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1 neighborhood reduces property values, and said she would be interested in finding out how

2 many existing units in the area are owner occupied. Ms. Carter-Nielsen expressed concern with

3 the lack of sidewalks within the proposed development for children to use to get to the common

4 area to play. She said she is concerned about the safety of children and concemed that the

5 units will not be owner occupied. She said it is not the right density for the property, and

6 proposed allowing five units per acre with 3-bedroom patio homes as an alternative.

7

8 Dale Mclntvre, Centerville - Mr. Mcintyre said he is concerned with the application being
9 called a project. He said he views it as two different projects, with two different types of use -

10 one project being used to justify the other high-density project.
11

12 Bruce Madsen, Centerville - Mr. Madsen said that when he moved to his home, 400

13 West was not a through road. He said he feels like the south end of the City is getting
14 everything that those on the north end do not want. He compared the proposed development to

15 the Shaela Park development across the street, which has 16 buildings. Mr. Madsen said he

16 believes the landscaping in the proposed development is configured to maximize profit. He

17 compared the situation to Foxboro in North Salt Lake, and stated that residents use their

18 garages for storage rather than parking. He added that most of the residents have three

19 vehicles, with the third vehicles utilizing the overflow parking. Mr. Madsen said that people will

20 park up and down the streets whether or not it is posted no-parking. Neighborhoods of seven or

21 more units per acre are the biggest areas for crime. He said that the viaduct near the Legacy
22 Parkway is better patrolled than 400 West through his neighborhood. The Frontage Road is not

23 used because it is not easily accessible. He added that he does not believe developers care

24 what happens to neighborhoods after development is completed.
25

26 Ms. Romney asked the public to direct all comments to the Planning Commission, and to

27 remember that the Planning Commission is considering applications for Conceptual Site Plan

28 and Conditional Use Permit.

29

30 Mr. Madsen concluded by pointing out that theory is different from what occurs in reality.
31

32 Janice Frost, Centerville - Ms. Frost stated she is not anti-development, but she does

33 not like what is being proposed. She said it looks to her like high-density, and agreed with Mr.

34 Mcintyre's comments. She said she does not think it is realistic to include the existing home in

35 the development. She stated that she does not think the 48 units have really been thought out.

36 Ms. Frost said she feels the Planning Commission should consider the interests of the entire

37 community, and how the proposed development would impact the entire community. She said

38 the proposed parking is inadequate based on personal experience, and the traffic flow makes

39 no sense. She stated she thinks the proposed development would more closely resemble the

40 Country Cottages development than the Florentine Townhomes development. She feels 8 units

41 per acre on that property is too many.
42
43 Patricia Braithwaite, Centerville - Ms. Braithwaite read comments from Dean Williams,

44 who could not attend the meeting. The comments included concem that no-parking on the

45 streets would be unrealistic to enforce. Garages are used as storage units, with parking in the

46 driveways and streets. Concem was expressed regarding space for emergency vehicles to

47 maneuver, and it was stated that the City has a responsibility to not approve any development
48 that does not provide for the safety of the residents. A copy of Mr. Williams' comments is

49 attached.

50

51 Rick Dudlev. Centerville - Mr. Dudley said he has spent hours at the park at Shaela

52 Park, and he appreciates that the sidewalk goes all the way around the development. He

53 pointed out that all the open space in the proposed development is along the boundaries, and
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1 stated he feels it has gotten to the point that developers are asking themselves what can be

2 excluded from a community. Mr. Dudley said he already avoids the 400 West Porter Lane

3 intersection because of the wait time, and stated that a traffic study will not tell the Commission

4 how many citizens are avoiding the intersection.

5

6 Heather Strasser, Centerville - Ms. Strasser thanked the Planning Commission for all

7 they do. She said she has spent time reviewing the Site Plan and reading the City's ordinances.

8 She pointed out flaws in the Site Plan, including the lack of "ample access", insufficient parking,
9 and streets that are not wide enough. She stated that very few residents of Shaela Park are

10 able to park two vehicles in their 2-car garages. She commented that much of the green space

11 in the proposed development appears to be in the Army Corps of Engineers drainage area, and

12 there is no indication of sidewalks within the development and no indication of trash dumpsters.
13 She asked if the proposed development has sufficient drainage, and stated she feels the

14 existing home is a major concern with no buffer between the multi-family units and single-family
15 home. Ms. Strasser stated she feels a traffic study must be required, and the Site Plan must be

16 tabled. She said she feels 48-units and one home are too much for the property. A copy of Ms.

17 Strasser's concems is attached.

18
19 Dave Bell, Centerville - Mr. Bell thanked the City Planners, and mentioned the impacts
20 of everyone commuting each day to work. He commented that the population will continue to

21 grow, and said he feels that a development that is done right would be a benefit. Mr. Bell stated

22 that the Shaela Park development was opposed by the neighboring residents, but the City made

23 sure it was done well. The population can either continue to spread out, or accept nice little

24 communities that can control the impact. He expressed confidence that the City will ensure

25 emergency services accessibility, and stated that he does not agree with most of the public
26 comments.

27

28 Marti Monev, Centerville - Ms. Money stated she respects the work done by the

29 Planning Commission and Planning staff. She commented that Shaela Park is lovely, with 5.33

30 units per acre and green space. Ms. Money said Ms. Strasser stated that the Conceptual Site

31 Plan differs from City ordinances in many ways, and asked the Planning Commission to table

32 the Site Plan and Conditional Use Permit. She asked Brighton Homes to try again, because the

33 bare bones concept is not good enough for Centerville. Ms. Money expressed disappointment
34 that Brighton Homes did not agree to meet with residents more than once before the Planning
35 Commission meeting.
36
37 Laura Dudlev, Centerville - Ms. Dudley said she is concerned about the density of the

38 project, and said she believes it should be reduced to 30 units, allowing more green space,

39 wider roads, sidewalks, and a nicer feel. She stated if people wanted to live in a high-density
40 area they would move to Salt Lake City. She quoted requirements for wetlands, and added that

41 wetlands attract frogs and snakes, and is not an appropriate place for a playground. She asked

42 the Planning Commission to protect Centerville's wetlands and drainage areas by keeping the

43 zoning on the lower end and keeping the feel of Centerville.

44

45 Rita Johnson, Centerville - Ms. Johnson said she grew up in California. She said it is

46 appealing to her that Centerville is limited geographically, and highly encouraged five units per

47 acre on the subject property. Ms. Johnson said the community needs more children and more

48 families. She said she avoids making a left turn onto 400 West because of existing traffic

49 congestion, and stated that the 400 West Porter Lane intersection is not safe for pedestrians.
50 Ms. Johnson thanked the Planning Commission for their work.

51

52 Seeing no further public comment, Chair Hirschi closed the publiC hearing at 9:20 p.m.

53
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1 Chair Hirschi asked the Brighton Homes representatives to explain the HOA plans and

2 what will happen when Brighton Homes leaves the development. Mr. Snyder commented that

3 HOA conditions would be part of the subdivision process. Mr. Scott responded that the

4 proposed development would be an HOA community. Brighton Homes typically turns a

5 community over to an HOA once all the units are sold. If HOA fees are not enough to pay all

6 maintenance bills, the developer must pay. Mr. Scott said it is in the developer's best interest to

7 ensure that a community is well managed. Mr. Snyder added that conditions can be imposed to

8 ensure the best possible outcome. Mr. Scott stated that medium density was allowed on the

9 property before it was owned by the Hafoka family. The assisted living facility concept was

10 deemed not feasible. He expressed a desire to make it the best development possible, but

11 added that it needs to be economically feasible. A single-family development would not be

12 feasible for Brighton Homes on that property at this time. Mr. Scott said they are willing to do a

13 traffic study, but they do not feel it is necessary. Regarding enforcement of parking restrictions,

14 Mr. Scott stated a towing company would be provided with the rules of the community and

15 would take over policing the area. Neighbors would not be required to rat on each other. He

16 stated that there seems to be consensus that a problem exists at the 400 West Porter Lane

17 intersection, and emphasized that Brighton Homes' traffic study will be identifying impact that

18 would be caused by their development. They do not feel their development would cause

19 significant impact above and beyond what already exists. Mr. Scott said it is common for private
20 roads to not have sidewalks, but they would be willing to discuss adding sidewalks. He

21 commented that Brighton wants to address the concerns, but a certain level of reasonableness

22 need to be maintained. Responding to a question from Mr. Scott, Mr. Snyder stated that a

23 typical City street is 29-31 feet wide gutter to gutter. Mr. Scott pointed out that public streets are

24 narrower than 24 feet if cars are parked on both sides. He stressed that Brighton Homes wants

25 to make sure the development is safe and well done.

26

27 Chair Hirschi asked about the width of the streets in Shaela Park, and was informed they
28 are 28 feet wide on the asphalt. Mr. Scott stated that sidewalks could be added to the proposed
29 development. Commissioner Hayman asked if adding sidewalks would reduce the small

30 amount of green space around the homes. Mr. Snyder explained that the calculations are

31 complex. Mr. Scott commented that 10- 15 foot rear-yard setbacks are common in townhome

32 communities. He added that a large open space with a park feel is more usable than small

33 pockets of open space. Taylor Spendlove, also with Brighton Homes, emphasized that a tot lot

34 and a pergola are included in the landscape plan for community gatherings, and it is their hope

35 to include a dog park on the east side. Commissioner Kjar asked if Brighton will be able to re-

36 grade the drainage area. Mr. Spendlove responded that they cannot re-grade the drainage
37 area, but it will be landscaped and useable. Grading would require a permit from the Army
38 Corps of Engineers. Mr. Snyder confirmed that the wetlands restrictions posted near the

39 property apply to the regional detention off the property. He explained that Centerville

40 ordinances have a broad definition of open space that includes both passive and active open

41 space. Chair Hirschi asked what Brighton plans to do with the detention pond on the southwest

42 comer of the property. Mr. Scott responded that the detention pond is included as open space,

43 and will be a landscaped, manicured area. Mr. Snyder gave examples in town where detention

44 areas are included as open space.
45

46 Commissioner Johnson asked Mr. Scott what design elements are included to make the

47 existing home fit well with the community. Mr. Scott responded that enough open space will be

48 maintained around the home that it will not feel out of place. Referring to a comment made

49 during the public hearing, Mr. Snyder explained that the buffer requirement applies to single-
50 family development areas. A buffer is not required for a single-family home in the R-M Zone.

51 He also explained that the parks and recreation space requirements referred to during the public
52 hearing apply to the west side of the City. Mr. Snyder pointed out that the use of "should" and

53 " encourages' in the General Plan does not mean " mandatory". It is preferable to use a grid
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1 street system wherever possible, but geographic difficulties are taken into account. No through
2 connections can be made on the properly in question. Ms. Romney added that for a site plan
3 the Commission is looking to the criteria of the ordinances regarding open space.

4 Commissioner Ince said it seems to him that some questions ought to be looked at early on in

5 the process because it is difficult to backtrack after the ball gets rolling. Mr. Snyder explained
6 that if everything is required in a one-step process, there is significant friction between

7 expenditure and risk for the developers. Centerville' s ordinances create a partnership between

8 the Planning Commission, the public, and developers. Developers contribute to building the

9 community with infrastructure - water, roads, and parks. Developers initially give the City a

10 conceptual sketch to compare to City ordinances, the public is given a chance to comment, and

11 developers can then determine whether or not to take the risk of the bigger expenditures moving
12 forward.

13

14 Commissioner Kjar stated he feels better about the open useable space in Shaela Park

15 than the open space in the proposed development. He added that the drainage area is a ditch,

16 and he would be more comfortable with more green space in the middle of the development that

17 could be seen from the road. Mr. Snyder commented that concerns need to be tied to impacts
18 that require mitigation. Commissioner Kjar stated that the open space needs to be more usable.

19 Mr. Snyder confirmed that an internal sidewalk could be required as a conditional use. Mr. Scott

20 stated that, if the Conditional Use Permit is tabled, it would be helpful if Brighton is provided with

21 specific issues to address.

22

23 Chair Hirschi made a motion to accept the Conceptual Site Plan for the Porter Lane

24 Townhomes Project, to be located on property at 564 West Porter Lane, with directives 1- 3 and

25 reasons for the action a- c. Commissioner Merrill seconded the motion.

26

27 At 10:05 p.m. the Planning Commission took a brief recess, returning at 10: 10 p.m.

28

29 Commissioner Kjar commented that Shaela Park has 6 units per acre, which looks good
30 to him because of the useable, accessible park and the 28-foot roads. He said he understands

31 the argument that people do not park in their garages, and stated he would prefer the proposed
32 development to include useable open space in the middle, and more parking. Commissioner

33 Kjar acknowledged that the developer needs to make money on the project, but said he would

34 prefer more open area visible from the road. Chair Hirschi suggested that the conditions could

35 be amended to include consideration of additional green space, interior sidewalks, and parking.
36 Commissioner Johnson made a motion to amend the motion to accept the conceptual site plan
37 with the addition of directive #4: the developer should to look at and address ( 1) rearrangement
38 of green open space to allow for better visibility from the street and more access to the

39 community in general; and ( 2) impact on the pedestrian situation in the community, specifically
40 sidewalks and interconnectivity. Commissioner Merrill pointed out that the Shaela Park usable

41 space is not visible from the street, and Commissioner Hirst added that they would not want

42 children playing out on Porter Lane. Commissioner Johnson struck "visibility from the street"

43 from his amendment. Commissioner Hirst pointed out that the tot lot is far away from most of

44 the units. Commissioner Ince seconded the motion to amend, which passed by unanimous vote

45 ( 7- 0).

46

47 Commissioner Ince made a motion to amend the motion by adding that the developer
48 should look at the ability to achieve the overall goals with fewer than 5 units per building. Chair

49 Hirschi suggested that would be more of a conditional use issue. Commissioner Hayman said

50 she would like to give the developer an opportunity to come up with a way to improve the green

51 space situation. Commissioner Ince withdrew his motion to amend. Commissioner Hayman
52 made a motion to amend the motion by adding a fifth directive requiring a traffic study.
53 Commissioner Merrill mentioned that the traffic study would be a conditional use issue.
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1 Commissioner Hayman withdrew her motion to amend. The Commission and staff discussed

2 the appropriate order of directives and conditional use issues, as well as the pOSSible scope of a

3 traffic study. Commissioner Hirst stated she sees the existing home as a potential issue if it

4 becomes abandoned, unsalable, and becomes an eye sore. Mr. Snyder explained the City's
5 ability to mitigate structures deemed unsafe. Chair Hirschi made a motion to amend the motion

6 to accept with an additional reason for action ( d) regarding safety concems. The motion to

7 amend was seconded by Commissioner Hayman and passed by unanimous vote ( 7-0). The

8 motion to accept the Conceptual Site Plan as amended, with directives 1-4 and findings a-d,

9 passed by unanimous vote (7-0).

10

11 Directives:

12

13 1. The applicant must submit a final site plan application meeting the standards found

14 in Section 12-21- 110(e) of the Zoning Ordinance.

15 2. The final site plan submittal must also address the following:
16 a. The fire code regulation requiring a minimum 20-foot clear lane

17 b. How the fire requirements will be perpetually maintained, particularly with the

18 visitor parking during family events, holidays, and other social activities

19 c. Details indicating the number of dumpsters to be provided
20 d. All dumpsters must be completely screened from view with an opaque six-

21 foot wall or fence

22 e. The wall or fence must be compatible in material and color of the main

23 buildings on the site

24 f. Provide a Landscaping Plan, prepared by a landscape architect, which must

25 be submitted to address the standards of Chapter 12- 51- Landscaping &
26 Screening
27 3. A site signage package must be submitted for review by the Planning Commission

28 and the Zoning Administrator in accordance with Chapter 12-54-Signs.
29 4. The developer should look at and address:

30 a. Rearrangement of green open space to allow for better access to the

31 community in general.
32 b. Impact on the pedestrian situation in the community, speCifically sidewalks

33 and interconnectivity.
34

35 Reasons for the Action:

36
37 a) The conceptual site plan submittal has adequately shown how the property may be

38 developed [Section 12-21- 110(d)( 2)].

39 b) The development appears to satisfy the goals and objectives found within the

40 Centerville City General Plan [ Section 12-480- 3].

41 c) The proposed conceptual site plan, with the directives given, appears to be capable
42 of meeting applicable Development Standards for the R-M Zone, Off-Street Parking,
43 and the Landscaping and Screening Standards of the Zoning Ordinance.

44 d) Safety concerns must be addressed.

45
46 Commissioner Kjar made a motion to table the Conditional Use Permit ( CUP)

47 Application for the Porter Lane Townhomes Project, to be located on property at 564 West

48 Porter Lane, with the following directive and reasons for the action:

49

50 Directive:

51

52 1. The conditional use application submittal shall also address the anticipated CUP

53 issues and concerns, as outlined in the June 24, 2015 Planning Staff Report.
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1 Reasons for the Action:

2

3 a) A conditional use permit application to consider allowing multi-family density of up to

4 8 units per acre must address the standards found in Section 12-21- 100(e) of the

5 Zoning Ordinance.

6 b) The anticipated list of issues to be addressed with the final site plan assists with the

7 determining if there is sufficient evidence to support approval of the CUP.

8

9 Commissioner Ince seconded the motion, which passed by unanimous vote ( 7-0). Mr. Scott

10 asked if the Commission wants a traffic study to specifically address the project as a whole, or

11 the impact of 5- 8 units per acre. Chair Hirschi recommended Brighton Homes perform a traffic

12 study that Brighton believes would be necessary for the Planning Commission to make a

13 reasonable decision.

14

15 PUBLIC HEARING RON SHULTZ SUBDIVISION/LOT SPLIT

16

17 Commissioner Merrill stated that the applicants are neighbors of his, and expressed a

18 desire to recuse himself from this matter. Brandon Toponce, Assistant Planner, explained the

19 application for a lot division to create a new single-family lot. The application meets

20 development standards for frontage, footage, and setbacks for both lots. A sidewalk will need to

21 be included along 200 South as part of the development. The applicant has provided all

22 necessary utility provider sheets and has shown necessary property easements. Mr. Toponce
23 explained concems expressed by a neighbor regarding drainage and building height, and stated

24 that the concerns are all addressed during the building permit process. Staff recommends

25 approval of the small subdivision. Ms. Romney presented a new standard set of conditions of

26 approval regarding public improvement bonds to replace condition 2 in the staff report.
27

28 R. Ronald Schultz, property owner and applicant, said he is unsure how to proceed, and

29 stated that he does not have any prospects for a buyer at this time. Commissioner Kjar
30 suggested Mr. Shultz consult with staff regarding how to proceed.
31
32 At 10:54 p.m. Chair Hirschi opened a public hearing, and closed the public hearing
33 seeing that no one wished to comment. Commissioner Kjar made a motion to approve the

34 small subdivision waiver/lot split for the Schultz Subdivision located at 590 East 200 South, with

35 the following conditions and reasons, eliminating condition #2 in the staff report and replacing it

36 with the three conditions submitted by Ms. Romney. Commissioner Hayman seconded the

37 motion, which passed by unanimous vote (6-0).

38

39 Conditions:

40

41 1. The small subdivision waiver/lot split shall be for the property located at 590 East

42 200 South.

43 2. Developer may install public infrastructure and utilities within the subdivision prior to

44 recording the final plat as allowed by Utah Code Ann. 10-9a-604.5, subject to

45 entering into an Infrastructure Development Agreement ( Prior to Recording Final

46 Subdivision Plat) with the City. Pursuant to such agreement, the developer may

47 install public infrastructure and utilities within the subdivision prior to recording the

48 final plat and without posting a bond for such infrastructure and utilities within the

49 subdivision.

50 3. Developer may install public infrastructure and utilities outside the subdivision and/or

51 within the public right-of-way prior to recording the final plat, subject to developer
52 entering into an Improvements Agreement with the City and posting a bond for such

53 public infrastructure and utilities outside the subdivision or within the public right-of-
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1 way. Any work within the public right-of-way shall also require an Excavation Permit

2 from the City.
3 4. When developer is ready to record the final plat, developer shall enter into an

4 Improvements Agreement with the City and post a bond for all remaining or

5 unfinished public infrastructure and utilities for the subdivision ( whether inside or

6 outside the subdivision) prior to recording the final plat.
7 5. The applicant shall record the lot split at the Davis County Recorder's Office prior to

8 obtaining a building permit.
9 6. A 4-foot sidewalk shall be constructed along 200 South meeting the required

10 Centerville City Engineering Standards.

11 7. All public utility easements shall be accepted by the Centerville City Council.

12 8. A building permit shall be issued prior to any construction on the property.
13

14 Reasons for the Action (Findinos):

15

16 a. The applicant has submitted a complete application for a small subdivision waiver/lot

17 split[Section 15-2- 107].

18 b. The subdivision qualifies for the small subdivision waiver, in accordance with the

19 criteria found in Section 15-2- 107 of the Subdivision Ordinance.

20 c. Two residential lots for single-family development is consistent with the goals of the

21 Centerville City General Plan conceming development within Neighborhood 1,

22 Southeast Centerville [ 12-480- 2].

23 d. The proposed subdivision meets the required development standards for the R- L

24 Zone [Chapter 12-32].

25 e. With the above conditions being met, the general requirements for all subdivisions

26 have been addressed and fulfilled [Chapter 15-5].

27

28 PUBLIC HEARING - TRUMP RESIDENTIAL LOT. 540 SOUTH 400 WEST

29

30 Mr. Toponce explained the application for Conceptual Site Plan for an unplatted
31 residential building on property located at 540 South 400 West, for the purpose of constructing a

32 new dwelling within the Agricultural- Low (A-L) Zone. A single-family home is acceptable under

33 the General Plan in A-L. He explained that the property is legally nonconforming by fronting
34 both 400 West and Shaela Park. The plan is to construct a new home in the center of the lot.

35 The final site plan would need to clearly mark streets and measurements. Staff recommends

36 the Planning Commission accept the Conceptual Site Plan.

37

38 Scott Trump, applicant, stated that he has obtained all easements and legal
39 descriptions, and he is ready with a full plan. Chair Hirschi opened a public hearing at 11 :02

40 p.m. and closed the public hearing seeing that no one wished to comment.

41

42 Commissioner Kjar made a motion to accept the conceptual site plan for the Scott and

43 Susan Trump Residential Lot, located at 540 South 400 West, with conditions 1- 11 and reasons

44 for the action 1- 4. Commissioner Hayman seconded the motion, which passed by unanimous

45 vote (7-0).

46

47 Conditions:

48

49 1. All fees shall be paid; including all related development fees.

50 2. The applicant shall submit a final site plan application meeting the standards found in

51 Section 12-21- 110(e) of the Ordinance.

52 3. All utilities shall be indicated on the final site plan.
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Comments by Heather Strasser

Thanks for all you do as Planning Commissioners.

I have spent time looking at this site plan. I' ve spent time reviewing the ordinances that govern zoning
and development, and I read parts of our great city' s master plan. While I' m no expert, I do see some

major flaws in the site plan as.. it currently stands.

As you look at this site plan, please consider these flaws:

1. The streets are only 24 feet wide. This does not allow for anyon-street parking. Where will

guests park when they come to this development? Also, to quote our city' s master plan, " Ample
access from both 400 West and Porter Lane, preferably in the form of public streets, to the

interior of this area should be required for residential developments." ( SECTION 12-480-

3. NEIGHBORHOOD 2, SOUTHWEST CENTERVILLE. ). The streets are not wide enough in this site

plan.

2. Is there sufficient area for future residents of this area to recreate? Please consider the green

space and the usability of it as outlined in the site plan. The green space is at the far north end of

the development, and much of it appears to be on the restricted wetlands. The city' s master

plan also addresses this issue, " As development occurs on the west side, encourage developers
to create common areas and natural open space to provide recreational opportunities for the

immediate neighborhood." ( SECTION 12-460-1. PARKS & OPEN SPACE)

3. There is no indication of sidewalks within this development.

4. There is no indication of trash dumpsters on the site plan. The staff report speaks to this

requirement.

S. Is there sufficient drainage for this development considering the current capacity of our

infrastructure?

6. The large home that is included in the plan as a single family unit is a major concern. The city' s

master plan also addresses this, " If developed as medium density residential, the use of

Planned Unit Developments is desirable and preferred to adequately buffer such

developments from both commercial and single-family developments in the area." ( SECTION

12- 480- 3. NEIGHBORHOOD 2, SOUTHWEST CENTERVILLE.) There will be no buffer to this single-

family home. It does not fit in this proposed development.

7. Consider the impacts of traffic. A traffic study must be required to determine the effects of more

than 100 additional vehicles traveling daily along Porter Lane, 400 West and the Frontage Road.

All of these flaws means this site plan must be tabled. The current site plan shows the minimum 40%

requirement for green space. Where will all ofthe space to make these changes come from? 48 units

plus one large home is too much for this 6 acre parcel of land.

Brighton Homes will come and go. Let' s do all we can to make this development last for generations.

Thanks for your time and consideration.





6I2312015 Outlook,com - lebonreur76@hotmail.com

I have worked in developments such as this with narrow roads throughout my career. They are not only
unsafe for residents and for children, but some of them don' t even have sidewalks. I don' t believe we should

approve any development that cannot provide for the safety of the residents. I have seen fire attacks delayed
because equipment couldn' t get in and hose had to be stretched hundreds of feet, or ambulances had to

wheel stretchers six buildings away in all kinds of weather. If any development in this City is to be approved,

it is our responsibility to ensure that it is safe for the citizens and it provides for the ability of public safety to

respond and perform.

Thank you.

Dean Williams

Battalion Chief, Retired, West Valley City Fire Dept.

130 West 550 South

Centerville

801-719-8345
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