
added to the plan and a greater variety of lots. He agreed with the suggestion to place smaller lots
near the park space. He advocated for preserving the Pony Express Trail through the application
of the Historical Preservation Overlay.

Mr. Jensen explained to the applicant that he had provided the engineer for the development with
contact information for the SITLA planner for the area to facilitate planning road connectivity
between the properties.

Commissioner Pengra expressed concern with requiring the applicant to adapt his plan in
accordance with unfinalized plans for the surrounding area and the City's approval to use the Lehi-
Fairfield Road as a temporary, secondary development access for other projects due to the
difficultly in reverting the road to a trail. Although he loves the preservation of history, including
the Pony Express Trail, he is unsure how to revert the road to a trail. Should the City desire to
prioritize the preservation of the trail, alternative transportation routes need to be provided.

Mr. Mumford explained that the location of the road is on the historic Pony Express Trail route
and is being used as a temporary, alternate access for Facebook. Mortenson Construction paved
the road to divert construction traffic around school zones. SITLA refused to allow pavement of
their portion of the road due to concern allowing pavement of the road would result in the loss of
the area for a regional trail. The General Plan designates the area for a future trail. The timetable
for construction completion and access use is unspecified. Facebook buildings 5 and 6 should be
completed in two and a half years with room for three more full buildings excluding potential
development of an additional 600 acres of undeveloped property. Project Freemont has been
approved to the east of Facebook.

Discussion ensued regarding road accesses and the desire to revert the temporary access to preserve
the Pony Express Trail and potentially connecting the trail to the park and open space plan and
incorporating the Pony Express experience theme for the park.

Commissioner Wright stated that he believes the Pony Express Trail is worth preserving and
suggested contemplating zoning the area with the Historical Preservation Overlay.

The applicant stated his willingness to adjust the plan to relocate the parks to incorporate the Pony
Express Trail.

Commissioner Bergener noted that cul-de-sacs are discouraged unless required due to
topographical issues and recommended for the applicant to remove the cul-de-sac when making
other modifications.

8. Next scheduled meeting:

The next Planning Commission meeting is scheduled for August 24, 2021.

9. Adjournment
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MOTION: Commissioner Wells moved to adjourn the meeting at 9:20 p.m.
Commissioner Pengra seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Jeremy
Bergener, Matthew Everett, Christopher Pengra, Erin Wells, and Brett
Wright. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

The meeting was adjourned at 9:20 p.m.

Approved by the Planning Commission on August 24, 2021.

Steve Mumford, AICP
Assistant City Administrator/Community Development Director
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M O UNTATIN
TITLE: | PUBLIC HEARING - Oquirrh Mountain Ranch Phase B
ITEM TYPE: | Master Development Plan & Preliminary Plat
APPLICANT: | Tim Bruggman (LGI Homes)
ACTION ITEM: BACKGROUND:
Yes The Oquirrh Mountain Master Development Plan and Agreement
was approved in 2011 and covers a total of 120.4 Acres. At approval
PUBLIC HEARING: OMR was vested with 417 units, and 15.5 acres of open space (a
Yes significant portion of the open space was to be unimproved due to the
terrain). This agreement was amended later in 2011, with the overall
PREPARED BY: unit vesting remaining the same. In 2016 the MDA was further
Tayler Jensen, Planning amended reducing the maximum number of units to 346 units, and

requiring 5.5 acres of improved open space. The 2016 approval
represents a project density of ~2.9 DU/AC.

To date, approximately 18 acres of the project have been developed,
including an LDS Church and 54 single-family lots.

Oquirrh Mountain Ranch is located North of Overland Village 2,
(homestead and estate lots), West of Pony Express Parkway, and
South of Lone Tree and Sunset Ridge. The property to the West of
OMR is currently zoned agricultural with a Neighborhood
Residential 1 future land use designation.

It should also be noted that the applicant has worked closely with
staff and the Eagle Mountain Nature and Wildlife Alliance to make
significant changes to their proposal to accommodate the Wildlife
corridor, and has made efforts to reduce the density of the project

including the removal of multifamily elements currently permitted
within the MDP.

ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION:
The following items should be considered when reviewing the
proposal and making a recommendation to the City Council.




Existing Approvals
It is important to note that there are existing approvals on the Oquirrh

Mountain Ranch property that vest the project with 346 units, and an
overall project density of ~2.9 DU/AC. As the applicant is seeking to
reduce the overall density and number of units within the project, this
may justify making some exceptions to allow the project to move
forward in a way that is more beneficial to the City, Public, and
Applicant than relying on building out the existing approvals.

It should be noted that existing approvals are for maximum densities,
and that any development under the existing approvals are still
required to meet the development standards, and that there is no
guarantee that unit counts can be achieved. For example, the existing
development has occurred in three development pods (10, 9a, and 2b)
which were vested with up to 81 units (including 30 multifamily
units), and only 54 units were constructed, including no multifamily
units, which is approximately 66.7% of the maximum vested density.

The Tier II residential development standards that single family
developments would have been required to follow are detailed below:

e Minimum Lot Size: n/a

e Average Lot Size: n/a

e Minimum Frontage: 55' (20% of project at 60")
¢ Front setback: 15'

e Driveway setback: 22'

e Rear setback: 20'

e Side setback: 5' & 10' (10' on garage side)

e Corner setback 15'

Density
If Oquirrh Mountain Ranch (OMR) were to be built out according to

existing approvals up to an additional 292 units could be constructed.
In contrast if this proposal were to be approved the maximum full
buildout of OMR will be 283 units (54 existing + 229 new lots). This
is a reduction of 63 units (~18%) compared to the current approval,
and 134 units fewer (~32%) than the initial approval.

It should also be noted that the 27 unbuilt units from the first three
development pods are included in the overall vesting number of the
project shown at 346 units, if those 27 units are removed from the



calculations (which staff feels is appropriate as those pods are
developed) of what we may see at full build out the OMR may build
an additional 265 units, with a_full buildout of 319 units (54 existing
+ 265 additional units). Meaning the proposed development would in
actuality be a reduction of 36 units (~11% fewer than what is
remaining to be built)

If OMR was built according to the applicant's proposal the overall
density of the project would be ~2.35 DU/AC. It is worth noting the
applicant is also proposing to dedicate an additional 9+ buildable
acres to the city as open space (a good portion of which is to be
located in a key portion of the Wildlife Corridor or in the petroglyph
area).

It is also worth noting that the current approval of Oquirrh Mountain
Ranch includes up to a maximum of 151 multifamily units (44% of
the project), while under the applicant's proposal all units will be
single family dwellings.

Wildlife Corridor

The applicant has worked with Eagle Mountain City, DWR, and the
Eagle Mountain Nature and Wildlife Alliance to dedicate 330' along
the North and Northeast side of the project as wildlife corridor. In
addition to these 330", the applicant has agreed that all open space
East of the eastern cul-de-sac should be included in the Wildlife
Corridor.

In addition to this land being deeded to the City, staff recommends
that it be rezoned open space, along with the Wildlife Corridor
Overlay Zone.

Traffic Study
The applicant has completed a traffic study for the project (The

executive summary has been attached to this report attachment #2).
The findings indicate that no mitigation to either study intersection
would be required, due to the addition of a street light at Lone Tree
Parkway and the completion of the Pony Express Parkway widening
project.

Zoning
Master development plans by definition are zoning changes, so when
considering this application it is important to understand what the



current zoning/entitlements are and to understand what is being
proposed.

When the Oquirrh Mountain Ranch MDA/MDP was approved the
city utilized the residential tier system zoning, and the project was
divided into different development pods, OMR had portions under
Tiers II, III, and IV, with Tiers III and IV allowing multifamily
product. The applicant has conducted an analysis of the property and
shows the closest equivalent zoning for each existing development
pod under the current code. This exhibit shows pods of RC, MF1,
MF2, and Open Space.

Modified RC Zone Proposal
Under the applicant's proposal the entire project would be zoned

open space and a modified RC Zone.

A standard RC zone allows for:
e Minimum lot sizes of 4,500 s.f.
e Average lot sizes of 6,000 s.f.
e Minimum lot frontage 58'
e Front setback of 15'
e Garage setback of 22!
e Rear setback of 20'
e Side setbacks of 8' and 10' on the garage side
e Corner setback of 15'

The applicant is asking for a modified RC zone with the following

development standards
e Minimum lot size 4,000 s.f.

e Average lot size 5,442 s.f.
e Minimum lot frontage 40'
¢ Front setback: 15'

e Garage setback: 22'

e Rear setback: 15'

e Side setbacks: 5'

It is up to the Planning Commission to determine if it is appropriate
to rezone the residential portions of the property to the RC or a
modified RC Zone. A case may be made that it is appropriate to
rezone to the RC zone, despite the RC zone being designated for use
within the Neighborhood Residential 2 future land use (the current
FLUP designates the OMR property as Neighborhood Residential 1)



Justifications for making the change to the RC zone include:

1. The overall density of the project is in line with the
Neighborhood Residential 1 designation (2-4 du/ac) It should
be noted this is the gross density of the project which includes
open spaces and unbuildable slopes.

2. Rezoning to RC would represent a decrease in density (moving
from a MF1/MF2 to the RC zone).

3. The proposal brings the project closer to being in compliance
with the Future Land Use Plan (existing approvals contain unit
types and counts that are within the Neighborhood Residential
3 future land use designation).

4. All property within the project will have the same or a less
intensive zoning designation than the existing plan.

5. It may be appropriate to rezone to the RC zone because a
preliminary plat is being proposed for approval along with the
MDP, which will give the city security in knowing what is
being approved, and the layout of lots and infrastructure.

It should be noted that the applicant is not proposing to amend the
future land use plan, instead they are choosing to voluntarily reduce
density and bring their project closer to the land use anticipated by
the FLUP; for this reason Staff believes it may be appropriate for the
Planning Commission to recommend approval of the rezone along
with some modified development standards for the RC zone if the
proposed unit types and layout is preferable to the existing
approvals.

Side yard setbacks were recently increased to a minimum of 8' to
allow for better storm drainage, this should be considered when
considering 5' sideyard setbacks.

Lot Sizes

One of the main changes the applicant is asking for with the modified
development standards for the RC zone is the lot frontage. The
applicant is proposing that all lots within the development would
have frontages under the 58' frontage that is required currently, and
are proposing lots with frontages as narrow as 40'. The applicant's
proposal includes:

e 61 Lots with frontages of 40'
e 109 Lots with frontages of 45'



¢ 59 Lots with frontages of 50'

The applicant has provided a map that shows how the lots would be
intermixed throughout the project with no one area having a
concentration of a single lot frontage designation. The 229 lots
proposed by the applicant represents a reduction in proposed lots
from 274 lots that were originally proposed. The applicant has, at the
direction of staff, reduced the total amount of units and has added 45'
and 50' wide lots.

The applicant has included a number of images to show proposed
housing types for each of the different lot frontages.

One thing to consider with the proposed lot layouts is that 40' lots
will only have 30' of buildable frontage due to the 5' side yard
setback requirements, with minimum garage widths being 22' that
leaves a maximum of 8' for man doors, and will likely result in
development that is dominated by garages. In 45' wide lots the
buildable area increases to 35' which allows for 13' beyond the width
required for the garage, while better at only-half the frontage of the
garage it could also result in garage dominated frontages. While staff
appreciates the efforts to intermix lot sizes the actual size of lots
remains a concern.

As the Planning Commission it is up to you to make a
recommendation to the City Council on the appropriateness of the
number and width of lots that are being proposed.

Connectivity
The proposed project shows stub roads to the South and West of the

project, and when taken as a whole the Oquirrh Mountain Ranch
development has a connectivity score of 1.611, which is under the
1.75 required for RC developments; however, code does allow the
Planning Commission or City Council to grant exceptions due to
topography or other natural features. The Oquirrh Mountain Ranch
development is subject to significant topographical changes so a
reduction in connectivity score could be justified.

It should be noted that the applicant has made significant changes to
their proposal to address concerns of connectivity, including
reducing the length of cul-de-sacs, and providing stub roads to
neighboring properties.



Sewer

The applicant is currently negotiating with the property owner to the
south to connect to their sewer system; however, the applicant has
preserved a location for a lift station if it is not feasible to gravity
feed to the south. If the lift station is required it shall be owned and
maintained by an HOA.

Roadways
The applicant is proposing to build 51' public Rights-of-way (which

includes 4' sidewalks rather than the 5' standard in our 53' ROW) to
be consistent with the existing phases of OMR.

Parks and Open Space
The applicant has designated park and open space for the entire 283

unit Oquirrh Mountain Ranch project, which requires a park of
approximately 6.50 acres. The applicant is proposing to provide
2,403 amenity points. Included in the applicant's amenity point
calculations are points for their unique Petroglyph park (930 points),
an incline trail (114 points) calculated at 1 point per vertical foot,
hiking trail (244 points) these were assigned by assuming a dirt trail
was worth 1/2 as many points as a paved trail, staff believes this is
still an over calculation and should be reduced in half again to 122
points, and protection of the wildlife corridor (945 points) Amenity
points in the wildlife corridor should only be granted for significant
buildable property so this number may need to be reduced. The
applicant has provided a memo detailing how they arrived at these
point figures. The Planning Commission should make a
recommendation about how many points each amenity item should be
worth, due to the number of points being provided even if the number
of amenity points is reduced considerably the applicant should be
well over minimum amenity point requirements. OS-1 should be
dedicated to, owned, and maintained by the City along with all the
native open space. OS 2 - 6 shall be owned and maintained by an
HOA.

Open space plans show the existence of a narrow native open space
corridor along the south edge of the property. While this is likely
shown to provide for a sewer line in the scenario that a lift station is
required, there are concerns with leaving a narrow strip of
unimproved open space that will be behind two different sets of lots.



Areas shown with Native Open Space should be rezoned to the OS-N
zone, while improved open spaces (OS-1, OS-2, OS-3, 0S-4, OS-5,
and OS-6) should be rezoned to OS-I

Per EMMC 16.35.105 A 8 Detention basins may be viewed as
improved open space at a maximum rate of 75% of their improved
area (e.g. 1 acre detention basin could be up to .75 acres of improved
open space). The applicant shall provide evidence that they meet the
minimum open space requirement of 6.50 acres.

REQUIRED FINDINGS:

Preliminary plat approvals are based upon compliance with City
Code requirements and requirements of any applicable development
agreements. The approval criteria for a preliminary plat can be found
in EMMC 16.20.050.

Master development plan approvals are based upon compliance with
City Code requirements. The approval criteria for a master
development plan can be found in EMMC 16.10.070.

RECOMMENDATION:
Master Development Plan

A recommendation of approval to the City Council may be made, for
the reasons set forth in the staff report and in the meeting, along with
the following conditions of approval (or additional conditions added

by the Commission):

1. All open space within the Wildlife corridor (330' on northern
edge of the project, and all property East of the eastern cul-de-
sac) shall be zoned OS-N with the Wildlife Corridor Overlay
Zone.
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