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1 issues that exist due to the commercial uses in the area. He said the " no impact" statement likely
2 means traffic impacts from the proposed development will not raise above the level " C" that

3 currently exists.

4

5 Commissioner Hayman questioned if there are other developments within the city that

6 use red curbs and no parking signs and if these are followed. She also questioned what "aesthetic

7 impacts" means and what the Commission is looking for with regard to aesthetics. Mr. Snyder
8 said there are a few developments that use no parking signs. He explained the Fire Marshal is

9 only trying to provide the ability to clear the road if necessary. He agreed enforcement is not

10 easy or likely but these measures will provide the ability to legally tow vehicles in the case of an

11 emergency. Mr. Snyder explained that "aesthetic impacts" includes colors, architecture, roof-line,

12 materials, etc. He said this provision provides the Commission an opportunity to ensure a

13 development is compatible with surrounding uses.

14

15 Craig Call, Attorney for Applicant, said the Planning Commission has already accepted a

16 conceptual site plan for this development. He said this means the Commission has already agreed
17 that this development is compatible with its surroundings and complies with current ordinances;

18 therefore, this development is entitled to approval. He said at this point, the Commission is just
19 looking at possible negative impacts to decide how these impacts may be mitigated, not

20 eliminated. He said traffic is one of those impacts and the traffic study has shown there is

21 adequate service in the area to accommodate the proposed development. In addition, the

22 aesthetics are appropriate according to current ordinance. He said the courts have made it clear

23 that if a development is not illegal, then it should be allowed. With regard to the requested future

24 contribution for a possible traffic signal at Porter Lane and 400 West, Mr. Call asked if there is

25 an ordinance that requires this or a precedent for such.

26

27 Patrick Scott, applicant, said the project has not changed much from the conceptual plan
28 with the exception of eliminating two ( 2) units and consolidating the open space into a larger
29 more usable area with tot lot and gazebo. He said other open spaces within the project include a

30 dog park and the canal area ( Army Corps easement) on the north property line. He eXplained
31 they added the interior sidewalk due to safety concerns raised at the last Planning Commission

32 meeting; however, they do not share these concerns and would prefer to eliminate the interior

33 sidewalk as suggested by staff in order to increase driveway depth and increase green space. He

34 said this is a better look and feel for the community. He also said it is more common in existing
35 townhome developments in Centerville to have sidewalk on only one side. Current ordinances do

36 not require sidewalks on both sides of a street. He also said they would prefer not to paint the

37 curbs red for aesthetic reasons. They would prefer to stencil red no-parking lettering on curbs

38 which is less glaring. Mr. Scott said it was his understanding that the majority of the traffic

39 concerns were related to 400 West and not the Frontage Road. This is why they asked their

40 traffic engineer to focus the study on 400 West and Porter Lane. He agreed the traffic in the area
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1 is already a problem due to the impact of commercial uses in the area. He said their proposed
2 development will not significantly impact the traffic. He does not feel it is their responsibility nor

3 burden to contribute to a traffic signal which is warranted even without their development. He is

4 also concerned because there is no standard for how their portion would be calculated. He said

5 these types of improvements should be anticipated and required as part of zoning. Mr. Scott said

6 they have met with the Army Corps of Engineers regarding a dredging plan for the canal. He said

7 canal maintenance is allowed without permit or prior authorization as long as the materials

8 dredged are placed upland and not back into a wetland area. He said they have sufficient land to

9 properly dredge and relocate materials on site. According to the Army Corp this is considered an

10 allowed maintenance practice.
11

12 Commissioner Johnson said the traffic study shows this development will increase traffic

13 by 18%. In his view, this is more substantial than anticipated. He questioned what Centerville's

14 traffic impact fee is and/or how a fee may be calculated. Mr. Snyder said Centerville does not

15 have a traffic impact fee. He said the fee would be minimal taking into account impact
16 percentages.
17

18 Commissioner Ince said he likes how they have consolidated the open space but would

19 still like to see more. He said the development still seems crowded. Mr. Scott said there is a

20 balancing act when it comes to open space and housing. He said ordinances require 40%

21 landscaping and they are at 41%. He said they have already eliminate two ( 2) units to make the

22 open space possible.
23

24 Mr. Snyder offered a scenario. He suggested the existing single- family home (Mansion)
25 be demolished and another 4-unit townhome be constructed in its place. This would allow the

26 applicant to re-add the 2 eliminated units and move 2 other units in order to create a second

27 usable open space area within the project. Chair Hirschi agreed the Mansion is an issue and is

28 not compatible with the proposed development.
29

30 Mr. Scott said they have not considered this scenario but would not likely be interested in

31 demolishing the Mansion. He said this scenario would not be fmancially responsible. He also

32 explained that the backyard of the Mansion will be fully fenced and screened from view. The

33 front yard will be part of the homeowners association (HOA) and maintained.

34

35 Chair Hirschi opened the public hearing.
36

37 Andrea Richmond read written comments from Pam White, president of Centerville's

38 Florentine Towns HOA. Ms. White raised concerns with eliminating sidewalks, limiting green

39 space, narrow roads, and visitor parking. She claims the limited sidewalks in Florentine Towns
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1 has made it difficult for residents to get outside safely. She said green space is crucial for

2 community events and activities. She also explained the frustrations of limited visitor parking.
3

4 Laura Dudley is a resident of Shaela Park ( neighboring community). She is concerned

5 with the lack of balance in this development. She believes there should be less density and more

6 open space. She said the proposed development is not compatible with Shaela Park because it is

7 too dense. Shaela park has 5. 33- units per acre and only 4-unit buildings. She agrees there is not

8 enough visitor parking. She said the lack of street parking within the development will push
9 parking to Porter Lane. She is concerned with the accuracy of the traffic study. She said the

10 study was done on July 2, 2015 at 3pm which is not during any peak traffic hours. She said there

11 is significantly more traffic in the area during rush hour time frames, on a Sunday ( street parking
12 on Porter Lane is significant near local church), or during the school year. She is concerned with

13 the wetland area and asked if the gates will remain. She expressed concern with the Mansion.

14 She said a contingency should be added that requires the demolition of the Mansion if it is not

15 sold within a reasonable time frame.

16

17 Dean Williams, a retired Fire Chief, said he is concerned with the private street width. He

18 explained in a fIre emergency the fire department prefers to stack several engines and/or vehicles

19 in order to fIght a fIre. He said these narrow roads will not accommodate that need for fire

20 equipment if an emergency arises. He said the curbs may be painted red and signs posted but this

21 will not stop people from parking on the street and in an emergency there is no time to tow

22 vehicles. He explained the clearance needs for fire safety vehicles, stating fire service within this

23 development will be difficult. He said when he was growing up in Centerville there were no

24 sidewalks. He said when the City chose to install sidewalks the selling point was safety. He said

25 it is interesting that sidewalks are no longer consider a safety measure. He said no individual

26 should ever have to cross a street to get to a sidewalk. He said anyone that promotes limited

27 sidewalks has never witnessed a child being hit by a vehicle.

28

29 Irene Lvsenko said Centerville is a great city. She said there is nowhere else that has a

30 small town community feel with easy accessibility to services and Salt Lake City. However, it

31 seems with recent projects that Centerville now has a mantra ofpack in as many units as possible
32 on the limited land that is left. She said it seems everyone is aware that this project has problems
33 and yet it is still moving forward. She asked what advantage this project provides to the residents

34 of this community? She asked what advantage this project provides for the surrounding
35 neighbors? She asked what advantage this project provides for the city as a whole? She said it

36 seems the only thing this project is contributing is future problems with traffic, safety, and

37 congestion.
38

39 Rick Dudlev expressed concern with the Mansion. He said this issue needs a lot more

40 discussion. He said this is a home that will prove difficult to sale. He said this home needs more
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1 property attached to it for marketability. He said no one will want to live in a single-family
2 Mansion that is this close to a multi-family development. He said no one owning a single-family
3 home will want to drive through a multi- family development to access their property. He said

4 this just doesn't make sense. He also said the Mansion property should be separated from the

5 townhome property. This would in turn require less density because there would be less acreage

6 for the townhome portion of the development. He agreed a contingency plan should be

7 established to deal with the Mansion if left vacant for too long.
8

9 Dale McIntyre said the Mansion will likely be very expensive and if he were able to buy
10 a home of that value he would not want to live next to a multi-family community. He said it is

11 not reasonable to keep the home.

12

13 Bruce Madsen asked how much the proposed townhomes will cost. He said this

14 development seems similar to Foxboro in West Bountiful which has proven to have many

15 difficulties related to congestion, road width, limited sidewalks, and parking. He asked who is

16 responsible to make sure HOA's are functioning as they should. He said parking will be a

17 problem for this development and he agreed any overflow will negatively impact Porter Lane.

18 He is concerned these issues will diminish the value of the units. He said the project is too dense

19 and is not compatible with surrounding uses.

20

21 Kahl Gubler said the density is not being calculated correctly and that this development is

22 easily more than 8- units per acre.

23

24 Barbara Finn read a statement from Janice Frost, former Shaela Park HOA president,
25 who is concerned with parking and the narrow street. She said HOAs have a difficult time

26 compensating for these issues that should have been taken care of during development. She said

27 issues with parking, red curbing, and limited circulation cause contention with residents and

28 between residents. She said narrow roads also cause problems with garbage pickup. She would

29 not be surprised if the private garbage companies refuse to collect garbage on these narrow

30 roads. This will force the community to install dumpsters which are messy and unsightly. She

31 said narrow roads also cause problems with snow removal. She expressed concern with the

32 negative impact this development will have on traffic.

33

34 Heather Strasser shared pictures of narrow roads throughout Centerville communities

35 including Country Cottages, Bamberger Way, and Bellano Way. She pointed out the limited

36 circulation, parking, sidewalk, and safety concerns. She said the proposed development needs

37 wider roads and sidewalks on both sides of the street. She is concerned with the driveway length
38 stating 14- foot driveways are too short. She said there may be garages but these will likely be

39 used for storage of bikes, outdoor gear, etc. leaving only the driveways for vehicles. She said

40 residents should be able to park in their driveway without hanging over the sidewalk or into the
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1 d. The internal sidewalk system shall be revised, as follows:

2 . Provide sidewalks along the outside roadway loop only
3 . Adjust the driveway depths to accommodate an 18- foot parking depth and the

4 sidewalk system without blocking the walkway with vehicles

5 . Connect the interior area walks, through the common space, to the outside

6 roadway loop with crosswalks

7 . Outside sidewalk loop connects to the public sidewalk system on Porter Lane

8 4. The project shall be subject to the construction of roadway, utility, and service

9 improvements and associated fees and bonding in accordance with applicable City
10 Ordinances or laws and deemed acceptable by the City Engineer or other City staff.

11 5. The project shall secure and provide private refuse ( i.e. garbage) service for each

12 dwelling inside the development.
13 6. All signage requires separate permits and are to be approved by the Zoning
14 Administrator as part of the sign permit application, and must meet the requirements
15 found in Chapter 12- 54 ofthe Zoning Ordinance.

16 7. The project shall be subject to obtaining a subdivision approval from the City prior to

17 selling any parcel, lot, or tract within the development.
18 8. The policy of no parking on the streets and street maintenance as required by the Fire

19 Marshal's letter and existing City Ordinances will be complied with.

20 9. The traffic study submitted by applicant will be reviewed by the City Engineer and if

21 determined by the City engineer that further mitigation is necessary than the applicant
22 shall be required to comply with that mitigation requirement.
23

24 Reasonsfor the Action (Findings):
25 a) The final site plan submittal has adequately shown how the property may be

26 developed [ Sections 12- 21- 110.d & fl.
27 b) The development is consistent with the goals and objectives found within the

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

29 c) The final site plan substantially reflects the conceptual plan acceptance of June 24,

30 2015.

31 d) The proposed fmal site plan, with the conditions listed, meets the applicable
32 Development Standards for the R-M Zone, Off-Street Parking, and the Landscaping
33 and Screening Standards of the Zoning Ordinance.

34

35 The motion was seconded by Commissioner Johnson.

36

37 Commissioner Johnson made a motion to amend to strike Condition #9 from the motion.

38 He does not believe the level of impact is significant enough to warrant additional mitigation.
39 The motion to amend died for lack of a second.

40
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1 Commissioner Hayman agreed she does not want the applicant's traffic study to be the

2 final say regarding possible traffic impacts. Mr. Snyder said the City Engineer will review the

3 traffic study and may request clarification from the traffic engineer. The City Engineer will then

4 decide if additional information is needed and will act accordingly. The applicant does have the

5 ability to appeal any decision to the Board of Adjustment. Chair Hirschi agreed turning the

6 matter over to the City Engineer is the best course of action.

7

8 Commissioner Johnson said the proposed project complies with current City ordinances

9 and he does not believe the Commission has the grounds to deny this application. He agreed
10 there may be some weaknesses in the ordinances with regard to road widths, sidewalks, and

11 parking, but those are issues that will need to be addressed separately from this application.
12

13 Commissioner Ince said he does not believe the proposed development makes sense and

14 he is frustrated that he feels obligated to approve it. Commissioner Hayman agreed. She also

15 empathizes with the citizens who have raised concerns.

16

17 Chair Hirschi called for a vote on the motion. The motion passed by roll-call vote (4-0).

18

19 Commissioner Johnson made a motion for the Planning Commission to approve the

20 Conditional Use Permit (CUP) application for the Porter Lane Townhomes Project, to be located

21 on property at 564 West Porter Lane, with the following conditions:

22

23 Conditions:

24 1. This conditional use is limited and subject to the development of the property, as

25 submitted and approved with the related final site plan of July 1, 2015, as amended.

26 2. The density use of the property shall not exceed 47 units and 7.62 units per gross

27 acre.

28 3. The development shall comply with the Fire Marshal' s Letter dated June 25, 2015

29 and/or applicable fire codes, which at a minimum are:

30 a. Marking the private roadway curbs in red, and

31 b. Posting the signs relating to the " no parking" restrictions

32 4. If it is further deemed necessary by the City Engineer, this project be subject to

33 mitigate their direct portion of the traffic generated at the intersection of 400 West

34 and Porter Lane.

35

36 Reasonsfor the Action (Findings):
37 a) According to Table 12- 32- 1 for the R-M Zone, a use density of 5- 8 dwellings may be

38 established through an approved conditional use permit (CUP).
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1 b) A conditional use permit application to consider allowing multi-family density of up

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

3 Zoning Ordinance.

4 c) The property is generally flat and suitable for further development, while the multi-

5 family use and development layout is consistent with the area' s neighborhood plan.
6 d) The City Engineer, with corrections and changes, has determined that proper drainage
7 for the site is feasible.

8 e) The traffic study concludes that adequate traffic capacity exists for allowing the

9 proposed development (Level of Service " COO).

10 f) Compliance with the Fire Marshal' s directives and the parking ratio of over 4 stalls

11 per dwelling, there is sufficient capacity to mitigate the initial concerns regarding
12 access, circulation, and parking.
13 g) The use of garbage trucks, deliveries, lighting, and other normal residential-type
14 activities are subject to various City Regulations and Noise Ordinances to prevent
15 such activities from becoming a nuisance.

16 h) With the conditions listed and the development subject to the design and layout of the

17 associated final site plan, the density use approved is deemed appropriate for the

18 property.
19

20 The motion was seconded by Chair Hirschi.

21

22 Commissioner Hayman made a motion to amend condition #3a to allow the applicant
23 the ability to consult with the Fire Marshal and use red letter stenciling along the curb instead of

24 completely painting the curbs red. She agreed red curbs can be an eye sore and this may be a

25 better option. The motion to amend was seconded by Chair Hirschi and passed by unanimous

26 roll-call vote (4- 0).

27

28 Commissioner Ince said there are too many issues associated with this development, i.e.,

29 sidewalks, parking, road width, driveway depth, etc. He said approving these issues is inviting
30 future problems and he would prefer to table or deny this application. He does not feel the

31 impacts have been properly mitigated. He is in favor of the permitted 4-units per acre only.
32

33 Ms. Romney reminded the Commission that any tabling or denial requires reasons from

34 the record that state how the impacts are not appropriately mitigated. Mr. Snyder agreed stating
35 the Commission must explain who is being injured and how.

36

37 Commissioner Hirschi said, other than traffic, he does not see any evidence that there is a

38 violation of the ordinances. In his opinion, the traffic has been sufficiently mitigated by requiring
39 further review and approval by the City Engineer. He said he too would deny this application if
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