CENTERVILLE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT THE CENTERVILLE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
WILL HOLD ITS REGULAR PUBLIC MEETING AT 7:00 PM ON DECEMBER 14, 2016 AT
THE CENTERVILLE CITY COMMUNITY CENTER AND CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS,
250 NORTH MAIN STREET, CENTERVILLE, UTAH. THE AGENDA IS SHOWN BELOW.

Meetings of the Planning Commission of Centerville Citv may be conducted via electronic means
pursuant to Utah Code Ann. 52-4-207, as amended. In such circumstances, contact will be established
and maintained via electronic means and the meeting will be conducted pursuant 1o the Electronic
Meetings Policy established by the City Council for electronic meetings.

Centerville City, in compliance with the Americans With Disabilities Act, provides accommodations and
auxiliary communicative aids and services for all those citizens in need of assistance, including hearing
devices. Persons requesting these accommodations for City-sponsored public meetings, services,
programs, or events should call Blaine Lutz, Centerville Finance Director, at 295-3477, giving at least 24

hours notice prior to the meeting.

A notebook containing supporting materials for the business agenda items is available for public
inspection and review at City Hall and will be available for review at the meeting. This Agenda is
also posted on the City's website: and at http:/centerville.novusagenda.com/agendapublic.

Tentative - The times shown below are tentative and are subject to change during the meeting.
Time:

700PM A, WELCOME AND ROLL CALL
B. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
C. PRAYER OR THOUGHT

Commissioner Becki Wright

D. MINUTES REVIEW and ACCEPTANCE
November 9, 2016 Planning Commission Meeting

E. COMMISSION BUSINESS

7:05 L. Review Planning Commission Meeting Schedule for 2017

7:08 2. Elections for Chair and Vice-Chair at the next meeting

7:10 3 Public Hearing - Legacy Crossing Storage, 150 North 1250 West
ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION

Consider proposed Conditional Use Permit for a self-storage use on property
located at approximately 150 North 1250 West

7:30 4. Public Hearing - Sal Birnam Woods 100-Ft Monopole Tower, 1100 West Porter Lane
ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION
Consider proposed Conditional Use Permit and Final Site Plan for a 100-foot
Monopole Tower (wreless telecommunications facility) located at 1100 West
Porter Lane

7:50 5. Public Hearing - Canyon Point in Centerville, 347 North 400 East




8:10

8:30

8:50

8:55

F.

ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION

Consider proposed Conceptual Site Plan for Canyon Point in Centerville (formally
Martha's Place), on property located at 347 North 400 East, for the purpose of a
multi-family development; consisting of 1 tri-plex, 1 duplex and 1 single-family
dwelling

Public Hearing - The Cottage on the Comer Townhomes, 323 East Pages Lane

ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION

Consider proposed Conceptual Site Plan and Conceptual Subdivision for The
Cottage on the Corner Townhomes (formally Balling Townhomes), a multi-family
development consisting of 1 building, 6 units, on property located at 323 East
Pages Lane

Public Hearing - Ray Subdivision, 233 South 100 East

ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION

Consider proposed Preliminary and Final Subdivision Plan for the Ray
Subdivision, on property located at 233 South 100 East, for the purpose of
creating 3 residential building lots

Community Development Director's Report 121416

The next regularly scheduled meeting is January 11, 2017. Item{s) to be
considered:
o Interform Cross-Access Amended Site Plan

City Council Actions Report 121416

November 15, 2016:

o General Plan Amendments - West Centerville Neighborhood Plan -
Removing  Industrial Very-High Zoning District - Section [2-480-6
Motion: Deny

o Consider Ordinance No. 2016-29 repealing flag-fot provisions in City
Code or send matter back to the Planning Commission with directive
regarding potential revisions Motion: Repeal

e Direction to staff and Planning Commission re General Plan Southeast
Neighborhood Motion: Begin revisions

December 6, 2016:
» No items for Planning Commission

ADJOURNMENT
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Staff Backup Report
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SUBJECT
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ATTACHMENTS:
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[} 11-08-2014 PO Praliminary Draft Minutes
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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF MEETING
Wednesday, November 9, 2016
7:00 p.m.

A quorum being present at Centerville City Hall, 250 North Main Street, Centerville,
Utah. The meeting of the Centerville City Planning Commission was called to order at 7:00 p.m.

MEMBERS PRESENT
Kevin Daly

Cheylynn Hayman

Gina Hirst

Logan Johnson, Vice Chair
Becki Wright

MEMBERS ABSENT
David Hirschi, Chair

STAFF PRESENT

Cory Snyder, Community Development Director
Cassie Younger, Assistant City Planner

Katie Rust, Recording Secretary

STAFF ABSENT
Lisa Romney, City Attorney

VISITORS
Interested citizens (see attached sign-in sheet)

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

PRAYER OR THOUGHT Commissioner Hirst

MINUTES REVIEW AND APPROVAL

The minutes of the October 12, 2016 Planning Commission meeting were reviewed.
Commissioners Daly, Hirst, and Hayman suggested amendments. Commissicner Hirst made a
motion to approve the minutes as amended. Commissioner Wright seconded the motion,
which passed by unanimous vote (4-0), with Commissioner Hayman abstaining.

PUBLIC HEARING — RAY SUBDIVISION, 233 SOUTH 100 EAST

Cory Snyder, Community Development Director, explained the applicant's desire to
redevelop their existing home and land intc a three-lot subdivision, maintaining the existing
home on one of the new lots. R-L Zone density allows no more than the proposed three lots on
this property. This property is in the Deuel Creek Historic District, with building permit review
fee incentives available if the historical integrity of the existing home is maintained. Mr. Snyder
stated that, although the gross area calculations indicate general compliance with the density
limits of the R-L Zone, staff has a concern that Lot 3 appears to be on the margin of being too
small for the required buildable area of 2,000 feet.

Lance Evans, applicant, expressed confidence that the property has plenty of space to
be able to meet setback requirements. Mr. Evans said that, because it will be a straightforward
process, he would like to combine the preliminary and final approval phases. Regarding the soil
analysis, he said he would prefer to do soil reports for the individual foundations, since the
project does not include public roads or public improvements. Mr. Evans answered questions
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from the Commission. He confirmed that Lot 3 will have a smaller home, and said he feels an
important part of any community is having a variety of housing styles.

At 7:18 p.m., Vice Chair Johnson opened a public hearing, and closed the public hearing
seeing that no one wished to comment. Vice Chair Johnson suggested Mr. Snyder let the City
Engineer know the applicant would prefer to provide soil reports at the time the homes are built.
Mr. Snyder responded that the City Engineer will review the application and inform the Planning
Commission of his decision. Commissioner Wright asked if there is a way to guarantee Lot 3
would be able to accommodate an adequate home. Mr. Snyder responded that those concerns
will be addressed as part of the final plat process. Vice Chair Johnson said he has no problem
with combining the preliminary and final approvals. Mr. Snyder responded that, from his
perspective, the risk is all on the part of the developer.

Commissioner Daly made a motion for the Planning Commission to accept the

‘Conceptual Subdivision Plan for the Ray Subdivision, located at 233 South 100 East, with the

following directives and findings. Vice Chair Johnson seconded the motion, which passed by
unanimous vote (5-0). Vice Chair Johnson commented that the developer and staff can
determine whether to combine the preliminary and final applications.

Directives:

1. The applicant shall submit an application for a preliminary plat and meet all the
- standards found in Chapter 15.3 of the Subdivision Ordinance.

2. The preliminary plat shall indicate the following information:

a. Depict the Buildable Area for each lot, providing a minimum of 2,000 square
feet meeting the Buildable Ratio of the Zoning Ordinance.

b. The preliminary plans need to depict three (3) public utility easements (each
lot) with the front measuring 10 feet along the street frontage of each lot and
all other a minimum of 7 feet.

¢. The preliminary plans need to address adequate fire protection including all
existing fire hydrants and any new fire hydrants as required by the Fire
Marshal.

3. As deemed necessary by the City Engineer, a soil report and drainage information
shall be created or performed and must be submitted to City staff for review as part
of the preliminary subdivision plans.

4. All utility provider sheets shall be submitted with the preliminary subdivision plans
indicating all utility providers can service each lot.

Findings:

1. The conceptual subdivision appears to be consistent with the General Plan.

2. The proposed subdivision appears to be able to meet the Development Standards of
the Residential-Low Zone.

3. The applicable review standards of the Subdivision Ordinance pertaining to a
Conceptual Subdivision application have been reviewed and directives established to
aliow the proposal to proceed to preliminary subdivision plan submittal.

PUBLIC HEARING — LEGACY CROSSING AT PARRISH LANE, PARRISH & 1250
WEST

Mr. Snyder explained the request to amend the PDPO approval, which originally
prohibited “automobile sales and repair,” to allow “recreational vehicle sales and repair” use on
Lots 2 and 3 of the Legacy Crossing at Parrish Lane Development. He said it is the position of
the planning staff that proposed recreational vehicle sales is too closely related to the listed
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prohibited use. The original concept plan depicted Lots 2 and 3 as restaurant and medium box
retail uses. Since any site plan approval for these lots requires any development to comply with
the PDO Concept Plan, it is the position of staff that the proposed “recreational vehicle” use is
not consistent with the original approval. Thus, an amendment to the PDO approval for Lots 2
and 3 is required before the City could consider their proposed plan for these lots. Restaurant
use has proved to be slow in coming to the area. He said medium box retail would be nice from
a planning perspective, but Station Park in Farmington continues to put a damper on bringing
medium box to Centerville. It is proposed the City keep the automobile dealership prohibition,
but add recreational vehicle sales to the use list.

Parking is shared over the whole development. In addition to City parking requirements
for recreational vehicle sales, the property will have parking requirements as part of the Legacy
Crossing Development. Mr. Snyder suggested that, if the Planning Commission is not in favor
of this proposal, they send a recommendation of denial to the City Council. If the Planning
Commission is amenable to considering the proposal, Mr. Snyder suggested the Planning
Commission table the proposed amendment and have the applicants address the list of items
prepared by staff. He emphasized the need tc be respectful of residential in the area with the
orientation of buildings and parking. Mr. Snyder mentioned that the attraction of this property is
the visibility from |-15, and stated that expectations should include "A’ level design elements
oriented toward the rest of the development — not just I-15. Mr. Snyder stated that 200 North is
owned by UDOT, and is capable of handling traffic that would be associated with recreational
vehicle sales.

Chad Bessinger with JF Legacy Land, LLC, applicant, stated the property has been
marketed for restaurant use for years without any interest. Powersports Company is the third
largest recreational vehicle company in the nation. Mr. Bessinger said he and his associates
have toured some of their facilities and feel confident in a quality project. He said they are
aware of the design guidelines attached to the Development Agreement.

At 8:00 p.m., Vice Chair Johnson opened a public hearing, and closed the public hearing
seeing that no one wished to comment. Commissioner Hirst asked about fencing plans, and
how fencing would affect parking in terms of contributing to parking for the development as a
whole. Cameron Eggertz with Moto United responded they usually fence a small area at the
back of the business, making it as easy as possible for customers to park. Machines are
brought out every day to be displayed with the landscaping. Responding to a question
regarding potential competition on the other side of the freeway, Mr. Eggertz said they consider
it positive to have other sales in the area. Mr. Eggertz described the type of machines the
location would offer, emphasizing that full-size boats would not be sold at this location.

Vice Chair Johnson said he is in favor of allowing the use on that property.
Acknowledging that the Council has occasionally disagreed with recommendations from the
Planning Commission, Vice Chair Johnson said he is inclined to bump approval of the use up to
the Council prior to further consideration to save the applicant time and money if the Council is
not in favor. Mr. Snyder recommended the Commission take a more conservative route, The
Council will most likely expect the Pianning Commission to have examined design parameters
before forwarding the issue on to the Council. Commissioner Daly said he does not see this
request being similar to the issues that have been rejected by the Council, as it is not a
residential density issue. Commissioner Hirst agreed it would be nice to get preliminary
feedback from the Council, but commented that the Council would probably be more likely to
approve a complete proposal. Commissioner Wright said she likes the middle ground of
approving the request conditionally. Mr. Snyder suggested the Commission table the matter to
the next meeting and request the listed exhibits from the applicant.
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Mr. Snyder briefly explained why auto sales were excluded from the development.
Commissioner Hayman stated she is on the fence about whether she would want recreational
vehicle sales in that location, because the idea is to create synergy between the peopie who live
there, the office buildings, the theater, and all other uses. She said her conflict comes from the
fact that the neighboring property has a large storage facility. Commissioner Wright commented
that the developer owns multiple iots within the PDO and has a vested interest in this project
positively impacting the rest of the PDO. Commissioner Hirst asked if the development
occurring now might bring a different type of use to that location in time. Commissioner Daly
said he feels bringing traffic into the area would be positive. Commissioner Hayman said she
feels the west side still has a lot of opportunity and potential, and she wants to be very careful
and not allow development in a haphazard way. Commissioner Daly pointed out that restaurant
use on the east side of the freeway along the Frontage Road has not been long-term
successful. The Commission continued to discuss the future of the west side.

Mr. Bessinger pointed out that the property has five acres, and the proposed use would
occupy three acres. Restaurant use may someday be attracted to the remaining two acres. He
said he and his associates have considered the impact on the entire development. The
buildings will be nice, will attract many people, and will positively affect Centerville City. Mr.
Snyder talked about access roads south of the property. He said the idea of a dealership could
potentially contribute to a move away from industrial toward commercial in the area.

Commissioner Daly made a motion for the Planning Commission to table the proposed
amendment and have the applicants address the items listed below. Commissioner Hayman
seconded the motion, which passed by unanimous vote (5-0). Vice Chair Johnson and
Commissioners Daly and Wright stated they are generally in favor of the proposal.
Commissioners Hayman and Hirst said they feel conflicted.

Directives:

a) Changes to Development Agreement, Language change of Section 5(b) to allow
for the proposed “recreational vehicle sales & repair” uses.

b) Changes to Exhibit “C” Master Site Plan; Changes the site layout to reflect the
proposed use for Lots 2 & 3.

c} Changes to Exhibit “E-1” Landscape Master Plan; Changes the landscaping
layout to reflect the proposed use for Lots 2 & 3 and maintain the expected
landscaping amounts and expectations of the Zoning Ordinance.

d) Changes to Exhibit “F-1” Lighting Master Plan; Changes the lighting layout to
reflect the proposed use for Lots 2 & 3.

e) Changes to Exhibit “H-1” Reciprocal Parking & Cross Access Easements Plan;
Changes the site layout to reflect the proposed parking and cross access for Lots 2 &
3 for all other Lots. FY| —Lots 2 & 3 carry parking stall needs for the other lots of the
development.

f) Changes to Exhibit “O” Drive Aisles Plan; Changes the site layout to reflect the
proposed use for Lots 2 & 3 in joint relation with Lot 1 — Megaplex Theatre.

g) Changes to Exhibit “P” Truck Route Plan; Changes the site layout to reflect the
proposed use for Lots 2 & 3 in relation to truck circulation.

h) A new “Architectural & Site Layout” Exhibit for Lots 2 & 3 to ensure that the building
design architecturally is oriented towards the development within the project and not
solely to I-15. Additionally, any storage, repair, and other like facilities or activities
are located or directed away from the multi-family development adjacent to the
west/northwest.
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PUBLIC HEARING — LEGACY CROSSING STORAGE, 150 NORTH 1250 WEST

Ken Menlove, applicant, explained the concern of the owners that parking on the south
side of 200 North by residents of the Legacy Crossing Apartments might block the only drive
access to the proposed storage facility. He suggested no parking signs near the access to
prevent difficulties. Mr. Snyder pointed out that 200 North is a public street. The City Engineer
could consider the access and recommend some type of distance requirement with no parking
signs to avoid blocking the drive approach. It is within the jurisdiction of the City Council to
prohibit parking on a public street. Responding to a question from Commissioner Hayman, Mr.
Menlove described the earth-tone color scheme for the project. Mr. Snyder said the City
Engineer and Public Works Director recommended drive access on 200 North rather than 1250
West. The Commission and staff discussed the width of 200 North and parking concerns.

Since the original notice of the CUP occurred some months ago and was tabled awaiting
design changes, staff believes that the CUP approval may need to be re-noticed.
Commissioners Hayman and Wright voiced agreement with postponing the CUP until proper
notice is given. Commissioner Hirst said she feels there is frustration and concern from the
apartment residents regarding parking accessibility in the area. She said she feels some of the
space on the south side of 200 North should be available for public parking. Commissicner
Wright said preserving on-street parking at that location is also important to her. Commissioner
Hayman pointed out that the subject property is not part of the Legacy Crossing Development.
She said she would be uncomfortable asking the property cwner to accommodate parking from
a different development. Commissioner Daly agreed. Commissioner Hirst said she feels there
needs to be a balance between public street parking and business access. Commissioner
Wright pointed out on a Google Maps satellite image that the storage property east of the
subject property has placed a sawhorse with a no parking sign along the south side of 200 East.
Mr. Menlove commented that the owners are only concerned with keeping sufficient space open
for drive access.

Vice Chair Johnson made a motion to approve the Final Site Plan for the proposed
Legacy Crossing Storage to be located at 1560 North 1250 West, with conditions (1) — (7) and
reasons for the action (a) — (¢). Commissioner Hayman seconded the motion, which passed by
unanimous vote (5-0). Staff was directed to schedule consideration of the Conditional Use
Permit for the Planning Commission meeting on December 14, 2016.

Conditions:

1) The final site plan approval is for the layout, configuration, and building design of a
self-storage facility, as submitted and reviewed to the Planning Commission and any
conditions approved by the Commission. Any future changes shall be subject to the
applicable requirements for obtaining a site plan amendment.

2) As part of the building permit submittal, the architectural design plans shall be
prepared and stamped by a licensed architect.

3) The applicant shall install a “refuse container” system and service to attend to the
office use portion of the site, and shall be deemed acceptable by City staff prior to
issuance of a building permit.

4) All signing (e.g. wall or monument) shall be reviewed and approved by staff in
accordance with applicable regulations.

5} All applicable Utility Provider Sheets shall be submitted to the City as part of the
issuance of the building pemmit. The development shall be subject to all
requirements and conditions stated by the providers.

6) The design of the 200 North road pavement, park strip, sidewalk area may be
reduced to the same width that was previously performed and approved by the City
for the north adjacent project Legacy Crossing Apartment project (80° to a 66
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roadway design). The final design and construction plans shall be deemed

acceptable by the City Engineer.
7) The Final Site Plan approval is conditioned upon receiving a CUP approval for the

self-storage use.

Reasons For the Action:

a) The proposed use meets the applicable goals and objectives for development in the
West Centerville Neighborhood, South Industrial District [Section 12.480.6(1.A-1F)].

b} The layout of the site, with the conditions listed, ensure compliance with regulations
of 12.35.060, including but not limited to Off-street Parking, Landscaping, and
Screening.

¢) The proposed design of the buildings is deemed to be consistent with the
architectural design standards for development in the |-H Zone [Section 12.35.080(e)
& (f)].

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR’S REPORT

» The Planning Commission is scheduled to meet next on December 14, 2016.

* Mr. Snyder introduced Cassie Younger, the new Assistant City Planner.

e Mr. Snyder updated the Planning Commission regarding the Balling Townhome
project.

ADJOURNMENT

At 9:14 p.m., Vice Chair Johnson made a meotion to adjourn the meeting.
Commissioner Hayman seconded the motion, which passed by unanimous vote (5-0).

Logan Johnson, Vice Chair Date Approved

Katie Rust, Recording Secretary
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Centerville City Planning Commission
2017 Meeting Schedule

Meetings of the Centerville City Planning Commission are generally held at 7:00 p.m. on the second
and fourth Wednesday of each month (except in the months of November and December, where
usually only one meeting will be held on the second Wednesday). Unless, otherwise determined by the
Planning Commission, all meetings are held in the Centerville City Hall Building, Council Chambers, 250
North Main Street, Centerville, Utah.

The meeting schedule for 2017 shall be as follows:

January 11, 2017 January 25, 2017
February 8, 2017 February 22, 2017
March 8, 2017 March 22, 2017
April 12, 2017 April 26, 2017

May 10, 2017 May 24, 2017

June 14, 2017 June 28, 2017

July 12, 2017 July 26, 2017
August 9, 2017 August 23, 2017
September 13, 2017 September 27, 2017
October 11, 2017 October 25, 2017

November 15, 2017 {City Council is meeting November 8'")

December 13, 2017

An application must be submitted three (3) weeks in advance to the desired meeting date
(see attached calendar). The application will be reviewed for completeness and when it’s
deemed complete, the project will be scheduled for the next available Planning
Commission meeting,

Updated December 9, 2016
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Storage, 150 North 1250 West

~ Initiated By. Ken Menlove, Menlove Construction, Applicant

Scheduled Time: 7:10
SUBJECT

ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION

Consider proposed Conditional Use Permit for a self-storage use on property located at approximately 150

North 1250 West

RECOMMENDATION

Refer to Staff Report
BACKGROUND

Refer to Staff Report

ATTACHMENTS:

Description
D PO Staff Repor Legacy Storage CUP
0O iepacy Crossing Storage Site Plan
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CENTERVILLE CITY

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
655 North 1250 West, Centerville, Utah 84014

OWNER:

APPLICANT:

PROPERTY:

PROPOSED USE:

ACREAGE:

ZONING:

APPLICATION:

RECOMMENDATIONS:

BACKGROUND

(801) 292-8232

STAFF REPORT
AGENDA: ITEM 1

STEPHEN GARNER

TWO X FOUR, LLC.

3146 EAST SECRET VIEW ROAD
SANDY, UT 84092

KEN MENLOVE

MENLOVE CONSTRUCTION
4243 WEST NIKE DRIVE #C
WEST JORDAN, UT 84088
menlovec@ gmail.com

150 NORTH 1250 WEST

LEGACY CROSSING STORAGE (SELF-STORAGE)
3.32 ACRES

INDUSTRIAL-HIGH (I-H)

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

APPROVAL OF THE CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT WITH
CONDITIONS

The applicants desire to construct a self-storage center located at approximately 150 North 1250
West. This vacant parcel is located south of the Legacy Crossing Apartments and west of an
existing self-storage facility. The new self-storage complex is not associated with the storage
units to the east and will be found under separate ownership. It is also not associated with the
Legacy Crossing project to the North and will not be under the same development guidelines and
standards. The proposed Legacy Crossing Storage is located within the Industrial-High Zone and
will only require the standards for this zoning to be addressed.

On November (9, 2016, the Planning Commission granted Final Site Plan Approval for the
project. However, since the original notice of the CUP occurred some months ago, and was

December 14, 2016

Page 1 of 4
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tabled awaiting these design changes, the Commission instructed staff to re-notice the CUP
review and schedule the matter on the December 14, 2016, Commission Agenda. The
Commission is to receive the matter, host a public hearing, consider the issues, and render a final
decision whether to grant a CUP permit for the storage use.

REQUEST FOR CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT & PLANNING STAFF ANALYSIS
Evidence [Section 12.21.100(e)(3)}(A-D)]

The City’s General Plan states that in order for the City to generate revenue for local services
“...Centerville City should provide for the establishment and viability of commercial and
industrial services in designated areas of the community” [Section 12.430.1].7

Furthermore, the West Centerville Neighborhood Plan states that “...conditional uses serving
the South Davis Area” are acceptable (see Future Land Use, Goal 2, Objective 2.C. 12.480.6).
Additionally, the overall Goal is to “create a positive visual experience or impression for
arriving and leaving Centerville City” (see Goal 2 — explanation).

Staff Comment: Staff believes that the proposed use provides a local “convenience service” for
surrounding multi-family residential users. Therefore, the proposed use could be deemed
consistent with the goals and objectives of the General Plan. However, keep in mind that there
are two (2) other storage facilities in the immediate area, but, are aging and likely not considered
as well designed as what is being proposed. Additionally, the location of the storage facility is
some distance away from 1250 West/Legacy Interchange area. Thus, the visual quality desires
for arriving or leaving the City is somewhat less of a concern for this location.

Factors to be Reviewed [Section 12.21.100(e}(5)WA-K}]
Suitability and Harmony with the Proposed Site and Adjacent Property (A-C, F)

Staff Comment: The proposed use and site is located directly adjacent to another storage facility
to the east and would not introduce a use element incompatible or not already present. However,
staff believes that the frontages along 1250 West and 200 North need to be landscaped in a
manner to be compatible with the multi-family residential located directly across the 200 North
Street to buffer the industrial element from the residential uses. In reviewing the site plan
drawings regarding landscaping, staff believes that the proposed design is compatible.
Furthermore, the proposed access drives and common integrated lanes in and through the
development create a cohesive and functional development area and the location of the buildings
screen the large interior hard surfaced areas.

Impact on the Community and Safeguards to Minimize this Impact (D-E, G, I-K)

Staff Comment. Generally, staff believes that the proposed use will not generate any new or
other issues that were not already anticipated for the area. Storage uses have a relatively low
hourly traffic generation and would not likely create problems during peak congestion hours.
However, located to the north across the street, are multi-family residences. The Commission
may want to consider the issue of “hours of operation,” to prevent the unloading and loading
activities during the night hours, which is already prohibited by the City’s Noise Ordinance from
6:00 am. to 10:00 p.m. However, staff recommends that this be re-enforced with the CUP

December 14, 2016 Page 2 of 4
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approval to establish it as an business operation limitation up front rather than relying only on
individual violations that may occur on a case by case basis.

Adequate Access, Parking, Lighting, Fire Protection and Vehicular Circulation (H)
Staff Comment: Generally, the submitted site plan adequately addresses the concerns listed in

these criteria. Nonetheless, the issue of pole and building lighting fixtures could generate
problems for the multi-family residents adjacent to the site. as identified earlier.

Summary of Potential Negative Impacts and Mitigation Suggestions

Potential Negative Impacts Mitigation Prospects
= Late hour or nighttime | v Consider an ‘“hours of operation” time limits, such as
access near multi-family business and related activities are from 6:00 a.m. to 9:00
residences p.m. with no customer self-access after this time frame,
except for emergencies when accompanied by the
»  FYI- City’s Noise ownetr/operator.
Ordinance limits any type
of loading/unloading v" Section 12.55.140.a requires a shield for all pole lighting.
activities during the hours Additionally, staff is concerned about the possibility of
shown to the right negative light splay from “wall packing™ lighting fixtures.
These fixtures also need to be shielded to mitigate negative
= Building/Pole Lighting light splay onto adjoining multi-family residences.
Concerns

PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Conditional Use Permit - Suggested Motion for the CUP Approval and Findings:

PROPOSED ACTION: I hereby make a motion for the Planning Commission to approve the
Conditional Use Permit for the proposed Legacy Crossing Storage to be located at 150 North
1250 West, with the following conditions:

1) The “hours of operation” for customer access and loading/unloading activities within
or for the storage units shall be allowed from 6:00 am. to 9:00 p.m. with no such
activity or customer self-access after this time frame, except for emergencies when
accompanied by the owner/operator.

2) All pole and wall lighting fixtures shall be shielded in accordance with the design
expectations of Section 12.55.140.a. of the Zoning Ordinance.

SUGGESTED REASONS FOR THE ACTION:
a} A Conditional Use Permit is required for a self-storage use in the I-H Zone (Chapter
12.36)
b) The Planning Commission finds that a conditional use permit to be reviewed by the
Planning Commission (Section 12.21.100).
¢) The Planning Commission finds that during the review of the CUP, the use can
potentially have a negative impact on the multi-family residences to the north of the site
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with regards to late night customer access and loading/unloading activities and site
lighting.

d) The Planning Commission finds that the conditions imposed can mitigate the identified
negative impacts mentioned above.

e) The Planning Commission finds that with the Commission’s review and conditions
imposed, there is sufficient evidence to necessitate a CUP approval of proposed seli-
storage use.

December 14, 2016 Page 4 of 4
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CENTERVILLE
PLANNING COMMISSION
Staff Backup Report
12/14/2016
kem No. 4.

Short Title: Public Hearing - Sal Birnam Woads 100-Ft Monopole Tower, 1100 West Porter Lane

Initiated By: Tierney Rowe, Epic Towers LLC, Applicant
Scheduled Time: 7:30

SUB.JECT

ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION

Consider proposed Conditional Use Permit and Final Site Plan for a 100-foot Monopole Tower (wireless
telecommunications facility) located at 1100 West Porter Lane

RECOMMENDATION

Refer to Staff Report

BACKGROUND

Refer to Staff Report

ATTACHMENTS: |
Description
O 12-14-2016 PC Siaff Report Sal Birnarm Woods Celt Tower Final Site Plan

O Sal Bimam Woods Monopole Tower Site Plan
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CENTERVILLE CITY

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
655 North 1250 West, Centerville, Utah 84014
(801) 292-8232

STAFF REPORT
AGENDA:

PROPERTY OWNER: RICHARD ROWE
ROWE FAMILY TRUST
692 WEST 2200 NORTH
WEST BOUNTIFUL, UT 84087

APPLICANT: TIERNEY ROWE
EPIC TOWERS, LLC
1451 LANTERN LANE
DRAPER, UT 84020
PROPERTY: 1100 WEST PORTER LANE
APN #06-012-0100
ACREAGE: 0.65 ACRES
ZONING: INDUSTRIAL-VERY HIGH INTENSITY
APPLICATION: 1) FINAL SITE PLAN - FOR A VERIZON

TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITY
2) CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT - 100° MONOPOLE

BACKGROUND

Verizon desires to construct a telecommunications
facility on the property of the Rowe Family Trust,
located within the Industrial Very-High (I-VH) Zone.
The site plan depicts a proposed tower shown with a
height of 100 feet and all related support facilities.
Additionally, the site plan indicates that the property
is to be developed in a phased fashion with the tower
site occupying a lesser portion of the property.
Furthermore, there are no future indications of any
proposed uses for the remaining larger area. The
current conditions of the site appear to be gated
vehicle storage use, in which there are no City
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records of approval for this existing situation.

On September 28, 2016 the Planning Commission made a motion to accept the conceptual site
plan for a 100 foot monopole tower at approximately 1100 West Porter Lane, with conditions:
To address the issue of vehicle storage currently on site, require the front yard to fulfil 20’
setbacks, and the approach driveway to be paved 20’ into the lot. According to the new site plan,
these adjustments have been made.

PREVIOUS PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION FOR CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN

The Planning Commission previously accepted with the Verizon Telecommunications
Conceptual Site Plan to be located at 1100 West Porter Lane with the following conditions, most
of which have been resolved:

i

A final site plan shall be prepared and submitted in accordance with the City’s Final
Site Plan Application requirements.

Completed

The final site plan submittal shall address the following matters to be considered for
a phased approval:

Address the issue of the unapproved vehicle storage use

It is noted in the current Site Plan: “Existing cars to be removed from the lot during
Phase 17

The entire required front yard be a 20-foot required setback depth (not the depicted
10-foot) must be landscaped and maintained properly
Completed

This front yard alone does not fulfil the 10% landscaping requirement for this zone
but it is noted that the rest of the landscaping will be completed during Phase 2 of
the property construction, once it is leased.

The approach and driveway access to the 20-foot depth must be hard surfaced to
keep the public roadway clear of mud and debris.

Completed, proposed asphalt drive 20" along access from right of way

The final site plan shall address the size of the cellular antennas, which must not
exceed 10 feet high and 15 feet wide, the height of the mechanical cabinets, wind
load, and the material of the pole are to be designed a dull non-glaring metal.
Completed

The minimum height to begin the climbing pegs on the monopole must be at least
20 feet.

Completed, no climbing pegs on plan

All electrical and communication cables servicing the monopole must be buried
underground and all mechanical equipment shall be located within sealed cabinets.
Power and fiber service lines are shown to be placed underground.

The cell tower and all associated mechanical equipment shall be fully screened by a
6-foot vinyl coated chain link fence with slats.

There are two proposed fences: One 4’ tall vinyl fence 20’ from setback for
screening, and another 50’ by 50° fence about 270’ feet away from the street access
around the pole itself and surrounding leasing area. This fence surrounding the
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monopole will be 6’ high with an additional foot of barbed wire rimming on top of
it. Both fences will have lockable gates.

1 The applicant will be required to submit copies of required permits from pertinent
federal agencies establishing compliance with applicable federal regulations, prior
to the issuance of a building permit

& Yes, the Federal Aviation Administration sent an acknowledgement letter with no
determination of hazard and will need to be notified once construction reaches its
greatest height. The Federal Communication Commission will need to be notified
once construction is complete.

STAFF’S CONCLUSION REGARDING FINAL SITE PLAN

After researching the proposed cellular tower, it appears the tower will be in harmony with the
existing property and surrounding community. If the monopole support facilities are properly
screened and secure, it should be suitable for a conditional use permit of the proposed height,
and zoning regulations will be satisfied.

PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION FOR FINAL SITE PLAN

Suggested Motion for Final Site Plan Approval for the Verizon Telecommunications Site to be
located at 1100 West Porter Lane — 1 hereby make a motion for the Planning Commission to
APPROVE the Final Site Plan for the proposed Communications Facility, with the following
directives:

1. All construction of the property and monopole with the required fencing, landscaping,
and permitting follows the Final Site Plan submitted to the City on November 10, 2016.

2. All vehicles stored on the property are to be removed as soon as Phase I of construction
begins or prior to receiving a final inspection related to the building permit

3. FAA is notified properly to give a Notice of Actual Construction within 5 days after the
construction reaches its greatest height.

4. FCC is properly notified within 24 hours of competition of construction of the project.

The remaining landscaping requirements will be addressed with the approval of phase 2

of the project, consisting of at least 10% of site.

n

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS — CONDITIONAL USE SECTION 12.67.080

According to Chapter 12.67.060 (e)(2), the permitted height of a monopole with antennas in an
industrial zone is 60 feet, but a monopole’s height may be increased to 100 feet with a
Conditional Use Permit [12.67.080(d)(1)].

The general rules for Conditional Use Permit are located in 12.21.100, which all seem to be
adequate for this facility, considering the only new use permitted would be the change in height.
According to this Section, all the development standards found in 12.67.060 are to apply for any
conditional use request, unless expressly modified by the other standards listed in this Section.
Below is a brief summary of the standards of this section relating to monopole approvals:

» Height & Mass Compatibility — Staff’s review of nearby development and existing
buildings can be summarized as older industrial style lands use consisting of metal and
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monopole will be 6” high with an additional foot of barbed wire rimming on top of
it. Both fences will have lockable gates.

7. The applicant will be required to submit copies of required permits from pertinent
federal agencies establishing compliance with applicable federal regulations, prior
to the issuance of a building permit

o Yes, the Federal Aviation Administration sent an acknowledgement letter with no
determination of hazard and will need to be notified once construction reaches its
greatest height. The Federal Communication Commission will need to be notified
once construction is complete.

STAFF’S CONCLUSION REGARDING FINAL SITE PLAN

After researching the proposed cellular tower, it appears the tower will be in harmony with the
existing property and surrounding community. If the monopole support facilities are properly
screened and secure, it should be suitable for a conditional use permit of the proposed height,
and zoning regulations will be satisfied.

PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION FOR FINAL SITE PLLAN

Suggested Motion for Final Site Plan Approval for the Verizon Telecommunications Site to be
located at 1100 West Porter Lane — 1 hereby make a motion for the Planning Commission to
APPROVE the Final Site Plan for the proposed Communications Facility, with the following
directives:

1. All construction of the property and monopele with the required fencing, landscaping,
and permitting follows the Final Site Plan submitted to the City on November 10, 2016.

2. All vehicles stored on the property are to be removed as soon as Phase | of construction
begins or prior to receiving a final inspection related to the building permit

3. FAA is notified properly to give a Notice of Actual Construction within 5 days after the
construction reaches its greatest height.

4. FCC is properly notified within 24 hours of competition of construction of the project.

5. The remaining landscaping requirements will be addressed with the approval of phase 2
of the project, consisting of at least 10% of site.

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS - CONDITIONAL USE SECTION 12.67.080

According to Chapter 12.67.060 (e)(2), the permitted height of a monopole with antennas in an
industrial zone is 60 feet, but a monopole’s height may be increased to 100 feet with a
Conditional Use Permit [12.67.080(d)(1)].

The general rules for Conditional Use Permit are located in 12.21.100, which all seem to be
adequate for this facility, considering the only new use permitted would be the change in height.
According to this Section, all the development standards found in 12.67.060 are to apply for any
conditional use request, unless expressly modified by the other standards listed in this Section.
Below is a brief summary of the standards of this section relating to monopole approvals:

» Height & Mass Compatibility — Staff’s review of nearby development and existing
buildings can be summarized as older industrial style lands use consisting of metal and
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block warehouse and office buildings. There are a few homes in the area, primarily
located in West Bountiful. However, as indicated earlier, these homes are located in a
Light Industrial Zone. The monopole is located the maximum distance possible from the
residential zones across Porter Lane, which are also located in West Bountiful.

New Site Operational Options — In staff’s review of the surrounding area, it does not
appear that there are other structures, vegetation, or the features that would be preferable
to the proposed location.

Optimal Site Visually — In staff’s review of the surrounding area, other optimal sites for
visual screening are equal or even less optimal for locating a monopole from a visual
perspective.

Other Monopole Spacing — There are no other known monopoles in the immediate area.
Nearby Sensitive Land Uses — As indicated earlier, the nearby homes are located in a
Light Industrial Zone of West Bountiful and it appears that monopole is located beyond
the required 200 feet from the homes across Porter Lane, also located in West Bountiful.

Additionally, the issuance of the requested CUP would include the other provisions listed in
Section 12.21.100 of the Zoning Ordinance. However, staff does not believe there are other
undefined issues that would be raised for discussion that have not be addressed to this point.

PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION FOR CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

Sugoested Motion for Conditional Use Permit for the Verizon Telecommunications Site to be

located at 1100 West Porter Lane — 1 hereby make a motion for the Planning Commission to

APPROVE the Conditional Use Permit for the proposed site, with the following directives:

1. The CUP approval is subject to the construction and compliance with the
approved Final Site Plan from the City.

2. The monopole height shall not exceed the 100’ limitation of Section 12.67.
080.d.1

December 14, 2016 Page 4 of 4



v —
: ) NP 1 PROJECT INFORMATION:
SETBACKS _ i PARCEL 1Dr B6-0124003a | EOEND SAL BIRNAM WOODS
| —— | ZONING: /-¥H (INDUSTRIAL-VERY HICH) ‘ 520 WEST muoo Moxﬂ_.
PROPERTY LINE TOWER ! - CENTERVILLE, UT #8408
i PROPUSED 50'x50° (2,500 S0. FT.) \ b . (DAVIS COLINTY)
NORTH 26'-8"% LEASE AREA BY EPIC TOWERS 1 ——swssmss  PARENT FROPERTY UINE
SOUTH 144’57 N H PLANS PREPARED FOR;
EAST 88107t oWPOIND BY EPIC TOWERS L = ADUACENT PROPERTY LINE
|| - . H
WEST w0 | SEE DETAILS ON SHEET ¢-3. W @ PREPERTY CORNER
) - ————- ——— 25 epic
d ; L LEASE /EASEMENT CORNER 1451 LANTERN LANE
C NP S 1 e DRAPER, UT 84020
| SYRo STEFL coMPANY T ! £ spor mEvanox Office: (BO1) S97—4516
PARCEL ID: 06-012~0112 PROPOSED 100 MONOPOLE _ |
ZONING: LI (LICHT INDUSTRIAL BY EPIC TOWERS. SEE = ! -=-iIi---  EXIST. CONTOUR LINE PLANS PREPARED FOR:
DPISTRICT) . mrmﬁ_éoz ON SHEET C-2. W 1 . 4\
||||||||||| SIS T EERT T T TR ! I EDGE OF PAVEMENT
T it 1] :
PROPOSED 15'x24° VERIZON R o i <m—.—N°=
o WRELESS LEASE AREA - 3 “ —— " —— CHAIN LINK FENCE
s, LLC | _ _ PSS _ -
;nﬂoﬁ;ﬂ%ﬂ&ﬂn&ﬁ_ﬁmﬂﬁ i PROPDSED 20° WIDE ACLESS ! i : “ -~ .~ - EXISTNG TREE LINE 9856 5 PROSPERTY ROAD {
ZONING: LT (LICHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT) AND UTILITY EASEMENT S - | WEST JORDAN, UT 84081
i __ Lt . : ] A"~ PROPOSED TREE LINE
i : PROPOSED >nnmmm 0 BE ; N/F PLANS nmm1>mwc gY:
N/F IMPROVED WITH GRAVEL RONE AUTOMOTIVE 7, EXIST, UTLITY POLE 4
JEFF If SMITH i - NEY; SECTION 13, TOWNSHIP 2 NORTH, L
PARCEL ID: 06-012-0108 ! | RANGE 1 WEST, SALT LAKE BASE MERIDIAN @ EXIST. TELCO PEDESTAL .
ZONING: LI (LIGHT INDUSTRIAL ! f . PARCEL [D: 06=012=-0100 - _ =
& ) ; | ZONING: I-VE (INDUSTRIAL—VERY HIGH) _ a5
H\_ ! ' , . ACREACE; 0.65 = EXIST, TRANSFORMER s
) i \ W G ~ecQH#---  OVERHEAD WIRE M\
T = TOMNER ERG04 EERIHG PROFESSTORAS
i & i I -=RW---  RIGHT-OF—WAY aaﬁ.aazm.%m:m
| s — ' |
I N/F 14
e m;aﬂmwﬂm_ twmk%nﬂuﬁvwamm - _ P M
: 01 2
i/ ZONING: 1V azucmqg?ﬁx« HIGH) 1-A COORDINATES = 1
I ! |
] ) [ ; LATTUDE: N 40 54" 50.535297(NAD '83) £
m\x_ﬂ__za ACCESS nﬂm. LONGITUDE: W 111" 55° 41.44022°(NAD “83) R
P ~ ke
] ' > o GROUND ELEVATION: 4237.35' (NAVD '88) -
: | & TU2EBOT-2202
JEFF SMITH T | - ; )
PARCEL 1D: e?qaﬁasua , : A S GrohaaM
ZONINE: LI (LICHT f . 3
| INDUSTRIAL qu!n.,c EXISTING BUILDING (TY7) ZO._.mm %, Andres .m“
. ..
“ ! THE BASIS OF THE MERIDIANS AND COORDINATES S vuat, '9
_h m.mx E_mq ﬂ..ﬂ 1S THE UTAH COORDINATE SYSTEM ¥
ot 1983, UTAH CENTRAL ZONE, NORTH AMERICAM
mﬁﬁ.mﬁﬁa:%%m.wa« ZRoPoSED %nﬂm_mzn_mmommmwzo g TATUM 1983 (UTCSUCZ (NAD B3)). Howumber$, 016
ZONING: LT (LIGHT. DETALS ON SHEET C-5. | 2. VERTICAL INFORMATION SHOWN, BASED ON THE 3| tige-a ZONNG
INDUSTRIAL Eﬁ.&nd i B NORTH AMERICAN VERTICAL DATUM OF 1988 2 | (10315 PRELIMINARY
b (NAVD 8B) IN FEET. |10z ¢ PRELMINARY
R0 : | 3 AL Hwa;znmm ARE GROUND UNLESS OTHERWISE o | 102716 PREUMINARY
e == ) MOTED. -
m=mmaog Y T T S Sl REV] DATE VSSUED FOR: |
— T - N N N e e 4, THE PRDPOSED TOWER IS LOCATED IN THE ZOME.~~B] DRAWN BY: CJV | CHECKED BY: ARB
EXETING ACCESS GATE NG PROPOSED LANDSCAPING, X AREA, AREAS DETERMINED TO BE OUTSIDE THE— L _ ]
SEE DETAILS ON SHEET L-1. W PORTER LN 0.2% ANNUAL CHANCE FLOODPLAIN (FEMA FLOOD SHEET TITLE:
FENCE 70 BE REMOVED
ASPHALT TO CONTINUE 20° ALONG [35" WIDE PAVED ASPHALT, 60" WIDE RAW) MAP 49011C0392E EFFECTIVE JUNE 18, 2007).
ACCESS FROM RIGHT OF WAY
- SITE PLAN
SHEET NUMBER: REVISION:
SITE PLAN g 3¢ 100 0 l\— 3
SCALE: 17 = 50° SCALE IN FEET TEP#: 702)8.5 354




CENTERVILLE
PLANNING COMMISSION
Staff Backup Report
12/14/2016

ke No. 5.
Short Title: Public Hearing - Canyon Point in Centenville, 347 North 400 East

| Initiated By: Chad Morris, Property Owner & Applicant

Scheduled Time: 7:50

SUBJECT

ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION

Consider proposed Conceptual Site Plan for Canyon Point in Centerville (formally Martha's Place), on
property located at 347 North 400 East, for the purpose of a multi-family development; consisting of 1 tri-
plex, 1 duplex and 1 single-family dwelling

RECOMMENDATION

Refer to Staff Report

BACKGROUND

Refer to Staff Report

ATTACHMENTS:
Description
B 12-14-2018 PC Staff Report Canyon Point Conceptual Plan

O Canyon Pointin Cantenille Conceptuat Site Plan
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CENTERVILLE CITY

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
655 North 1250 West, Centerville, Utah 84014
(801) 292-8232

STAFF REPORT
AGENDA:
PROJECT: CANYON POINT IN CENTERVILLE
APPLICANT: CHAD S MORRIS
533 W VALLEY DRIVE
CENTERVILLE UT 84014
PROPERTY: 347 NORTH 400 EAST
ACREAGE: 774
ZONING: R-M
APPLICATIONS: CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN ACCEPTANCE,
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
PROPOSED USE: MULTI-FAMILY

RECOMMENDATIONS: ACCEPT CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN

BACKGROUND

Formerly known as Martha’s Place, Chad Morris
and his brother have joined their properties together
in order to build a multi-family residential
development at 347 North 400 East called Canyon
Point in Centerville. Canyon Pointe is seeking
acceptance of their Conceptual Site Plan and will
further need a Conditional Use Permit to increase
their density on the property up to 6 units (at 8/
acre) in this R-M zone. The current plan shows
three (3) buildings: one existing house on the east
end of the lot, with two new buildings planned for
construction. These two buildings will eventually - .
be built into multi-famﬂy units, with the one Sing]e An approximate visualization of the proposed
family house remaining on the property. S oRndin
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CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN REVIEW, SECTION 12-12-110(d)

Table of Uses Allowed - Chapter 12-36
According to the Zoning Ordinance, in the “Table of Uses™ within the Residential-Medium Zone

(R-M) Zone, the proposed multi-family uses are permitted up to four (4) units per gross acre and
conditional use permit for up to cight (8) units per gross acre (see Table 12-32-1). Canyon Pointe
has a Gross Acreage of .774, meaning their permitted density on this property is 3 (density is
rounded to the nearest tenth, 12.12.030.f), but with a Conditional Use Permit, they could develop
up to six (6) units. Canyon Pointe will need a Conditional Use permit if it wants to pursue the
additional 5 units.

General Plan - Section 12-480-3

This property is also found in the Centerville Deuel Creek Historic District that was created to
encourage the preservation of the original Centerville Townsite. This voluntary program does not
prohibit any development by a property owner, which is currently allowed within the Zoning
Ordinance (Chapter 12.49). If the applicant or future home builder maintains the historical
integrity of the existing home for all exterior construction, it is possible to receive a 50%
reduction of all building permit review fees. In order to ensure the architectural style of new
construction within the district is compatible with existing structures, voluntary development
standards have been outlined (see Section 12.49.080). If the applicant or future home builder
takes advantage of these design standards on the other lots, they may receive up to 25% off all
building review fees.

Staff would encourage the applicant/home builders to take advantage of these guidelines and
incentives as to become more in line with the architectural styles found within the surrounding
neighborhood. These historic styles do not necessarily need to mimic the styles of the late 19th
Century and early 20th Century that are found within the central core of the district. just be
contextually thoughtful of these designs. The applicant/home builders may also consider those
design styles of mid-century modern that can also be found in close proximity to the subject

property.
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Development Standards

R-M Development Standards
Table 12-32-300

Development Standard | Required | Actual | Compliance
Building Standards
Maximum Height 35 Feet - TBD
gﬁﬁ?ﬁ;‘gem o 6 feet 16'-25" Vs
Lot and Parcel Standards
Minimum Area 10,000 sq. ft. 30,482 Yes
Setbacks
Front 25 Feet 30° .
Rear 20 23° Ves
Side 810 L Yes

Residential-Medium Development Standards

Off-Street Parking - Chapter 12-52

Table 12-52-1
Off-Street Parking Requirements

Use Standard Provided Compliance
Multi-family 1.5 spaces per studio or 1 bed, | 2 per unit + 6 on TBD, but likely
or 2 spaces per 2 bed+ street for visitors

Off-street parking is not labeled on the site plan, but each unit for multi-family should have two
spots per unit. Presumably there will be a two-car garage for each of the possible units on the
property. There are six on-street parking spots on the north end of the private driveway for
visitor parking. The final site plan should also ensure there is enough room for cars to exit the
driveway while cars are parked on the street.

There is currently a nonconforming parking use outside the existing single-family home. The
parking pad currently lies within the 25" setback at the front of the house. According to
12.22.80(1), nonconforming uses must be addressed and fixed if the there is any increase of more
than thirty (30) percent in floor area of the building or premises. The applicant will have to
change the driveway or parking pad of the existing house to meet the standard setbacks at 25°.
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Landscaping — Section 12-51

Site Standards

Landscaping, Non-single Mol .

Family Projects 40% of Site 41% Yes
Open Space Trees & 1 Tree & 2 Shrubs

Shrubs Requirement per Dwelling Unit L L

Landscaping requirements are found in 12-51, but no complete landscaping plan has been
submitted for review. The landscaping requirement for multi-family housing is at least 40% of
the property as pervious. Currently, the pervious area for the site is at 41%, meeting the
requirement. The conceptual the site plan also shows approximately ten trees on the rear end of
the lot for screening purposes, but a complete landscaping plan will need to be included in the
Final Site Plan. The requirements according to 12.51.060 are one tree and two shrubs per
dwelling unit and that landscaping shall be designed to enhance crime prevention, provide
privacy, and maximize energy efficiency by planning for proper solar orientation.

Screening — Section 12-51-110

The plans do not show any detail concerning the trash enclosures. The final plans will need to
provide details indicating the number of dumpsters. Also, all dumpsters must be completely
screened from view with an opaque six-foot wall or fence. The wall or fence must be compatible
in material and color of the main buildings on the site.

Signage
All signage requires separate permits and must be approved by the Zoning Administrator as part

of the sign permit application. However, the final site plan needs to indicate the location of any
wall or monument signage, which must meet the requirements found in Chapter 12-54 of the
Zoning Ordinance. The submitted plans depict an entry monument sign located at the east access
drive.

Utility Plans and Easements — Section 12.21.110(d)(2)(A)(xiv)

The South Davis Sewer District lines have been adequately updated and changed from previous
plans for the use of this property. Public Utility easements have been noted on the Conceptual
Plan, with 10’ on 400 East and 7’ easements on the south and west side of the property. One
concern is the overhead telephone line located across Building 1. Staff would request that the
applicant address this line and what the utility provider will require in moving, burying or
leaving the wire. Finally, the plans indicate a new fire hydrant located in the project at the far
west end of the drive-isle. This will need to be reviewed by South Davis Metro Fire to ensure
this is adequate, and the location will meet the needs for fire protection.

Staff’s Conclusion for Conceptual Site Plan
Staff believes the proposed Conceptual Site plan could, with alterations, meet the intent of the

Ordinance for development within the R-M Zone. In addition, any negative impacts to this
specific site may be mitigated by the applicant as part of the Conditional Use Permit review and
Final Site Plan.
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Conditional Use — Staff’s Anticipated Issues or Concerns.
The applicant has also submitted a Conditional Use Permit for higher density, but the staff would

recommend to table the acceptance of a CUP until further information is submitted, especially
concerning the number of units and their architectural design. Some other anticipated concerns
are as follows:

o Suitability of the property in harmony with adjacent development - Multi-family
residential is an acceptable housing type for a R-M lot. With the lot being long in
depth, it is underutilized for just a single family home. The developments on the
north end of Parish Lane to the west have mixed housing types, including Granite
Square, which also has a conditional use permit for their 10 units. However, the
properties to the south of the lot are in a single family zone, so adequate buffering
and screening will be required to suit the desires of those residents.

o Architectural design and standards — Architectural design should meet the context
of the neighborhood, with preference to designs that maintain the Deuel Creek
Historic character.

o Utilities and Drainage — Since the proposed lot is elevated slightly above the
southern lot, it would need to ensure that proper drainage (currently in the form of
a detention pond on the west end and a new sewer drain on the south end) is
adequate infrastructure for the site. The overhead phene line on the property also
needs to be addressed for realignment or burial.

o Buffering from R-L properties — currently, there is a 6” proposed fence and a line
of trees on the conceptual plan buffering the southern lot line bordering R-L zone.

Staff’s Recommendation for Conceptual Site Plan

I hereby make a motion for the Planning Commission to accept the Conceptual Site Plan for
Canyon Point in Centerville, located at 360 East 400 North, with the following conditions:

1. A final site plan shall be submitted following all applicable standards found in Section
12.21.110(e) of the Zoning Ordinance.

2. The applicant should address the architectural design standards for the multi-family units
as found within Chapter 12.49 of the Zoning Ordinance. Unit specifications as well as
building pads should be marked on the Final Site Plan.

3. Architectural design consider the Deuel Creek Historic District architectural context and
the incentives provided in Chapter 12.49

4. Remove existing sheds located on the property, in particular the one located over the
property line.

5. Submit a landscaping plan that meets the multi-family residential standards in 12.51.

6. Ensure adequate parking garages and visitor spaces.

7. 1f the applicant desires to have signage for the project, this shall be indicated on the final
site plan and meet the requirements found in Chapter 12.54 of the Zoning Ordinance.

8. The applicant shall address the overhead telephone line with the proper utility company
for relocation, burial or allowing the line to stay in place.

9. The location of the fire hydrant shall receive final approval from the City Engineer and
the South Davis Metro Fire.
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10. The applicant shall receive the approval of a Conditional Use Permit for the density of 8
units per acre; a total of 6 on this site, which includes the use of a single family dwelling.

SUGGESTED REASONS FOR THE ACTION:
a) The conceptual site plan submittal has adequately shown how the property may be
developed [Section 12.21.110(d)}2})]. -
b) The development appears to satisfy the goals and objectives found within the
Centerville City General Plan [Section 12.480.2(1)(b}].
¢) The proposed conceptual site plan, with the directives given, appears to be
capable of meeting applicable Development Standards for the R-M Zone.
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Centerville City Planning Commission

CENTERVILLE CITY

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
655 North 1250 West, Centerville, Utah 84014
(801) 292-8232

STAFF REPORT
AGENDA: ITEM 4

PROPERTY OWNER: SCOTT BALLING
P.O. BOX 805
CENTERVILLE CITY, UT 84014

APPLICANT: SAME AS ABOVE
(iscottballing‘¢t email.com)

PROPERTY : 323 EAST PAGES LANE
APNs 03-004-0082 & 03-004-0083

ACREAGE: 0.513 NET ACRES & 0.75 GROSS ACRES
ZONING: RESIDENTIAL-MEDIUM (R-M)
APPLICATIONS:

1. CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN ACCEPTANCE
2. CONCEPTUAL SUBDIVISION ACCEPTANCE

PROPOSED USE: MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL W/ SIX (6) DWELLINGS

RECOMMENDATIONS:
a. CONSIDER ACCEPTANCE OF THE CONCEPTUAL
SITE PLAN WITH DIRECTIVES
b. CONSIDER ACCEPTANCE OF THE CONCEPTUAL
SUBDIVISION WITH DIRECTIVES

BACKGROUND

As the Planning Commission, may be aware, the City Council recently rezoned the applicant’s
property from Commercial-High (C-H) to Residential-High (R-M). The applicant now desires to
re-develop the property as a multi-family development consisting of six (6) townhomes.

review and approval of possibly six (6) townhomes. The applicant is seeking both Conceptual
Site and Conceptual Subdivision Acceptances. The first phase of development is to begin
constructing the multi-family development by gaining a Final Site Plan approval and during the
construction activities convert the site into a Planned Unit Subdivision to allow the opportunity to
individually sell each unit in the future.
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It should be noted to the Planning Commission that the proposed plan to develop the six (6)
townhomes is predicated upon the applicant securing a boundary line adjustment of four (4) feet
to the north and one (1) foot to the cast to obtain at least 0.8 acres to be eligible to construct the
proposed six (6) dwellings. These boundary adjustments are needed to allow the applicant to seek
the development an R-M density allowance of up to eight (8) units per acre. Additionally, the
properties involved with the boundary adjustments are currently zoned R-L. and R-H and the
applicant’s property is zoned R-M. Therefore, additional zoning changes may be needed to
incorporate these tracts into the R-M Zone. Lastly, the residential density proposed requires the
issuance of a Conditional Use Permit from the Planning Commission. The applicant will need to
submit the request for the CUP density at the time of Final Site Plan submittal. Hence, the
Commission will be focusing first of these Concept Plan reviews to provide any directives to the
applicant, as he seeks any future official development approvals from the City.

CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN REVIEW, SECTION 12-12-110(d)

Table of Uses Allowed - Chapter 12-36

According to the Zoning Ordinance - “Table of Uses™ multi-family uses are allowed within the
Residential-Medium Zone (R-M) Zone. More specifically, the proposed multi-family uses have a
permitted density allowance of up to four (4) units per gross acre and a conditional density
allowance for up to eight (8) units per gross acre (see Table 12-36-1).

From staff’s review of the conceptual plan, the total number of dwelling units is six {6) with a
density calculation divided by 0.75 acres (gross, not net). This equates to a density of eight (8)
units per gross acre (code rounds to nearest tenth for density). Thus, the project’s overall use density
would fall within the conditional use allowances of the R-M Zone.

General Plan - Section 12-480-3

According to Section 12.480.2(a) of the General Plan, states the property location is within
Neighborhood 1, Southeast Centerville, which ts further divided into other subareas and the
subject property is part of the Pages Lane Commercial Area. Additionally, the general goals and
policies of the neighborhood plan address the specific areas around Centerville Elementary and
Centerville Junior High, but do not specifically address the area around or near J. A. Taylor
Elementary. However, in the “Pages Lane Commercial Area” J. A. Taylor Elementary is
referenced in relation to the use and development of commercial sites and detrimental impacts of
commercial uses on the school are to be avoided. Staff believes that the rezoning of the property
to R-M and any subsequent multi-family development could be considered consistent with the
polices of this neighborhood plan.

Development Standards
Conceptually, the development, with some alterations, appears to have the potential to satisfy the
applicable standards of Table 12-32-1 of the Zoning Ordinance, as summarized below:
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R-M Development Standards
Table 12-35-1

Buildings

Development Standard | Required | Actual | Compliance
Building Standards

Likely Less 35° Tabe
Maximum Height 35 Feet (Two Stories) AiseralRad
Distance Between 6 feot NA NA

Lot and Parcel Standards

Minimum Area

10,000 sq. ft.

0.75 Acres (gross)

Setbacks
23 Feet
Front 25 Feet (Pages Lane) Yes
Street Side Yard 18 Feet L E
' # (300 East)
Rear 20 Feet 20 Feet Yes
; : 8 Feet
Side, Interior 8 Feet (East Lot Like) Yes
Site Standards
Landscaping, Non-single 5 ; 358%
Family Projects A0% ot Site (8,127 sq. ft.)
Open Space Trees & 1 Tree & 2 Shrubs Trees To be
Shrubs Requirement per Dwelling Unit Shrubs Not Shown determined
Residential-Medium Development Standards
Off-Street Parking - Chapter 12-52
Table 12-52-1
Off-Street Parking Requirements
Use Standard Provided Compliance
Multi-family 1.5 spaces per studio or 1 bed, | Double Car Garage
or 2 spaces per 2 bed+ Per Unit -
Four (4) Visitor

Total

16 Parking Stalls

Landscapine & Screening - Chapter 12-51

December 14, 2016
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The submitted plans indicate the general location of landscaping and a generalized plant detail
has been provided. Since the property is greater than one acre, the Ordinance requires a
landscape architect prepare a final detailed landscaping design and submit with the final site plan
application. These plans must indicate location of all landscaping, types of plantings, total

number of plantings and accurate calculations of landscaping percentages and totals.

Required Landscaping Summary Chapter 12-51

Guidelines Standard Sf::%:l:;(il'ic AgtmaliComplignce
0
Total Area Landscaping 40% 8 13257'85(:1/0 ft) Not in Compliance
1 Tree & 2 et
Total Required Trees Shrubs per- Shirihe NatBhavin To be determined
Dwelling Unit
1 per 25 linear Trees :
Trees for Street Frontage feet et e To be determined
Total Interior Parking *
: 10% :
Lot Landscaping _ 12 Garage Parking
Total Interior Parking rerlxer;egaflls% : Provided . None To be_: c.ietermm«.a'd
Lt Toers and Sheabs q : Req’d For Visitor Parking
tree Lot Area

Total Interior Parking | For every six 4 Visitor Stalls
Lot Trees and Shrubs required stalls: 2 10% LS Req’d
shrubs
Public Street 10 Feet for Local
Landscaping Streets (300 East) | Local > than 10’ is
(curb to interior lot) being provided
15 Feet for Yes
Arterial Streets | Arterial > than 15’
(Pages Lane) is being provided

Screening — Section 12-51-110

The Conceptual Site Plan depicts a trash enclosure at the entrance of the development (Pages
Lane access). Staff raised a concern to the applicant regarding the accessibly or feasibility of this
dumpster area, specifically the concern about backing back out onto Pages Lane. The applicant
has provided a letter from the tentative waste company (A-1 Disposal) regarding the suitability of
the proposed location of the dumpster. Also, all dumpsters are to be completely screened from
view with an opaque six-foot wall or fence. The wall or fence are to be compatible in material
and color of the main buildings on the site.

Page 4 of 9
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Signage
All signage, which are often used to identify multi-family developments, requires separate

permits and must be approved by the Zoning Administrator as part of the sign permit application.
However, the final site plan needs to indicate the location of any proposed project monument
signage, which must meet the requirements found in Chapter 12-54 of the Zoning Ordinance.

Staff’s Conclusion for Conceptual Site Plan

Generally, staff believes that the Conceptual Site Plan submitted depicts how the site could be
appropriately developed and with some alterations could be designed to comply with the
applicable provisions of the Residential-Medium (R-M) Zone (see Section 12.21.110.d.5) and
other relevant regulations, as discussed above. Nonetheless, the allowance for the requested
residential density for eight (8) units per gross acre {six proposed dwellings) is subject to the
additional provisions regarding issuance of a conditional use permit (Section 12.21.100). Thus,
there may be other issues related to these CUP criteria that may affect the design and layout of
the proposed development.

Conditional Use — Staff’s Anticipated Issues or Concerns

Since the proposed density use requires the approval of a conditional use permit (CUP), staff
desires to provide an anticipated list of issues to be addressed with the final site plan to determine
if there is sufficient evidence to support approval of the CUP. Such issues or concerns are
identified as follows:

¢ Vehicle Maneuverability and Circulation (see Section 12.21.100.e.5.g & k) — Staff has
identified three (3) issues that ought to be thought through that are related to vehicle
circulation. These issues are:

o Dumpster Location: Although, the submittal provides a letter from A-1 Disposal
indicating the feasibility to provide their services, staff is uneasy with the truck
backing (existing) onto Pages Lane. Current regulations prohibit a backing pattern
exit onto a public street (see 12.52.100.d).

o Angled Parking Layout: Typically, angle and parallel parking is expected to
provide one-way exiting lanes (see 12.52.100.d). However, the applicant has
provided geometric design passenger vehicle turning design depicting the
expected radius for exiting the angled parking stall. This expected radius is shown
on the proposed conceptual site plan circulation exhibit, which appears to be able
to meet this standard.

o Units 3 & 4, Garage Parking (backing & exit patterns} — The typical backing
dimension for 90 degree stalls is 24 feet (see 12.52.1 & 2, Dimension Table “D”).
Unit 3 will have to back out a much further distance and Unit 4 will have a
minimal distance to make the needed two/three-point tumn to exit the garages.

e Fire Access, Circulation, and Protection (see Secrion 12-21-100. e.5.g & h) - The final plans
need to be reviewed by the South Davis Metro Fire Agency and the Public Works
Director to ensure that there is sufficient access, circulation and hydrants; including fire
hydrant flow capacity to service the proposed development.
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e Utility and Drainage Capability & Capacity (see Section 12-21-100. e.5.g & h) — Such
facilities are located in the area of the development. However, the applicant and City
Engineer have previously discussed then need to provide some atypical infrastructure to
manage storm water. A final design plat will need to be addressed with the City Engineer
to determine how to provide for proper site drainage and storm water management.

e Visual Streetscape and Landscaping Design Elements (see Section 12-21-100. e.5.e, h & i) —
Staff’s review of the development layout depicts internally central-oriented large building
of garages and front doors. The design layout leaves the backsides of the building that
would typically are back yard privacy spaces oriented primarily along the streetscape.
Aesthetically, these spaces have less architectural design features and back porches often
become semi-storage places (e.g. grills, furniture, and excess personal property).
Consequently, the quality of the neighborhood appearance commences with less than an
archetypal residential presence and then often deteriorates along the streetscape over time.
From staff’s view, there are two (2) methods to address this, as follows:

o Building Fagade Orientation — The
front yard setback functions as semi-
public open space and the “curb-
appeal” of the building fagade
functions as a backdrop for this visual
space. Typically, the building’s design
places emphasis on the front door
elevation. This elevation is typically
enhanced with a wainscot, trim,
walkways to the front door, windows,
etc. The remaining elevations are
usually secondary in design. This
would likely require a holistic re-
design that the applicant may resist.

o Enhanced Rear Elevation Desigh —
The current plan utilizes only
balconies rather than ground level
patios (a positive). Other than the
balcony areas, the main rear wall of
the Dbuilding wuses a singular
predominate material, which can give
the building a massive dominate
appearance. Staff suggests that this
wall be redesigned with addition
articulation and/or material changes to
create not only greater visual interest,
but create a sense of identity to each
dwelling unit. This would help create a
sense of neighborhood identity rather
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than a massive building internally divided. Additionally, the landscaping plan ought to
create a distinction between the streetscape (e.g. park strip, sidewalk, and a buffer
along the sidewalk) versus the rest of the landscaping decorating the vard along 300
East. Staff would suggest a small height decorative landscape walls (segmented)
setback about 3-4 feet. This wall would not only create interest, it would create a
visual spatial separation between the private backyard space and the streetscape. This
would help with enhancing the projects “curb-appeal” that is traditionally done with
front yard oriented buildings.

PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION — CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN

PROPOSED ACTION: [ hereby make a motion for the Planning Commission to ACCEPT the
Conceptual Site Plan for “The Cottage on the Corner” Townhomes Project, to be located on
property at 325 East Pages Lane, with the following directives:

1. Prior to submittal of a Final Site Plan application, the applicant is to secure the needed lot
ling adjustments and obtain any needed rezoning of these properties to the R-M Zoning
District; If unable, the applicant is to redesign the development to meet the density
allowances of the R-M Zone.

2. In conjunction with any Final Site Plan submittal, the applicant is to prepare and submit
for a Conditional Use Permit to be considered for any density request that has a dwelling
density of 5-8 units per gross acre.

3. As part of the expected Conditional Use Permit review, the CUP submittal is to also
address the following:

a} The design plan and layout is to address the concerns regarding the needed
two/three-point turn to exit the garages for Units 3 & 4.

b) The design plan and layout is to be reviewed by the South Davis Metro Fire
Agency and the Public Works Director to ensure that there is sufficient access,
circulation and hydrants; including fire hydrant flow capacity to service the
proposed development.

¢) The design plan and layout will need to be reviewed by the City Engineer to
determine how to provide for proper site drainage and storm water management.

d) The design plan and layout is to address the visual streetscape and landscaping
design elements that were raised in the staff report for the Conceptual Site Plan
acceptance.

4. The applicant is to submit a final site plan application meeting the standards found in
Section 12-21-110(e) of the Zoning Ordinance.

5. The final site plan submittal is to also address the following:

a. Provide a Landscaping Plan and address the standards of Chapter 12.51.
Landscaping & Screening. Additionally. this plan is to address the short-comings
listed in the Planning Staff report for the Concept Site Plan acceptance.

b. The final site plan is to address the prohibition of vehicles (i.e. dumpster location)
backing onto the Public Right-of-Way for exiting,

¢. The proposed dumpster is to be completely screened from view with an opaque
six-foot wall or fence. The wall or fence is to be compatible in material and color
of the main buildings on the site.
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d. If any project signs are desired, the desired sign location is to be depicted on the
final site plan.

SUGGESTED REASONS FOR THE ACTION:

a) The conceptual site plan submittal has adequately shown how the property may be
developed [Section 12-21-110(d) (2}].

b) The development appears to be consistent with the goals and objectives found
within the Centerville City General Plan [Section 12-480-3].

¢) The Conceptual Site Plan that has been submitted depicts how the site could be
appropriately developed and with some alterations could be designed to comply
with the applicable provisions of the Residential-Medium (R-M) Zone (see
Section 12.21.110.d.5) and other relevant regulations, as discussed in the Planning
Staff Report.

CONCEPTUAL SUBDIVISION PLAN REVIEW

The applicant proposes to subdivide the property and a “planned unit development™ (PUD) to
allow each townhome to be sold as independent units. Section 15-6-101 of the Subdivision
Ordinance outlines the standards for multi-family development relating to PUD subdivisions,
These standards are summarized as follows:

1)

2)

3)

4

3)

Design Standards — PUD Subdivision development is to be consistent with the City’s
adopted General Plan. This has been reviewed earlier in this report and staff believes
that the zoning of the property to R-M and any subsequent multi-family development
could be considered consistent with the polices of this neighborhood plan. Additionally,
any PUD subdivision development must be consistent with the design plan (i.e. final
site plan and/or CUP) approved by the Planning Commission or the City.

Common Open Space — PUD developments are to include designs for landscaping and
open spaces consistent with the Zoning Ordinance provisions. Such elements are to be
superior to conventional development in terms of the benefit to residents within and
surrounding the development. Staff addressed this issue earlier in the report under the
topic of visual streetscape and landscaping design elements. Staff recommended that
this be matter addressed with the final site and conditional use permit submittals.

Guarantee of Common/Open Space Elements — This standard allows for the possibility
of establishing a financial obligation to guarantee the installation of the elements
expected to meet the landscaping and open space design elements. The need for this can
be discussed later in any preliminary and final approvals of the proposed project.

Continuation of Approved Common/Open Space Elements — This standard allows for
the possibility of platting an open space easement to ensure the future perpetuation of
these elements. This could be a concern where there would be sufficient room to add
infill development (e.g. underutilized densities) at some later date. The need for this can
be discussed later in any preliminary and final approvals of the proposed project.

Maintenance of Common/Open Space Elements - This standard requires that prior to
the recording of the PUD subdivision plat, a Home Owners Association (HOA) be
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established to ensure the continued maintenance of the common amenities and open
spaces.

PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION — CONCEPTUAL SUBDIVISION PLAN

PROPOSED ACTION: [ hereby make a motion for the Planning Commission to ACCEPT the

Conceptual Subdivision Plan for “The Cottage on the Corner” Townhomes Project, to be located
on property at 325 East Pages Lane, with the following directives:

1.

The Conceptual Subdivision Plan acceptance is dependent upon the approval of a Final
Site Plan and any applicable CUP approval, as being proposed with the related
Conceptual Site Plan acceptance of December 14, 2016.

Once the related Final Site Plan and CUP approvals are secured from the City, the
applicant shall prepare and submit a Preliminary Subdivision Plat, depicting how the
related site plan will be prepared as a Subdivision Plat, coordination of construction plan
clements between site plan development and those to be constructed with subdivision
development, and the layout and dedication of common, limited common, and private lots

or building envelopes.

SUGGESTED REASONS FOR THE ACTION:

a)
b)

d)

The project consists of a multi-family residential development inherently connected to the
Final Site Plan and CUP approvals of the R-M Zone.

The PUD subdivision regulations provide for the opportunity to allow the multi-family to
be individually sold to the market place through a recorded plat, provided there are
mechanisms to have the owners of the development participate in the continued
maintenance of common areas and open spaces.

The conceptual subdivision plan must be consistent with the polices of the applicable
neighborhood plan

Any PUD subdivision development must be consistent with the design plan (i.e. final site
plan and/or CUP) approved by the Planning Commission or the City.

December 14, 2016 Page 9 of 9



¢

u* & oMY S g n — 0 0 o n ) « =
2 8 2o, s w9 - o - “ ~
2l 2 §VE.¢=,9 | % s %
[ A hasa -] ot ot
« - 877 = = r:84..5'§8pch§cusaca530u5u;‘ouo'§'
>z |F - oI, O‘-‘EO*—‘-‘ﬁOouHGO«hGO-a‘—'GDo»-‘-'QD-o-
o= 25 = = oW o g o0V O oW o oW e s oW G- ©
33 @2E 52 ERERF R e Em 2ol n 2 olhp 8o 2R 2 c=E
A EnE8 % gMgg Hpgegh Bge Mg BFgH g .2
s gsggoﬁhm.:ﬁﬂm TIIE L E'L«S‘E“ Eﬂsgg @/‘“g
£ S2EFrLE82PATAE qARAE8 A= A mAZ& oM
l Z2s S§EZE=x= = & e = =
] = 5 H 0 =288 a4 o = = =] =
adl] A <2082~ ) - o} = 5
o, Agradoad 2
= o
o & 493[ YLD e
B6Z91
- T s e e ——
’ IR N TGN .

I’@—l LS PRSIV

s e
o va
4 [CHl B

d- -

* y * a- " A- N A- " g
LIS P EILR k BN . :
rd -I -I -f "r " ‘.I '.I -

LRSI A R RS RS TR S |>'

-

b

478470 4

oy

it

S ,
N 4 _\"q L5

.A"b'ﬁ’h
=g
p
!‘A

b
[

- ‘.- b g T
4 54§74 04 -

e
*

3

Sl . I A
ISR R B I EV U i IR I
S e T
TP a7 47" 4T aTF 2
«
NI DU N IS L
T P
ES" a4’ 87 47 47" 4
"CLB -, ,IA" - “’ IA,.’ . B
‘1:\ 4-_\ 4 4 4
L A'blld"bldlbld
Ar el X \
4- 74 e P Ftq 'Pran
VS R SR SV
ROE SRR IS N B
g PR A T
1 — T T AL asy Ay A,
ded fed M4 B0 ."c‘,\“'.' A ST
g %‘" L L
4 4 4
- ﬂ.;‘ - . .
SIS IR B
28 ra’t a4’ a
2 g - 3 - - .
g& aoq Aig degq AL
ey . LN LN LIS
' b ) I I T N
w a4 4 a 4
A A g
.= a
g3 Tt Ted4 “‘-’}nm’ 23
& RIS - >-f 2
w5 = 1 4 El} 0e
859_‘ {g; " P H ~=
e Tl =4 4 [}
et ¢ "
K=y i 5
gé H ]
B i 2o
<r] -]
ge
[N
'EE
=5

Auoojol
p:unanlng

®

18.0'

L85

Legend

Fence Lina

o I
[ =
o O €
[ 54
b B T
w B«
g B .
[ Y
& o
Qo @
To0TE
£
(=]
E3
(
(
4
{
[
(
{
i

.



[*]

MM pseausepug
- e SlOMG 8BDUIDIQ
auq Aippunog
—_— — ——————— 3ur| Jaju8n

pusbe

: SR OLE = awnjop [8j0d
152} 2 {8 L E)IUBIY 4 5°04) uozag |arRIg
b= (kEede.(pes 2l yBiy g} uonosg adid
02¢ peedxe jsnw} uojieNoe) swnjos dwng:

: Wy 5l ho.mm_z_.___.c 81
AiBAs |sul 51 speaoxe ojel uapejaalad ai) )8Y):
BAIEAJESUCD BM SJUBWAINSBAW 856Y] UO poseq:

¥l LT
148 a'sl 5b
811l 0'st [-T- 3
501 €51 e
56 LR 57
-] 091 0z
-7 4L L
5¢ 0Lz ot
; 0% vz [
: 55 08¢ : 0 .
a;(ujw) ewyy s {geyoaur) dosg i {ww) ewry:

Insesw Yyoaue isye doj ey o pailjj sem edid ayt:
i@ up dousp ou pua saiea i pely sem odid By
oul 3B 89 PINOA YIYA Y § 8 Inage jo yidsp g Q).
pajiejau] sem adid Jeswelp yau z Bug) Yy ¢ v .
: : uayduasseg’
9502/8/41 -

is8] uo|ju|oDIsd:

‘RO QLE = dwnto A palinbay

aUDT SabD]

o'l co'o 0t'0 ¥61°) 0ge
13 60°0 150 ££5'1 ogl
EE] Zre L0 [0 [+r41
18 si 0 0670 0871 08
24 0Z'0 LZ°L arz’l ag
gL ¥Z'0 Sb°L 802'% 0§
9 62'0 0Ll eELy oF
38 ££°0 96°L 0860 of
5k B e Y] 0z
bt 80 16 82270 -7
3¢ 8570 £5'e 8050 ol
£ 820 €9t ¢ 9EEQ 5
Wno): {s49). (qpur) (seyaup): {uiw}
WOPUL Vio=D:  Aysuay), : a
1e}0q: mOjul:  Jleled’ ey Wil

Huiztas Mg L )°bs greg = ey moing
Wbs 9'g9 ={p1 e)2.5'k} Wolley dumsg Jo Rosy
uliRoul §'Li {*seap eag) ajey uopejodled.

180 : =3 :

a1 5170 @ %0 eadung sseun

420 ©06'0 B %0g enepng pieH
salow. £2'0 el jooy o) Buisrg esiy

.09°90 =2

100 S0 @ %0¢ sasUng ssern

#5'Q 06°0 & %04 0oBj)ang prey

; [9] Jouny jo jusojjpean
[ajawigz'o ®ag jajuj o] GiHuierg eaiy

L jueay wiolg Jead g2

19111 1eulad ayj uo abejjoy
3§ 'Aq sUc[lB|n3e Y UISEE UOPURIAG:

“UBIIE WHAJ U] WO W I0] TUZ WAPEP L TENY YYON U110 $ITAl g
anbasg un pasag 1T 81U} U] BB WHES {4d) d9udnbany

1500 er 0l §80°0

880D Tiod 6600

BELD 20 2500

S1z 0 EA BP1°0

TPED 8Lz 0 1220

SSF°0 THEC 2620
i GELT ZPUC 6EF 0 Gjw-0g
i BT 9iFD T69°0 uTa-gf |
z [IH! Gl €0°F ujw-g{
‘Z EIX I3y ST'1 LR
g z8°2 90°E ¥oL ujw-g
¢ £ L : ve(EIN g
HIUBLNIS ABMIBL Y

o3 %0¢ Y} M sduljpes Savenb e vopuydizerd pesvg-50 df

L]

AyLadoLd
LOBF] YILDH

Aysuayu) [rejurey

[
~
'

4

-
~

SLEL="T Hm& oM e ‘*'b-\

faay
B!

¥

b
q

2
TR Y 1

-4’:"-

s P gt
‘“!zl‘l
-

Ll -3
'

4

a0
~
'
a
T

i

BO'GZEY = 'A3[ J0O(4 sy
0GPEEy = “adl3 Jool4 Loy

(LI

g 7L B O o0 DAG ¥ X KL




auny sabod 1

Wo, PIN.GV Yood Joudsy

@20LNS 8}aSIU0Y

J8yng puo qing

a0 vvc_uvmm ssajUn Ge—Y0%
Bu Glodd U>n_

d o
S Ul M8 oy Rk

95J1(] JO SO0
L mm.m_gco @::_. megm R

omn_wmw:_sco o
x_vco% co:ru@cww:whow %%._ F:Euu

sul Ainjua
" xog :o.voc:v.__mo# o

205 Seelun PSR 08, S4B

@als

- BBIAIES |04B10T uCnDBLLY

- unop Buipnn
xog :o_wu_..:-i .E._.m

————— D}y 49}DM UonDbLLY|

PN Jeyy @ A fa . | TR TR LT TS
—————gapeg w‘n_u .a_%.w_‘q‘..v\ s
- 1019 JejDm
—u—— uIDp Ja3bp Aipuiing
' bujysix3 e - ia - A
Y M _4 M ey e
LN _iM. ~ .M.:. .14.,._ 4
SAPA #109 SR Ll o —
v ey T |~
——— JUDspAH =114 b.af.afuaj
volll[ NouDe|) Jamasg
L 3
——— D30 J8MBS DA ¥ m
Ju- ulopy 1emeg Apjupg
.O.}.l :w m—.__a -xu TS KT L L 8 ‘ | MR R AT
oloyuop, somes | ao'zey = .>o_u J00)4 3,wsgl] R
unsxi ! 05'veEt = 'A9|3 4004 UIDW
puabs AN : P
o.no_ o_n .u_oom ,
9107 “AnF




w3 prpoany pun E0M UOlSpGNE B3 ow)) 5».05 3:8, - jo fop | 210z Jo dop sowp | TTTT T R
o T T s URI A0 ejwelueD o ounod Ko sY) of peilteseig
.oz..u

[sacaddy (iounoy {y1) B[atsjus) teacaddy xoj pepuswiwrovey

81AB(

1vacaddy a0y pspuswurosay

[eAO:

‘so|qoy sajempunoll jo yidsp Jo uoppon|
> fopnbaprp ey} o)} sp uoybjuesesdbas Aup
Aq joid juswrdojsasp s|y} jo |[paouddy  Z
0O SIADQ UD pesSDq IR SAJDUPICO] IV ')

:8930N

rsaupdug uolssLIoD A

9ouBpISRY
EE— )
T T ubgs) ongng AdpjoN

*pANOIUAW  UlRIsY)

pibs jo jjpyag uc Aojunjoa puo Apany 3

P DUD| JO 100} BUY Jo JBUMT BY) S Afjue

AN Y "0 AvE J3UISIY 0 Jebbuow oyy

P O4M  ucnooIpR 5 4aumQ Sy Jo slaubis

papun oyy ‘ew asojeq pedoaddo Ajjouosssd
Jo Aop sigy ug

pomouoy

HIQEMT papWin} yoin ¥ O TY AVE TIYLSIA
sabouby ‘buysg 13005 v

jo Aop
OJUN3IBY DATL BM JOGIBYM SSOUlM U

SAD B YIm siauBIUL |l YYM Spans
3 Jayio o juswesna fun jsuicho ssajulby
upucs op pup esn o|qnd Joj joid sy} uo
} jo esn jpnjadiad oy ejooipep Aqalay op
‘D UMDUY Bq JB}DBUBY O} §)88I}S PUD S}07
snoo Bupby pup] jo 1oDa} paquDsop BACQD
) sjuesasd 8say) AQ uBW |0 LMOU

9 s, I9UM(

ng 4o G

sp punoJb By} uc paypis pup pedsAins
y} puo Jsuiod ay) uo eboyon ey, so
puC| 40 }0DJ] piDS PapiAlpGns SADY pun
} UC UWMOYS puD| jJo 10DJ} 3y} Jo AdAains
jo Apsouino syp £q oy} Appea Agaioy
D} 2y} Jepun poquiosaid S0 G5lZal ‘ON
| Ipuoissejold b ‘Buleg Woog ‘p *

) S J0AoAIng

‘gauoy £Z6'0 Supupjues
. ‘buuibaq jo juiod ey} o}
UoR Y 8629 M.EE,0T.005 edusyy 'Y
3.0T.204L8(1) "M 06'C 3,51,56.680 ()
unoq pws Buoo asuey) fspiodsy Ajunon
u¢ papleoad so jusweslby eur Adopuncg
8y} ue jud D O} Y BZ'C 3,/€,82.00S
8N eouay) jPsng 1803 Q0f 0 QWY iso3
aslay) 'pood apM ty) 05 © )eEeng )seg
sabog Jo euy ypon ples Buolp Yyiotert
puc “w FETS ALY "NZ'L ‘8L Uonoss
woiy eun sabog pios 1o aul ypon oy}
3 pup Ul uonoag By buolo ‘Y £66/Z
uod plps yaang 1s03 0O Jo eul] jsEm
su| yuon eyy Buolo g 55 ct.685 Juiod

od Jo Bur yuoN ey} uo Buwuibag

o Arepunog

7///////‘ a4 GUSAURD UowMoD payun

ooty dIUEISUMD S)DAI

diysipump uowwon
D3JY JUILLBAD]

pany diyslsusp uounuon

J3UI0) SBBUIM

[ )

JUALINUOK PIoaBY

Jouion Apdadosd

EsUr] 307
e BUI] JBjUSY)

llllllllll sjuawaso3 £uan oyand

aul fippunog
puada]

m:a.mmu ;amu “xF._
2EZ2-G6Z (+08) ‘ououd
+LOVE U9 ‘elAeluBD
0@ X0 "0rd

aue sebed se3 gz

Bunasulbug % _..Lm
mc___mm

&

8025 O} 0N
v~y uonoag

_ S9H —

S WUN
diysiaump
a§DAL]

11
Z
. \\ A
g puo /
¥ Sjun
a_:ﬁc:;o,{! /
A\

UOWILLGY PojAU]
pajoys

man CATrnon START

uuoE griEuﬂam

LOCEze'l nm___.__unm » n_nomv
.nn 191

—Emea —
Seioes

_
_
.sem Fﬁw.ﬂm ,w suvry sabog

JLESE)

U G — o -

15 180T 00k Jo sUIn 5w

3.55.51008

iy
HOELE

Rpredoty
LO2F YLITD

SiBT ﬁ\ FUITELH ) ey Rpma ot otia ¥ o

1S IS0d 008

R.OZ 85 B85

M. L LOD0N

{ad) pensersy Anm w1 Wit ¥ o8

RIRAL

_\\\“‘i\\\

FULSET
E

IS N
R il () rovweeng AR THAN HRA F B

%
t
L

Rl } o

waumion

o

younyy 5a7

A5.5% 68N
{euf] uDfaeg v\C

‘ mwﬁm _w.m

19 Lutu_._c 503

0090’2

.8 MK
par ,E,.z

RYAY
— 05 —— =

BT 5aN SRR

[08'628°)

L9117 BTTTATANTIaN

EATE Y-

(18 ymog oo& auDT LapLogd




Car Turniné Radius for Parking
Cottage on the Corner
Centerville, Utah

Attached is a Figure 6.1 from ““Introduction to Transportation Engineering” Carter and
Homburger, Published 1978. This figure shows that the interjor turning path radius of a
passenger design vehicleis 15.3 ft. Idid testing in my parking lot with my Ford F150 truck to
verify this and actually the radius is much less when backing up, (hence it is easier to parallel
park backing up). I measured the radius to be 12.5 ft. [ have conservatively used 15.3 ft. for
demonstration.

On the second attached sheet | show how a design vehicle can easily maneuver backing
out of our visitor parking area and exit onto Pages Lane in the forward direction. I hope you
appreciate our use of a Porsche Boxster as the design vehicle for effect. But as mentioned a Ford

F150 Truck will easily achieve the same turning radius.

Scott Balling, P.E.
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GEOMETRIC DESIGN

 TABLE 6-1

"DESIGN VEHICLE DIMENSIONS L
. DIMENSION IN FEET (METERS)
DESIGN .
VEHICLE SYMBOL WHEELBASE Frong Rear Overal! - Overall Height
TYPE : Overhang Overhang Length | * Width -
Passenger car P (34 1 3(09) | 5015 | 19 (58) | 2{21) .
Single unit i A .
truck su 20 (6.1) i 4{1.2) 6(1.8) 30(.1) | 85 (26) | 135 (4.1)
Single unit bus | BUS 25(76) | 7(21) | 8(24) | 40(12.9)( 85 (26 13.5(4.1) | -
Semitrailer C ‘ :
combination, | WB-4D 13 +27 L 402 | 6(1.8) | 50(15.2)) 85 (2.1) | 13.5 (4.1)
intermediate - = 40(12.2) N
Semitrailer . : % o
combination, | WB-50 20+30 3(0.9) 2 (0.6) 55(16.3)| 85 (2.6) | 13.5 (4.1}
large = 50(15.2) .
Semtitrailer
* fulltrailer | WB-60 274200 1 2{06) | 3(09) | 65(12.8)| 8.5 (2:6) | 13.5 (4.1}
combination +9.47 + 20,9 f A
=60 (18.3)!
“Distance between rear wheels of front traifer and front wheels of rear trailer.
SOURCE: A Polfcy on Design of Urban Highways and Jrrerfaf Streets, American
Assaciation of State Highway Officials, 1973, p, 269,  °
—_— — "-:;"____ = e e e
—_——_mmr {l/,/ : _ -..\-.\\ .
—_ {’4 W e ——
=R | Vi 4 N, Path
Path W of left
; \
of left \ Y front
\\ - front N e yheel
whee| - .
1 ;
1 -
| —r Path
! .- of
l‘\ | 1 over
I ? \ I hang
Design passenger P i\ I
vehicle ll Path ) |
1 1o Path of right 7| « |
|| | , frorg{ WB-40 design rear wheel 1 |
A | ] over- semitrailer | |
Path of right || || hang combination 1
rear wheel l% J, I i I
Jl I | l ;
|! 1l i
Path of rear i H | |
overhang ig : l: | :
i |
il ) 1 !
SOURCE: American Association of State Highway Officials, A SOURCE: American Association of State Highway Officials, 4
Policy on Geometric Design of Rural Highways, 1965, : Pollcy on Geometric Design of Rurgt Highways, 1965,
p. 73. ; p. 83.
( FIGURE 6-1 FIGURE 6-2
TURNING PATH OF PASSENGER DESIGN VEHICLE TURNING PATH OF WB-40 DESIGN VEHICLE
.
f'\\‘ |
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Number “17 in Service

From

A-1 Disposal

670 East 3900 S. Suite 210
Salt Lake City, Utah 84107

To: Centerville City Planning
Attn. Corey Snyder
Email; csnyder@centervilleut,com

November 29% 2016

RE: Proposed Dumpster Service for the Cottage on the Corner

Dear Mr. Snyder:
We have been presented with a site plan for the Cottage on the Corner and asked to

review the accessibility and location of the proposed dumpster enclosure. We are agreeable
with this location because it is close serviceability. The 45° angle of the enclosure will give us
quick pickup and delivery options. The 10 ft. wide width of the enclosure is adequate to
maintain our 8 ft. wide dumpsters. There is sufficient room off road to load the dumpster
behind the sidewalk with our trucks which are 30 ft. in length. It will be necessaty for us to back
out onto Pages Lane after the loading. This is a common procedure at many of our locations and
our drivers are experienced with this type of location. Mr. Bailing has informed us that there is
an adjacent elementary school and we propose to do our pickups at times when the school
students are within their classrooms and not during the school commute.

Thanks for your considerations.

/
/zf//ff‘\//- /Z,/f?:f’// —~




300 Fast St.

NOO'OT 41 "W

_ 2,382.04

201.84

A0 ATT,

by favr
i 5&
I
!
| g
N L
| s S
; & - §¥ _ i
‘ . e R
e s | i Ho «
AR | 28, S b , I W
e i £ APV oy
b [ ) A TR AR T 4_;_ ‘%
! - '.n ) 5 " '
E [~ E Bk LEATETH el gg
! 8 f ~
| ;3 § L .7 ]
i © i B0y »—,'-;'n.:"a,;W"v e '::H
W ! acx e AP
| i AT PEIYENT PO PR TR _r,; #o5r
i I "‘bahf' 1;" cﬁ:“ﬂ;ﬁc: v LF g v b o
i D N PN TR N L 98!
: | E". ,-c,’_n"‘l."'!,’-n ,h’ 1.-
! ," [FRF TN RN P ?".'-"
: .'l. .I.-"i,’_ g;’ t»' n"_ c:'_‘ ¢,’"1,P.'q§
| r».— [P PP S EET A v
: -u"u'!u’ 'l;:ur', 1," n"_ l.-'_ 4 u'.‘h
i o r>.ﬁ »,.‘ [ L P oihly r).-."._b,,,| .,_
| '1,7 4,7 1."‘1."-4.«'.“(.1.'_ jr' 1.«'_ 1.7 u’_ n"
: A Y PRI PENE
I
I
I
: SANS
oot A, VAP 4
1N i S0020 320
it £
| 5 Garth Heer A
1E el Property al
: [ I
i
1
f
r O -
gﬁiggg
é 19 c EE
Fl8 o w oo
] 5 pmgw & g pzp® 2nodEgFIJgRfE i
£ Ega agge Egg ?gg gggg E-sﬁg“’ iggﬁé,‘gm '
I Fog g = Hw s
g geREpsmEad gEHE LT . gR £
I EEE %9§§5§3§§i§a§ﬁ9§ggﬁgaéﬁ B 2 e 5o e
] - L] 3 — %
] : $ g i '%x"3 s; 5o
s be B By be  Sr B fe..2a 2 IF
- 1y L - - T H -
; g Fz ¥ o gs g PR B BESDUREGE
— Pl o0 -] 3 el
b 5258 gugByBaS 3RS BB BES PREN TNET ]
| Brpg Prss 2gx Pzl Fsgs Tag 17 sonuuw
B pae 2bh Pa LR B g dc"m',,'..lg
| Ll p Fb e - 8
Revisions . . .
g O e T e T The ottage on the Corner Balling Engineering
= ! Vrattiag Site Plan Civil Engineering * Surveylng * FPlanning
: I= e ST for Kestrel Bay LE Phonet 801-680-7303) 923 K. paged Lane Pagam (004} gp3-12e7
) o Humsber e eommite, Fiak Be0L4 Tmalh peataiiagopsl cus Ceatarvilie, Uiah +

_kﬁmnﬁj

C=Sizd 9N 0 ADN 031303



CENTERVILLE
PLANNING COMMISSION
Staff Backup Report
12114/2016

tem No. 7.
Short Title: Public Hearing - Ray Subdivision, 233 South 100 East

Initiated By: Lance Evans, PLW Inc., Property Owner & Applicant

Scheduled Time: 8:30

SUBJECT

ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION
Consider proposed Preliminary and Final Subdivision Plan for the Ray Subdivision, on property located at
233 South 100 East, for the purpose of creating 3 residential building lots

RECOMMENDATION

Refer to Staff Report
BACKGROUND

Refer to Staff Report

ATTACHMENTS:
Description
O 12-14-2018 PC Staff Report Ray Subdivision Final
O Ray Subdwision Preliminary & Final Plan
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___A-1_ __
DISPOSAL

Number “17” in Service

From

A-1 Disposal

670 East 3900 S. Suite 210
Salt Lake City, Utah 84107

To: Centerville City Planning
Attn. Corey Snyder
Email: csnvder@centervillent.com

November 29%, 2016
RE: Proposed Dumpster Service for the Cottage on the Corner

Dear Mr. Snyder:
We have been presented with a site plan for the Cottage on the Comer and asked to

review the accessibility and location of the proposed dumpster enclosure. We are agreeable
with this location because it is close serviceability. The 45° angle of the enclosure will give us
quick pickup and delivery options. The 10 ft. wide width of the enclosure is adequate to
maintain our 8 fi. wide dumpsters. There is sufficient room off road to load the dumpster
behind the sidewalk with our trucks which are 30 ft. in length. It will be necessary for us to back
out onto Pages Lane after the loading. This is 2 common procedure at many of our locations and
our drivers are experienced with this type of location. Mr. Balling has informed us that there is
an adjacent elementary school and we propose to do our pickups at times when the school
students are within their classrooms and not during the school commute.

Thanks for your considerations.

.
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Centerville City Planning Commission

CENTERVILLE CITY

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
655 North 1250 West, Centerville, Utah 84014
(801) 292-8232

STAFF REPORT
AGENDA:

PROPERTY OWNER: MARK L. EVANS, TRUSTEE
(SEE APPLICANT FOR TRUSTEE ADDRESS)

APPLICANT: LANCE EVANS
PLW INC |
638 COMPTON ROAD ‘
FARMINGTON, UT 84025 |
(lancelevans(@gmail.com)

PROPERTY: 233 SOUTH 100 EAST

02-103-0067
ACREAGE: 0.858 AC. GROSS & .601 AC NET
TOTAL LOTS: THREE (3) LOTS
CURRENT ZONING: RESIDENTIAL-LOW (R-L)
APPLICATION: PRELIMINARY/FINAL SUBDIVISION

RECOMMENDATION: ACCEPT THE FINAL SUBDIVISION PLANS

BACKGROUND

The applicant desires to redevelop their
existing home and land into a three (3) lot
subdivision and maintain the existing home
on one of the new lots. The existing home is
currently listed on the Significant Sites List
that is maintained by the Landmarks |
Commission. :
The total gross area of the project 1s 0.858
acres. The allowable R-L Zone density for
single-family development is 4 units per |
acre, which allows for 3.34 units or no more
than the proposed three (3) lots (density is |
rounded to the nearest tenth, 12.12.030.f).
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Centerville City Planning Commission

PRELIMINARY/FINAL SUBDIVISION REVIEW - CHAPTER 15.2

The Commission had previously given approval to view combine the Preliminary and Final
Plat together in one session. The purpose of the preliminary plat is to ensure accuracy of the
final plat and to minimize changes between the conceptual and the final. Because this
subdivision is rather straightforward and did not need any major adjustments after the
Conceptual Plan was approved, the Planning Commission thought it was acceptable to
combine Preliminary and Final Plat Approval.

PREVIOUS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

These issues were brought up during the approval of the Conceptual Site Plan, all of

which now are addressed.

L.

Depict the Buildable Area for each lot, providing a minimum of 2,000 square feet

meeting the Buildable Ratio of the Zoning Ordinance.

» Buildable Area of building pads have been shown on the site plan. The smallest
pad, located on Lot 3, is at 2,386 square feet with the required setbacks, meeting
the 2,000 foot requirement. The other Lot in question far exceeds the building pad
requirement at 6,260 square feet.

The preliminary plans need to depict three (3) public utility easements (each lot) with

the front measuring 10 feet along the street frontage of each lot and all others a

minimum of 7 feet.

» These PUE’s have been noted on the Final Site Plan, with 10 foot PUEs on
street frontage lots and 7 foot PUEs on interior lot lines.

The preliminary plans need to address adequate fire protection including all existing

fire hydrants and any new fire hydrants as required by the Fire Marshal.

» Letters have been received from the South Davis Fire Department with the
following conditions of approval: Fire access roads should extend to within
150 feet of any future structure built, and a fire hydrant shall be within 600 feet
of any habitable structure. There are no plans for future structures as of now,
and there is currently a fire hydrant across the street from the property, so both
conditions are currently met.

A soil report and drainage information shall be created or performed and must be

submitted to City staff for review as part of the preliminary subdivision plans.

» Engineering drawings have been submitted with proper drainage reports and
construction plans. The City Engineer stated the soil reports aren’t necessary
until a future building permit would be required, since there is already an
existing building on the property.

All utility provider sheets shall be submitted with the preliminary subdivision plans

indicating all utility providers can service each lot.

» Yes, letters from Rocky Mountain, Quester, South Davis Sewer District,
Utopia and CenturyLink were all submitted.
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Centerville City Planning Commission

CONCLUSION

The applicant has provided adequate information to depict how the property is proposed to be
developed. Staff believes that the proposed subdivision has the potential to meet or satisfy the
City’s Subdivision regulations. Therefore, the Planning Commission should consider
recommending Final Subdivision approval to the City Council.

PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Sugeested Motion for the Conceptual Subdivision Plan for Ray Subdivision: | hereby make a

motion for the Planning Commission to recommend approval of the Final Subdivision Plat

and Plans for the Ray Subdivision located at 233 South 100 East to the City Council, with the

following directives:

1. The Final Plat Linen shall meet all the standards found in Chapter 15.3 of the
Subdivision Ordinance.

2. After the final plat is deemed acceptable by the City Engineer and City Attorney, the
City will record the plat at the Davis County Recorder’s Office.

3. The final construction drawings shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer
prior to the recommendation of the Subdivision Plat.

Suggested Reasons for the Action (Findings):

1. The final subdivision plat is in harmony with the General Plan [Section 12-480-
52(1)(e)].

2. The new subdivision meets the objectives for development within a Residential-
Low Zone [Section 12-30-020(b)(1)].

3. It appears all applicable development standards for development within an R-L
Zone have been satisfied [Table 12-32-1].

4. It appears all general requirements for a subdivision have been satisfied [Chapter
15-5].

5. All applicable standards found in the Subdivision Ordinance pertaining to a final
subdivision review have been satisfied [Chapter 15-4].

Previous Planning Commission Meetings
Conceptual Plan — November 9%
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CENTERVILLE
PLANNING COMMISSION
Staff Backup Report
1211412016

tem No. 8.

Short Title: Community Development Director's Report 121416
Initiated By: Convin M. Snyder, Community Development Director
Scheduled Time: 8:50

SUBJECT

The next regularly scheduled meeting is January 11, 2017. Item(s) to be considered:
+ Interform Cross-Access Amended Site Plan

RECOMMENDATION

BACKGROUND



CENTERVILLE

Staff Backup Report
12114/2016
tem No. 9.

Short Title: City Council Actions Report 121416

Initiated By:
Scheduled Time: 8:55
SUBJECT

November 15, 2016:
o General Plan Amendments - West Centerville Neighborhood Plan - Removing Industrial Very-High

Zoning District - Section 12-480-6 Motion: Deny
» Consider Ordinance No. 2016-29 repealing flag-lot provisions in City Code or send matter back to
the Planning Commission with directive regarding potential revisions Motion: Repeal
o Direction to staff and Planning Commission re General Plan Southeast Neighborhood Motion:
Begin revisions
December 6, 2016:
o No items for Planning Commission

REC ATION

BACKGROUND



