EAGLE MOUNTAIN

' O? . PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
April 23,2019, 5:30 PM
EAGLE Eagle Mountain City Council Chambers
M O UNTATIN 1650 East Stagecoach Run Eagle Mountain UT 84005

5:30 P.M. - EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY PLANNING COMMISSION WORK SESSION

1. DISCUSSION ITEM

L.A. Residential Zone & Residential Zone Bonus Density Entitlements Development Code
Amendment
A briefupdate/discussion of a staff proposed development code amendment to chapters 17.25
and 17.30

6:00 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. April 9, 2019 Minutes
Regular Planning Commission Meeting
04.09.2019 PC Minutes - DRAFT

S. ACTION AND ADVISORY ITEMS

5.A. Cedar Farms - Rezone and Preliminary Plat, Public Hearing
Background: An applicant-proposed rezone from Agriculture to Residential (Parcel
59:006:0051) and a proposed two-lot preliminary plat (minimum lot size of 2.5 acres) on a
5.47-acre property.
Cedar Farms Prelimmary Plat
Eagle Mountain 2018 General Plan Future Land Use Map

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.



https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/343275/04.09.2019_PC_Minutes_-_DRAFT.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/346171/c-02_Site_Plan-Layout1.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/341532/Eagle_Mountain_2018_General_Plan_Future_Land_Use_Map.pdf

5.B.

5.C.

5.D.

Sunset Flats Master Plan

Chapter 17.80 (Sign Regulations and Sign Permits) - Development Code Amendment, Public
Hearing

Background: An applicant-proposed code change to allow for 50' flag poles at model homes
(code currently permits 20' flag poles).

Proposed Code Change

Eagle Heights Village - Conditional Use Permit
Background: A remanded appeal of a conditional use permit sent back to the Planning
Commission from the City Council; tabled at the April 9, 2019 Planning Commission meeting.

Chapter 8.25 (Explosives) - Development Code Amendment, Public Hearing

Background: A staff-proposed Development Code amendment that adds an appeals process for
blasting permits (EMMC 8.25.130).

Appeal Authority Code Amendment.xlsx

NEXT SCHEDULED MEETING

May 14, 2019, 530 PM

ADJOURNMENT

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING

The undersigned, duly appointed City Recorder, does hereby certify that the above agenda notice was posted on this 19th day of April, 2019,
on the Eagle M ountain City bulletin boards, the Eagle M ountain 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

Fionnuala B. Kofoed, MM C, City Recorder
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/345231/Sunset_Flats_Master_Plan_-_Approved_For_Website.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/340791/Code_Amendment_Application_Eagle_Mountain__002__3.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/347932/Appeal_Authority_Code_Amendment.pdf
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EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
APRIL 23,2019

Residential Zone & Residential Zone Bonus Density Entitlements
Development Code Amendment

ITEM TYPE: | Development Code Amendment
APPLICANT: | Planning Staff
ACTION ITEM: BACKGROUND:
No After our meeting on April 9th, we decided that more research and preparation
PUBLIC HEARING: needs to occur prior to bringing this item back for a recommendation. In the
No meantime, we're providing this update and a call for any final feedback.
REQUIRED FINDINGS: ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION:
Various concerns were discussed by the Planning Commission at the April 9th
meeting. After listening to the meeting audio and reviewing our notes from the
PREPARED BY: meeting, here are the concerns along with an explanation of the action taken for
Steve Mumford, each one:
Planning

- Setbacks in the NR1 Zone.
- Side setbacks have been increased to 7 Feet and 10 Feet (garage side).

- Lot Frontages - need additional variation.
- Still doing research on this issue.

- Residential Zones - too large of spread in lot sizes in the NR1 zone.
Concerned also with lot size averages. Need to be more specific and
preventative, if possible.

- We are creating a second zone within this General Plan category. One
zone (let's call it the NR-SF1 zone for now) will have a minimum lot size
around 8,500 sq ft and an average lot size over 1/4 acre. More details to
come. The second zone (let's call it the NR-SF2 zone for now) will have a
minimum lot size around 6,500 sq ft and an average lot size over 8,000 sq ft,
still requiring that a certain percentage of lots are over 1/4 acre.

- We are also adding a second zone within the NR2 land use, splitting up
the small-lot cottage homes from the attached products like townhomes. So,
one zone will be an NR-SF3 zone and allow 5,000 square foot lots and the
NR-MF1 zone will allow for duplexes, twinhomes, triplexes, and townhomes
under about 10 dw/ac.

- Building Envelopes should be added to lots, especially in the Foothill
Residential Zone.
- A requirement for a building envelope that is less than a certain slope



(15%?) will be added to the Hillside Development Standards, which are
currently being drafted/updated. More research necessary.

- Minimum Architectural Design Standards - # of floorplans, colors, 2-story vs
1-story, style of homes, 4-sided architecture, exterior materials (less stucco),
etc.

- More research necessary.

- Garage Dimensions - 20' x 20', with interior stairs, is not large enough to
park two vehicles.

- More research necessary. We will likely need to gain the support of
some of the building community in order to not cause a panic amongst the
builders.

- Parks & Open Space Standards - Does the City have the capability to
maintain all of the park space? Need better information on the cost for
maintenance and other options for obtaining park space. Also, can we require
trails without the bonus density system?

- This is mainly a policy decision for the PC and CC. We're doing more
research as well on this topic.

- Lot Size Mix - current mix of lot sizes.
- Our current lot size distribution is as follows:

- Multi- Family Condos - 5.68%
- Multi-Family Townhomes - 8.48%
- Cottage Lots - 25.6%
- Small Lots (0.15 - 0.19 acres) - 26.56%
- 1/5 Acre Lots (0.20 - 0.249 acres) - 13.55%
- 1/4 Acre Lots (0.25 - 0.329 acres) - 6.0%
- 1/3 Acre Lots (0.33 - 0.49 acres) - 2.43%
- Estate 1 Lots (0.50 - 0.99 acres) - 5.49%
- Estate 2 Lots (1.0 - 1.99 acres) - 4.33%
- Estate 3 Lots (2.0 - 4.99 acres) - 0.42%)
- Estate Ranch Lots (5.0 - 10.0 acres) - 1.46%

- Number of Units in one Building (town homes / rowhomes).
- More research required

RECOMMENDATION:

This item will be brought back for a decision'recommendation on May 14th.
Please provide any last feedback, suggestions, etc. so we can bring back a
code amendment that will be approved.




Attachments:



07 EAGLE MOUNTAIN
Planning commission MEETING
MINUTES

EAGLE April 9, 2019, 5:30 p.m.

Eagle Mountain City Council Chambers
M O UNTATIN 1650 East Stagecoach Run, Eagle Mountain, Utah 84005

5:30 P.M. - EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY PLANNING Work Session

COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT: Matthew Everett, DeLin Anderson, Rich Wood, Brett
Wright, and Jared Gray. Commissioner Everett was excused at 8:08 p.m.

ELECTED OFFICIALS PRESENT: Councilmembers Stephanie Gricius, Colby Curtis, and
Melissa Clark.

CITY STAFF PRESENT: Steve Mumford, Community Development Director; Michael Hadley,

Planning Manager; Tayler Jensen, Planner; Jeremy Cook, City Attorney; and Lianne Pengra,

Recording Secretary.

Commissioner Everett called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m.

ADJOURN TO A CLOSED EXECUTIVE SESSION

MOTION: Commissioner Everett moved to adjourn into a closed executive session for
the purpose of discussing reasonably imminent litigation pursuant to Section
52-4-205(1) of the Utah Code, Annotated. Commissioner Wood seconded the
motion. Those voting aye: Matthew Everett, DeLin Anderson, Brett Wright,
Rich Wood, Jared Gray. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

The meeting was adjourned at 5:31 p.m.

6:00 P.M. - Eagle Mountain City Planning Commission Policy Session

Commissioner Everett called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m.
1. Pledge of Allegiance
Commissioner Everett led the Pledge of Allegiance.
2. Declaration of Conflicts of Interest
None.
3. Approval of Meeting Minutes
3.A.  March 26, 2019 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes

MOTION: Commissioner Wood moved to approve the March 26, 2019 Planning
Commission meeting minutes. Commissioner Wright seconded the motion.
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Those voting aye: Matthew Everett, DeLin Anderson, Brett Wright, Rich
Wood, Jared Gray. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

4. Action and Advisory Items
4.A. Eagle Heights Village Conditional Use Permit

Planner Tayler Jensen explained the Eagle Heights Village conditional use permit was
approved by the Planning Commission on March 12, 2019. The applicant appealed the
condition imposed by the Planning Commission to the City Council. The City Council
remanded the item back to the Planning Commission.

MOTION: Commissioner Wood moved to table the Eagle Heights Village conditional
use permit with instructions for staff to explore findings of fact and
conclusions of law. Commissioner Gray seconded the motion. Those voting
aye: Matthew Everett, DeLin Anderson, Brett Wright, Rich Wood, Jared
Gray. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

4.B.  Agriculture and Definitions Development Code Amendment, Public Hearing

Mr. Jensen presented the applicant-proposed Municipal Code amendment. The applicant
is proposing to add “Equine Assisted Therapy Center” to the Code’s definition chapter.
The proposed definition is, “A facility that offers therapeutic equestrian riding, clinical
therapy services, equine-assisted services, and equine-facilitated therapeutic services.”
The applicant is proposing this use be added as a conditional use in the Agriculture zone.

Applicant Marley Juarez explained her desire to open an equine-assisted pediatric therapy
clinic at a facility on Wride Memorial Highway. They plan to offer therapeutic riding, and
equine-assisted physical, occupational, speech and psychotherapy. They will also offer
clinical therapeutic activities.

Commissioner Gray asked how many stalls on the property would be leased out. Ms.
Juarez said there are currently seventeen stalls on site and the property has been used as a
boarding and training facility for the last several years. They will likely add a few more
stalls and some of those stalls will be leased by able-bodied riders. They will offer an able-
bodied riding academy alongside the therapeutic riding.

Mr. Jensen explained if the amendment is approved, the applicant will apply for a site plan
and conditional use permit. Details surrounding the specific site can be discussed at that
time.

Commissioner Gray asked where the applicant’s potential therapy site is located. Ms.
Juarez said it is near Cedar Fort and the property is currently owned by Lee Brown.

Commissioner Wright asked who would be served at the applicant’s therapy site, and
Commissioner Wood asked if the program will be similar to Hoofbeats to Healing in
Saratoga Springs. Ms. Juarez said it will serve those under 21 years of age. Hoofbeats to
Healing offers therapeutic riding, but does not offer physical, occupational or speech
therapy, and none of their sessions are run by a professional therapist. She explained their
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sessions will be supervised and ran by a licensed therapist, and a certified therapeutic riding
instructor will be present at all therapeutic riding sessions. Their sessions will be research-
based and more clinical than a basic therapeutic ride.

Commissioner Wright asked why the amendment is necessary as the Municipal Code
currently has definitions for commercial riding arenas and equestrian centers. Mr. Jensen
explained the applicant would like to add classrooms and office settings alongside the
riding, which requires an amendment to Municipal Code.

Commissioner Gray confirmed with the applicant the design presented in the Planning
Commission’s packet is a future plan, and the buildings noted do not currently exist. Ms.
Juarez said the intent is add one mobile building with office space, and the building design
will be congruent with other structures in the Agriculture zone; they will not build a large
glass office structure.

Commissioner Wright asked what the amendment will allow residents to do that is not
currently permitted through the equestrian center definition. Mr. Jensen explained the
equestrian center’s definition is not highly detailed in what is allowed within that use.
Some uses allowed are riding, roping, and shooting events. The proposed definition allows
therapeutic riding and clinical therapy sessions. He reiterated that each property will need
to obtain a conditional use permit and the specific details of each property will be
determined during that process. Ms. Juarez said adding horse riding to the therapy sessions
causes them to be outside of uses currently defined in Municipal Code.

Commissioner Gray asked how the amendment applies to the home-based business
requirements, and if the business will be required to limit employees. Mr. Jensen said there
is not a residence on the property, and the center will not be a home-based business.

Discussion ensued regarding specific details of Ms. Juarez’s property. Mr. Jensen clarified
that the Municipal Code amendment applies to the City as a whole, and advised the
Planning Commission to review the amendment regarding the appropriateness of this use
in the Agriculture zone, instead of considering only Ms. Juarez’s site.

Community Development Director Steve Mumford stated sites that request this use will be
required to go through the conditional use permit process, and conditions can be placed to
mitigate concerns such as traffic and employees.

Commissioner Gray confirmed with City staff that Mr. Brown had installed a road around
his property. Discussion ensued regarding access to Ms. Juarez’s site.

Commissioner Everett opened the public hearing at 7:17 p.m. As there were no comments,
he closed the hearing.

Commissioner Wood asked City Attorney Jeremy Cook about the appropriateness of
adding additional conditional uses in Municipal Code, as the Utah League of Cities and
Towns discourages creating more conditional uses. Mr. Cook explained conditional uses
are harder to defend against and are more likely to be approved. He said additional
conditional uses should be uses that will be generally allowed. Commissioner Wood asked
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if sites can be reviewed on a case-by-case basis for approval instead of adding another
conditional use.

Mr. Jensen clarified that anything not specifically allowed in Municipal Code is prohibited:;
therefore, approving this use without the amendment would be difficult. Mr. Cook
confirmed that adding this use as a conditional use is the best option.

Commissioner Everett said the Planning Commission’s communicated desire is to have a
rural feel to the City, and denying the amendment would go against that understanding. He
stated quality services such as these are desirable and benefit the City.

Commissioner Gray confirmed that the conditional use only applies to the Agriculture
zone, and is not being added to the residential zone.

MOTION: Commissioner Wood moved to recommend approval to the City Council the
Agriculture (17.20.050) and Definitions (17.10.030) Municipal Code
amendments. Commissioner Anderson seconded the motion. Those voting
aye: Matthew Everett, DeLin Anderson, Brett Wright, Rich Wood, Jared
Gray. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

4.C.  Concept Plan (16.15) Development Code Amendment, Public Hearing

Mr. Jensen said the staff-proposed amendment clarifies in Municipal Code that applicants
have the option to bring concept plans to the City Council.

Commissioner Everett opened the public hearing at 7:24 p.m. As there were no comments,
he closed the hearing.

Commissioner Everett asked if the amendment allows applicants to bypass the Planning
Commission and present concept plans directly to the City Council. He stated it is helpful
for the Planning Commission to see concept plans to provide feedback to applicants. It
would be detrimental for concept plans to bypass the Planning Commission.

Mr. Mumford said staff did not consider that possibility, but it is staff's intent that concept
plans are presented to the Planning Commission before being presented to the City Council;
this amendment would not remove the Planning Commission from the concept plan
process. He recommended the Planning Commission add language or direct staff to add
that language in the motion.

Commissioner Wood asked if the amendment should clarify that applicants are not to rely
on staff comments, and staff comments are not binding. Mr. Jensen said that is already
included in the Municipal Code, and clarified staff is not a land use authority.
Commissioner Wood said he is aware of that and stated it needs to be reiterated in the
amendment. Commissioner Everett asked that the updated amendment language be
reviewed by the Planning Commission before being presented to the City Council. Mr.
Mumford said staff will verify the updated language with the Commissioners before the
item goes to City Council.
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MOTION: Commissioner Gray moved to recommend approval to the City Council the
Concept Plan (16.15) Municipal Code amendment, with the following
conditions:

1. Section 16.15.020 shall state that concept plans must be presented to
the Planning Commission before being presented to the City Council;
and

2. Section 16.15.050 shall state that no binding agreements come from
staff's concept plan review.

Commissioner Wood seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Matthew
Everett, DeLin Anderson, Brett Wright, Rich Wood, Jared Gray. The motion
passed with a unanimous vote.

4.D. Residential Zone & Residential Zone Bonus Density Entitlements Development
Code Amendment

Mr. Mumford said the Residential Zone amendment has been discussed in multiple
previous Planning Commission meetings, and changes have been implemented based on
the Planning Commission’s feedback. He said changes such as increasing the lot size in
the Neighborhood Residential 1 (NR1) zone, decreasing density in the Neighborhood
Residential 3 zone, and increasing side setbacks in multiple zones have been made.

Mr. Mumford explained the intent of the amendment is to implement the Future Land Use
Map portion of the General Plan. Staff has created six residential zones, as well as a land
use table listing permitted, conditional, special and prohibited uses for each zone. He
explained once this amendment is approved by the City Council and codified, property
owners will need to obtain a rezone to develop. If a property owner wanted to build
townhomes under eight units per acre, the property would need to be rezoned to the
Neighborhood Residential 2 (NR2) zone; multifamily projects are no longer conditional
uses that must be approved as long as conditions can be imposed that mitigate impacts.
This gives the Planning Commission and City Council more discretion in best planning for
the City.

Mr. Mumford said the amendment eliminates Chapter 17.30, the bonus density
entitlements chapter, as those are now included in Chapter 17.25; the bonus density system
is still in place within each zone. Inthe NR2 zone, a developer can develop less than eight
units per acre. If they develop at this lower density, they would not have as many
requirements, similar to how the bonus density system currently works. Many provisions
in the current bonus density system are included as generally applicable provisions in the
amendment.

Mr. Mumford stated Mr. Cook recently performed a legal review of the amendment and
provided recommended changes to staff. Most of the changes are minor, and some sections
need to include more defined criteria to create a better legally defensible position. Staff is
comfortable moving forward, but if the Planning Commission feels there are enough
changes that need to be made, the item can be tabled and brought back to a future Planning
Commission meeting.

Commissioner Gray asked if future applicants will be required to use this version of
Municipal Code if the Planning Commission recommends approval of the amendment to
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the City Council. Mr. Mumford explained having this item on the agenda informs
developers that the amendment is in process and this version will apply. Mr. Cook said
having the item on the agenda qualifies as having initiated the process. Development
applications submitted from this point will be subject to the amended ordinance.

Commissioner Everett opened the public hearing at 7:39 p.m. As there were no comments,
he closed the hearing.

Commissioner Wood asked why staff wants to continue utilizing the bonus density, as it is
a loophole that the Planning Commission and City Council continually fight. He stated the
individual zones should designate minimum standards instead of coercing applicants to
provide amenities if they want higher density. Mr. Mumford explained an important reason
for its use is to require open space and amenities within developments. There is an
argument that states if there is not a bonus density system in place that allows developers
to develop at a lower density, the City would need to require impact fees instead of
requiring the developers to install parks. Most cities in the state do not require parks or
open space in their developments.

Commissioner Wood said with the City’s limited tax revenue, it may not be wise to require
parks in all subdivisions as the City does not have the funds to maintain existing open space
areas. Mr. Mumford explained quality of life is improved when parks are within walking
distance. Some cities have extremely high park impact fees and only have regional parks;
they do not have pocket parks tied in with a trails system. Commissioner Wood asked if
trails can be required without the bonus density system in place. Mr. Mumford said he
believes the City can still require trails based on transportation needs.

Commissioner Wood said recent applications have come to the City in which the City
determined pocket parks were not appropriate and required a fee-in-lieu to go towards
regional parks. He asked if the City has performed an analysis to determine what park
maintenance will cost and if it is appropriate for the City to spend funds on park
maintenance. Mr. Mumford said the Parks and Recreation Director has that information
and the City has a contract with a landscape/park maintenance company. The City has a
budget in place for updating and maintaining park equipment, and it is the City Council’s
responsibility to determine if funding park maintenance is an appropriate use of taxes.

Mr. Mumford said the most feasible option other than requiring developers to install parks
is to update the parks and open space impact fees, but the City can only charge an impact
fee amount based on the existing level of service provided. The City can improve parks
with its own funds, such as was done with Cory Wride Memorial Park, to increase the
existing level of service. With this option, the City would need to purchase land for parks,
instead of developers deeding property to the City.

Commissioner Wood stated the updated Municipal Code should be specific in the types of
uses the City will require. Instead of requiring averages of lot sizes, the Code should state
a specific number of lots be specific sizes and prohibit streets from containing only one lot
size. He said the intent of the individual zones should be stated in the Code and the Code
needs to close loopholes.
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Commissioner Wood stated the Foothill Residential (FR) zone should have a minimum lot
size of 0.33-acre, as the homes built on 0.25-acre lots will be inferior. He stated the
developers will only build 0.25-acre lots if allowed to do so in the Code. Commissioner
Wright explained that for every 0.25-acre lot planned, the developer must add a 0.75-acre
lot to meet the average required in the Code.

Commissioner Wood said he would like the amendment to require variations in number of
stories, two- verses three-car garages, and number of elevations. He said subdivisions do
not look good if the homes are all the same. He would also like the amendment to require
different setbacks for each lot size.

Mr. Mumford explained the setbacks are addressed in the amendment presented in the
Commissioners’ packets. The FR side setback was increased to eight feet and ten feet on
the garage side. The Rural Residential 2 zone side setbacks were increased from twelve
and eighteen feet to fifteen feet on both sides.

Commissioner Wood asked what the minimum and maximum lot sizes are in the NR1 and
NR2 zones. Mr. Mumford said there are not maximum lot sizes; the minimum lot size in
NR1 was increased to 6,500 square feet with a required average of 8,000 square feet; 25%
of the lots must be at least 0.25 acres. Commissioner Wood said side setbacks need to be
increased in this zone and requested they be increased to seven feet and ten feet on the
garage size.

Mr. Mumford said the side setbacks were increased based on the Planning Commission’s
feedback; staff does not want to prohibit third car garages due to lot frontages and setbacks.
He explained the original amendment required 20% of the lots to have frontages of at least
62 feet, and staff increased that requirement to 25% at the request of the Planning
Commission. Commissioner Wood said it should be increased to 30% or 35%.

Mr. Mumford explained the larger the side setback, the smaller the homes will be.
Commissioner Wood said the side setbacks need to be appropriate for the size of the home
and the size of the lot. Homes should not be built to the edge of lots. He stated this is
happening in Oak Hollow and Evans Ranch and the City can do better.

Commissioner Wood asked that garages be required to be larger than 20 feet by 20 feet.
He said the City has many young children and larger vehicles cannot park in that size of
garage; they are parked on the street. It is easier to require a larger garage than it is to
require wider streets. Mr. Mumford explained staff reviewed other cities’ codes and
researched what developers are currently building in other cities. They did not find a city
that required garages larger than 20 feet by 20 feet. Mr. Jensen said many cities have a
smaller garage requirement than Eagle Mountain’s standard. Mr. Mumford explained
driveways for single-family homes are required to be 22 feet long, so vehicles can be
parked in driveways.

Commissioner Wood said minimum architectural design standards are only required on
front elevations and stated the standards should include requirements for the side and rear
elevations, as well. He said he wants to avoid the types of poor products that exist at the
entrance to the City.
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Commissioner Gray asked if Municipal Code addresses rear elevations along major
roadways. Mr. Mumford explained master development agreements address those issues.

Discussion ensued regarding design standards and masonry building products.
Commissioner Wood said all-stucco homes are not attractive, and the minimum standards
need to be increased. He asked that single-family home design standards be addressed.

Commissioner Wood said if an average slope of a lot is over 25%, it is unbuildable. He
expressed frustration that developers can grade portions of 25% slopes on lots with an
average under 25%. Mr. Mumford explained the amendment will direct developers to the
hillside ordinance, where this can be addressed.

Commissioner Wood asked that the garage standards be improved and said if stairs are
present in a twenty-foot by twenty-foot garage, vehicles cannot park inside. Commissioner
Gray stated he has never parked his vehicle in his garage. He said the market will determine
what is built, and asked if the Planning Commission is regulating too much if they require
larger garages. Mr. Cook said it is a building standard and if the Planning Commission
feels it is an important issue, they can address it. Commissioner Gray expressed concerns
that they may be adding too many restrictions to lots. Commissioner Wood said this
standard will encourage builders to develop larger lots, as there are enough smaller lots in
the City.

Commissioner Wright stated he likes the variation of lot sizes listed in the amendment. He
said changes have been made according Commissioner Wood's previous feedback and
asked if the additional changes go too far. Commissioner Wood said increasing setbacks
in the NR1 zone will cause developers to plan better. He said he does not want the City to
be developed like West Jordan.

Mr. Mumford said staff did a great amount of research and the proposed amendment
provides much more variety than currently exists. He said the statement in the amendment
that notes "lot size variety is required” can be clarified. Commissioner Wood said he does
not want to repeat past decisions.

Commissioner Wright said the five-foot and ten-foot setbacks are too small and asked for
seven-foot and ten-foot setbacks with a minimum 57-foot frontage. Commissioner Wood
asked if NR1 could be split into two zones.

Mr. Mumford said only allowing large lots can cause the City to miss out on great products
and projects. He said if the Planning Commission wants larger lots, they can increase the
minimum lot sizes, but his understanding from previous meetings was the Planning
Commission's desire was lot size variety, which this proposed amendment ensures.

Commissioner Wood asked if the City can afford to bring the number of people in as will
come with small lots. Mr. Mumford explained that higher density pays for services as
larger lots do not cover as much as small lots. If a better tax base is the Commission’s
desire, multifamily projects will provide that more than large single-family home lots.

Commissioner Gray confirmed lot size variety is the Planning Commission's desire but
stated the need for balance in large and small lots. He said there is a need for high density,
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but the City needs move-up or estate lots. The minimum lot size should be increased, or
another residential zone should be added.

Mr. Mumford said staff performed an analysis and there is not a correlation between lot
size and move-up home purchases. Larger lots are not necessarily where residents move
when moving up.

Commissioner Wood asked if developments are required to have a minimum of five
elevations in all residential zones. Mr. Mumford said that was changed from three
elevations to five elevations in NR1 and NR2. Townhomes and multifamily projects must
comply with the multifamily design standards, which include more stringent requirements.

Discussion ensued regarding number of units per building in multifamily projects in The
Ranches. Mr. Mumford said NR2 only allows condos and townhomes. NR3 allows
stacked townhomes. Commissioner Wood said he wanted the amendment to dictate how
many units are allowed per building.

Commissioner Gray said the proposed amendment ensures variance but not balance
between small and large lots. Commissioner Wright said staff has done a great job in
preparing the amendment. He said the General Plan contains a lot of NR1 and asked what
changes could be made to provide Commissioner Gray’s version of balance.

Discussion ensued regarding possible overlay zones or creating an additional residential
zone that fits within the NR1 areas on the General Plan. Commissioner Wood suggested
renaming the proposed residential zones, so they are no longer the same as the general plan
designations.

Commissioner Wright stated he believes the item should be tabled and asked if a temporary
restriction can be placed on future projects until the amendment is approved by the City
Council. He expressed concern that the amendment may not be approved in a short amount
of time and asked if the Planning Commission can recommend to the City Council that a
moratorium be placed on development.

Mr. Cook explained any property in expiring master development agreements is subject to
the General Plan. He said moratoriums are generally unpopular, and would be in this case
as the City is growing quickly.

Mr. Mumford said the length of time will depend on the severity of the changes the
Planning Commission requests. Small changes can be brought back to the Planning
Commission in two weeks.

Commissioner Gray asked if the Commission can send the amendment to the City Council
and direct staff to make changes. Commissioner Wood said the changes may not be made.

Commissioner Gray asked that the amendment include reasoning as to why changes were
or were not made when it is brought back to the Commission.

MOTION: Commissioner Wood moved to table the Residential Zone and Residential
Zone Bonus Density Entitlements Development Code amendment and
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directed staff to implement as many changes discussed as possible.
Commissioner Wright seconded the motion. Those voting aye: DeLin
Anderson, Brett Wright, Rich Wood, Jared Gray. The motion passed with a
unanimous vote.

4.E. Development Standards for Required Public Facilities Development Code
Amendment, Public Hearing

Mr. Mumford explained this was addressed with City Council in the past, and the Parks
and Recreation Director and Planning Department discussed this previously. The City was
awarding developers 100 amenity points for 600-square foot restrooms, but the City was
installing 190-square foot restrooms which cost approximately $50,000. The consensus
from City Council is that to be fair to developers, it is reasonable to change the Municipal
Code to allow developers to build restrooms similar to what the City installs.

Commissioner Wood asked if the City can require larger restroom facilities. Mr. Mumford
explained all proposals are discretionary and the Planning Commission and City Council
can determine if larger restrooms are warranted. The awarded amenity points are based
partially on construction costs and this amendment allows restroom amenity points to be
more in line with other amenity point standards.

Commissioner Wood asked if the City can require larger restrooms in regional parks. Mr.
Mumford said there is discretion in that situation.

Commissioner Wood opened the public hearing at 8:56 p.m. As there were no comments,
he closed the hearing.

Commissioner Gray asked if the Municipal Code prevents a developer from installing a
restroom in a less desirable location such as a pocket park. Mr. Mumford said there is
discretion in that situation, as well. Earlier in this Municipal Code section, it allows
developers to propose park amenities, but states what is typically provided in neighborhood
parks.

MOTION: Commissioner Wright moved to recommend approval to the City Council the

staff-proposed Municipal Code amendment to chapter 16.35 Development
Standards for Required Public Facilities, specifically 16.35.105 Park and
Improved Open Space Requirements (Table 16.35.130 (c)). Commissioner
Gray seconded the motion. Those voting aye: DeLin Anderson, Brett Wright,
Rich Wood, Jared Gray. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

Next scheduled meeting

Adjournment

MOTION: Commissioner Gray moved to adjourn the meeting at 9:01 p.m.

Commissioner Anderson seconded the motion. Those voting aye: DeLin
Anderson, Brett Wright, Rich Wood, Jared Gray. The motion passed with a
unanimous vote.

Eagle Mountain Planning Commission Meeting — April 9, 2019 Page 10 of 11

15



Approved by the Planning Commission on April 23, 2019.

Steve Mumford
Community Development Director

Eagle Mountain Planning Commission Meeting — April 9, 2019
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EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

" EAGLE
APRIL 23,2019
TITLE: | Cedar Farms - Rezone and Preliminary Plat, Public Hearing

ITEM TYPE: | Rezone and Preliminary Plat

APPLICANT: | Jeffand Karen Scott
ACTION ITEM: BACKGROUND:
Yes This property is shown on the Future Land Use Map as Rural Density One
PUBLIC HEARING: which is defined as: "Individual large lot residential Range of 2.5 to 5 acre
Yes lots..." The proposed land use complies with the Future Land Use Plan.
REQUIRED FINDINGS:

17.90.060 A states: "The requested
zones are consistent with the land
uses shown on the general plan's
future land use and transportation
corridor map, and comply with the
policies and provisions of the city
general plan" - The future land use
plan shows this property as
Agriculture Rural Density One,
which calls for lots between 2.5 - 5
Acres. This proposal complies
with this provision as it's
proposing 2.5 Acre lot size

17.90.060 B states: "The proposed
uses and densities will be
reasonably  compatible  with
adjacent land uses and the pattern
of proposed uses and densities
will appropriately buffer
potentially incompatible uses from
others based on the assumption
that the proposed wuses and
densities will comply with this title,
including performance standards
designed to help ensure land
compatibility." The following land
uses buffer the site:

-North: A 5.40-acre lot, zoned
Agriculture, within the
Agriculture/Rural Density One
designation on the future land use
map. Per figure 17.60.150(1) Lot
Size Transitioning the minimum lot
size permitted next to a lot 4 acres
or larger is 2 acres, thus this
proposal is compliant with code,

Per 17.90.060 '"There is no minimum parcel size or diversity of ownership
required for rezoning of property. Rezoning of property shall be evaluated
using the following criteria, and may be approved if the following requirements
below are met:"

+ Compliance with General Plan
+ Compatibility Determination

+ City Services

+ Traffic Generation

+ Property Values

ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION:

The City is currently drafting new residential codes, however this proposal
complies with the Future Land Use Plan in the General Plan, and the applicant
is proposing lot size minimums. In the opinion of staff it may be appropriate to
consider the rezone application while the Residential Code is being re-written,
as it complies strictly with the Future Land Use Plan.

EMMC 17.25.110(A) gives discretion to exempt Base Density projects (less
than 0.8 units/acre) of urban-type public infrastructure improvements such as
curb, gutter, sidewalk, and streetlights. The applicant is requesting to be
exempted from these standards, as well as the requirement to pave Lake
Mountain Road with asphalt. The Fire Marshal will be reviewing this request.
For these requests you should consider the impact this development will have
to adjacent properties, the semi-rural nature of this area, and the adjacent
planned uses. 17.25.110(G) states that "Pedestrian trails along collector or
arterial roads shall be a required improvement when the subdivision is being
developed without sidewalks." Lake Mountain Road is technically not
considered a collector road in the General Plan's Future Land Use and
Transportation Corridors Map, but in practice it acts as a collector road,
connecting Eagle Mountain Boulevard with Pony Express Parkway.
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and General Plan standards with
the property to the north.

-East: Lots that are approximately
5.5 acres in size on the other side
of Lake Mountain Road. Per
17.60.150(1) Lot Size Transitioning
the minimum lot size permitted next
to a lot 4 acres or larger is 2 acres,
thus this proposal is compliant
with code and General Plan
standards with the property to the
cast.

-South: Unimproved open space
within the Sunset Flats Master
Development Plan. 2.5 acre lots
adjacent to open space is an
appropriate use.

-West: Approximately 160 acres
currently zoned Agriculture, with a
future land use designation of
Neighborhood Residential One
which calls for "A mix of
single-family residential lot sizes,
generally ranging from 2 to 4
dwelling units per acre, and
including improved neighborhood
open space. "

Based on the evaluation of the
existing neighboring uses, and the
future land uses within the General
Plan, this proposal complies.

17.90.060 C states: "The proposed

use can be accommodated with
public services and will not
overburden the City's service
capacity” The proposed change is
not anticipated to place any
burdens on city services, thus the
proposal complies.

17.90.060 D states: "Traffic
generation by the proposed use is
within  capabilities of streets
serving the property." There are
no concemns of added traffic
moving from 1 five-acre lot to 2
two-and-a-half acre lots, thus the
proposal complies.

17.90.060 E states: "The proposed
use is not expected to have a
significant negative impact on
surrounding property values." The
proposed use is not anticipated to
have any negative impact on
neighboring properties, thus the
proposal complies.

REQUIRED FINDINGS

17.90.060 A states: "The requested zones are consistent with the land uses
shown on the general plan's future land use and transportation corridor map,
and comply with the policies and provisions of the city general plan" - The
future land use plan shows this property as Agriculture Rural Density One,
which calls for lots between 2.5 - 5 Acres. This proposal complies with this
provision as it's proposing 2.5 Acre lot size minimums.

17.90.060 B states: '"The proposed uses and densities will be reasonably
compatible with adjacent land uses and the pattern of proposed uses and
densities will appropriately buffer potentially incompatible uses from others
based on the assumption that the proposed uses and densities will comply with
this title, ncluding performance standards designed to help ensure land
compatibility." The following land uses buffer the site:

-North: A 5.40-acre lot, zoned Agriculture, within the Agriculture/Rural
Density One designation on the future land use map. Per figure 17.60.150(1)
Lot Size Transitioning the minimum lot size permitted next to a lot 4 acres or
larger is 2 acres, thus this proposal is compliant with code, and General Plan
standards with the property to the north.

-East: Lots that are approximately 5.5 acres in size on the other side of Lake
Mountain Road. Per 17.60.150(1) Lot Size Transitioning the mmimum ot size
permitted next to a lot 4 acres or larger is 2 acres, thus this proposal is
compliant with code and General Plan standards with the property to the east.
-South: Park 4 within the Sunset Flats Master Development Plan. 2.5 acre lots
adjacent to open space is an appropriate use.

-West: Approximately 160 acres currently zoned Agriculture, with a future
land use designation of Neighborhood Residential One which calls for "A mix
of single- family residential lot sizes, generally ranging from 2 to 4 dwelling units
per acre, and including improved neighborhood open space. "

Based on the evaluation of the existing neighboring uses, and the future land
uses within the General Plan, this proposal complies.

17.90.060 C states: "The proposed use can be accommodated with public
services and will not overburden the City's service capacity" The proposed
change is not anticipated to place any burdens on city services, thus the
proposal complies.

17.90.060 D states: "Traffic generation by the proposed use is within
capabilities of streets serving the property." There are no concerns of added
traffic moving from 1 five-acre lot to 2 two-and-a-half acre lots, thus the
proposal complies.

17.90.060 E states: "The proposed use is not expected to have a significant
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The proposed prelimnary plat
complies with the minimum lot
frontage standards of 150 feet
(17.25.110(E)), is not required to
provide improved open space
(17.25.110(G)), and  contains
buildable envelopes of
approximately 90' x 170' and 90' x
145" (considering extra wide 50'
setbacks and existing utility
easements). The Base Density
setbacks are actually 25' front and
rear, 12' side with a combined sides
of 30. These setbacks would

create even larger building
envelopes.
PREPARED BY:

Tayler Jensen, Planning

Attachments:
Cedar Farms Preliminary Plat

negative impact on surrounding property values." The proposed use is not
anticipated to have any negative impact on neighboring properties, thus the
proposal complies.

The proposed prelimmnary plat complies with the minimum lot frontage
standards of 150 feet (17.25.110(E)), is not required to provide improved
open space (17.25.110(G)), and contains buidable envelopes of
approximately 90' x 170' and 90' x 145' (considering setbacks and
easements).

RECOMMENDATION:

We recommend that the Planning Commission either table this application until
the code amendments to the Residential Zone are completed, or recommend
approval under the current zoning with the following motions:

I move that the Planning Commission recommend approval of the Cedar
Farms Rezone to the City Council with the following condition:
1) Minimum lot size is 2.5 acres.

I move that the Planning Commission recommend approval of the Cedar
Farms Preliminary Plat to the City Council with the following conditions:

1) Applicant shall provide a utility plan for review by the City Engineer.

2) In accordance with EMMC 17.25.110(A), the project is exempt from
mstalling curb, gutter, and streetlights.

Eagle Mountain 2018 General Plan Future Land Use Map

Sunset Flats Master Plan
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Development Summary

Proposed Zoning:
Minimum Lot Size

Min. Lot Width/Frontage
Min. Front Yard Setback
Min. Rear Yard Setback
Min. Side Yard Setback
Min. Cor. Side Yard
Max. Building Heigth

Residential Development:
Total Developed Area

Total Number of Lots
Density

Tier | Residential
238,379 sq.ft.
5.4 acre
150 ft.
50 ft.
50 ft.
50 ft.
50 ft.
35 ft.

238,379 sq.ft. +-
5.4 acres +-

2 Lots

0.37 lots/acre
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17.80.120 Exempt signs.

L. Model Homes. One on-premises sign for model homes; provided, that the on-premises sign does not
exceed 32 square feet in size. A maximum of six flags not to exceed 15 square feet each posted on flag
poles not to exceed 20 feet measured from the grade level to the top of the pole. The flags’ colors shall
be consistent with the on-premises sign. American flags shall not exceed 40 square feet in size. Two A-
frame or temporary directional signs of no more than four square feet per builder per subdivision are
allowed in the right-of-way adjacent to the model home and in the park strip of the nearest major street
corner. These signs shall be directional only, not containing other advertising. These signs are only
allowed during model home hours, and must be removed each evening at closing.

(Proposed Code Change)

L. Model Homes. One on-premises sign for model homes; provided, that the on-premises sign does not
exceed 32 square feet in size. A maximum of six flags not to exceed 15 square feet each posted on flag
poles not to exceed 50 feet exceed-20-feet measured from the grade level to the top of the pole. The
flags’ colors shall be consistent with the on-premises sign. American flags shall not exceed 40 square feet
in size. Two A-frame or temporary directional signs of no more than four square feet per builder per
subdivision are allowed in the right-of-way adjacent to the model home and in the park strip of the nearest
major street corner. These signs shall be directional only, not containing other advertising. These signs
are only allowed during model home hours, and must be removed each evening at closing.



EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

" EAGLE
APRIL 23,2019
TITLE: | Eagle Heights Village - Conditional Use Permit

ITEM TYPE: | Conditional Use Permit

APPLICANT: | Kirt Peterson (Horizon Development)
ACTION ITEM: BACKGROUND:
Yes On March 12th 2019 the Planning Commission approved a Conditional Use
PUBLIC HEARING: Permit for the Eagle Heights Village project with the condition: "The eastern
No row of homes be changed to single-family homes, according to current

Municipal Code"

REQUIRED FINDINGS:

The Land Use Authority (Planning
Commission) may approve the
conditional use permit with no
conditions, may approve the
permit with the original condition
or other conditions along with
findings of fact and conclusions of
law, or may deny the permit with
findings of fact and conclusions of
law.

The Commission may apply
reasonable conditions on a
conditional use permit that
reasonably relate to mitigating
anticipated detrimental effects of
the proposed use, and should
include findings of:

1) What detrimental effects are
being mitigated;

2) How the condition(s) mitigates
the detrimental effects;

3) What applicable standards in
the Municipal Code support the
condition(s)

PREPARED BY:

Steve Mumford,
Planning

The applicant appealed this decision and the appeal was heard by the City
Council on April 2nd 2019, the City Council remanded the item back to the
Planning Commission to determine findings of fact and conclusions of law. On
April 9th the Planning Commission tabled the item with direction to staff to
prepare findings of fact and conclusions of law.

By code, Tier III developments in Eagle Mountain require a conditional use
permit. According to EMMC 17.95.020, the purpose of the conditional use
permit is "to ensure that land uses designated as conditional in the zoning
districts of this title are properly ntegrated with permitted land uses within the
same zone, and to establish provisions to prevent nuisances from arising
between existing and proposed land uses."

EMMC 17.95.060 states that "in approving any conditional use, the Planning
Commission may impose such requirements and conditions necessary for the
protection of adjacent properties and the public interest."

Utah State Code Title 10 Chapter 9a Part 5 section 507(2)(a)(i) states, "A
land use authority shall approve a conditional use if reasonable conditions are
proposed, or can be imposed, to mitigate the reasonably anticipated
detrimental effects of the proposed use in accordance with applicable
standards."

Utah State Code Title 10 Chapter 9a Part 5 Section 507(2)(b) states, "If a
land use authority proposed reasonable conditions on a proposed conditional
use, the land use authority shall ensure that the conditions are stated on the
record and reasonably relate to mitigating the anticipated detrimental effects of
the proposed use."

Utah State Code Title 10 Chapter 9a Part 5 Section 507(2)(c) states, "If the
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Attachments:

reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of a proposed conditional use cannot
be substantially mitigated by the proposal or the mmposition of reasonable
conditions to achieve compliance with applicable standards, the land use
authority may deny the conditional use."

ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION:

RECOMMENDATION:

In accordance with Eagle Mountain City Code 17.05.180, the appeal authority
may remand the application with their findings back to the land use authority
for further action. As the appeal authority, the City Council found that the
planning commission failed to issue written findings of fact and conclusions of
law regarding the detrimental impacts of the conditional use, or how the
conditions imposed by the planning commission mitigate the reasonable
anticipated detrimental effects. Therefore, it was the decision of the City
Council to remand the conditional use permit back to the planning commission
to issue written findings of fact and conclusions of law in support of the
approval and the conditions imposed by the planning commission.
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EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

" EAGLE
APRIL 23,2019
TITLE: | Chapter 8.25 (Explosives) - Development Code Amendment, Public Hearing
ITEM TYPE: | Development Code Amendment

FISCAL IMPACT:

APPLICANT: | City Staff
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION CURRENT ZONE ACREAGE COMMUNITY
PUBLIC HEARING: RECOMMENDATION:
Yes Proposed Code Amendment:
REQUIRED FINDINGS:
8.25.130 - Appeals.
PLANNING COMMISSION Aggrieved parties may appeal the decision of the City Engineer to the City
ACTION/ Council. Appeals shall be filed by a written statement submitted to the city
RECOMMENDATION recorder within five (5) days of the issuance or denial of the permit, and shall
detail the grounds upon which the aggrieved party is appealing the decision.
The appeal shall be subject to the standards and requirements in EMMC
PRED — 16.05.210. Aggrieved parties may appeal the decision of the City Council
) pursuant to EMMC Section 8.25.080.B. by filing an appeal with the District
Court within ten (10) days of a final decision by the City Council.
BACKGROUND:
Ste‘; Mumford, In order to be fully compliant with State Code we are proposing to add an
annme appeals process to Chapter 8.25 of the City Code specific to blasting permits.
Attachments:

Appeal Authority Code Amendment.xlsx
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/347932/Appeal_Authority_Code_Amendment.pdf

Table 16.05.220(c) Appeal Authority

1st Appeal 2nd Appeal
Land Use = > opp = PP
Authority ays to B ays to B
Appeal ody Appeal ody
MASTER DEVELOPMENT PLANS
Master Development Plan]  City Council 30 Hearing Officer™ N/A District Court
Master Development Plan Amendments| City Council 30 Hearing Officer N/A District Court
CONCEPT PLANS
Concept Plan N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
PRELIMINARY PLATS
Preliminary Plat]  City Council 30 Hearing Officer N/A District Court
Preliminary Plat Major Amendment] City Council 30 Hearing Officer™ N/A District Court
Development .
. . ; Planning . .
Preliminary Plat Minor Amendment Review 10 o 10 City Council
. Commission
Committee
FINAL PLATS
Development Plannin
Final Plat & Plat Amendments Review 10 . g 10 City Council
. Commission
Committee
LOT SPLITS
Lot SplitJPlanning Director 10 P""‘”’?'”g 10 City Council
Commission
LOT LINE ADJUSTMENTS
Lot Line Adjustment|Planning Director 10 P""‘”’?'”g 10 City Council
Commission
APPROVED PLAT AMENDMENTS
Recorded Plat]  City Council 30 Hearing Officer™ N/A District Court
Recorded Plat OVacating Street] City Council 30 Hearing Officer N/A District Court
BUILDING PERMITS
Building Permit] Building Official 30 Hearing Officer N/A District Court
ADMINISTRATIVE DECISIONS
Administrative Decisions*]Planning Director 10 P""‘”’?'”g 10 City Council
Commission

*Administrative decisions include but are not limited to: interpretations of this title, etc.

**Hearing Officer refers to someone who has entered into a contract with the City to serve as an appeals hearing officer

Table 17.05.190(c) Appeal Authority

1st Appeal 2nd Appeal
Land Use Days to Days to
Authority Appeal Body Appeal Body
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https://www.codepublishing.com/UT/EagleMountain/#!/EagleMountain16/EagleMountain1605.html#16.05.220

GENERAL PLAN

General Planf  City Counci 30 Hearing Officer** N/A District Court
LAND USE ORDINANCE
EM MC Tltle 17, ZOnInq Clty Council 30 Hearing Officer** N/A District Court
EMMC Title 16, Subdivisions: District- Court— Nene——
City Council 30 . . N/A _
Requirements and Approvals Hearing Officer** District Court
HOME BUSINESS
License Official Approval] License Official 10 Cclj)rlr?;?slrs]?on 10 City Council
Planning Commission Approval Csrlr?;ri]sl,rs]?on 10 City Council 30 District Court
ACCESSORY APARTMENTS
Planning Director Approval]Planning Director 10 Csrlr?rr:i]!s]?on 10 City Council
Planning Commission Approval Cclj)rlr?:’lri]slrs]?on 10 City Council 30 District Court
SIGN REGULATIONS
Sign Permit OPlanning Director|Planning Director 10 Cclj)rlr?:*lri]slrs]?on 10 City Council
Model Home Signage] City Council 30 Hearing Officer N/A District Court
Directional/Advertising Business Signage] City Council 30 Hearing Officer N/A District Court
ANIMAL MANAGEMENT PLANS
Animal Management Plan Cclj)rlr?:’lri]slrs]?on 10 City Council 30 District Court
REZONING OF PROPERTY
Rezoning|  City Council 30 Hearing Officer** N/A District Court
CONDITIONAL USE
Conditional Use Permit Csrlr?rwi]sl,rs]?on 10 City Council 30 District Court
SITE PLAN REVIEW
Site Plan} — City Council 30 Hearing Officer N/A District Court
VARIANCES
Variance| ~_Planning 10 City-Attorney 30 District Court
Commission Hearing Officer**
ADMINISTRATIVE DECISIONS
Nonconforming Use or Structure|Planning Director 10 30 District Court

Hearing Officer**
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https://www.codepublishing.com/UT/EagleMountain/#!/EagleMountain17/EagleMountain17.html#17
https://www.codepublishing.com/UT/EagleMountain/#!/EagleMountain16/EagleMountain16.html#16

City-Attorrey—

Vested Rights]Planning Director 10 Hearing Officer 30 District Court
Administrative Decisions*|Planning Director 10 Planr_ung 10 City Council
Commission

*Administrative decisions include but are not limited to: interpretations of this title and the zoning map, etc.

**Hearing Officer refers to someone who has entered into a contract with the City to serve as an appeals hearing officer
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3rd Appeal

o
N/A None
N/A None
N/A N/A
N/A None
N/A None
30 District Court
30 District Court
30 District Court
30 District Court
N/A None
N/A None
N/A None
30 District Court

3rd Appea

Days to

Appeal

Body

30



N/A None
N/A None
N/A None
30 District Court
N/A None
30 District Court
N/A None
30 District Court
N/A None
N/A None
N/A None
N/A None
N/A None
N/A None
N/A None
N/A None
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N/A

None

30

District Court
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