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                                   MINUTES OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

 EAGLE MOUNTAIN, UTAH

Eagle Mountain City Offices

1680 E. Heritage Dr

Eagle Mountain, UT  84043

May 27, 2003


Chair Tom Maher called the meeting to order at
6:00 p.m.



Roll Call:  

Commissioners present: Tom Maher, Chris Kemp, Jeff Love, and Leslie Montgomery.  Diane Jacob was in attendance as the City Council Liaison.


Others Present:


Brian Haskell, Scott Kirkland, Amy Twitty, The Ranches; Kathy Nuttal, resident; Ken Hixson, resident; 
Sherrie Hixson, resident; Carma Scott, resident; Lacey Shaheen, resident; Elsie Hussey, resident; 
Roger Condnor, resident.



City Staff:  


City Planner:

Shawn Warnke


City Engineer:

Korey Walker


Planning Assistant:
Angela Cox

1.
Pledge of Allegiance: 

Tom Maher led the Commission and audience in the Pledge of Allegiance.

2.
Identification of Voting Commissioners:

Tom Maher, Chris Kemp, Jeff Love, and Leslie Montgomery.

3.
Declaration of Conflicts of Interest:

Diane Jacob stated a conflict of interest on agenda items C, D, and E.  Leslie Montgomery stated a conflict of interest on agenda item B and asked to be excused from the room for this item.


4.
Report from City Council Member:


Mrs. Jacob stated that at the City Council meeting on May 20, 2003 the following actions took place:

1) SITLA including the Pony Express Parcel and the Mid – Valley parcel added architectural standards that called for 100% masonry on multi-family dwellings and 50% masonry on single family residential;

2) Mountain View, Pioneer Addition, and Colonial Park Development Agreements were approved;

3) Plum Creek, and Horseshoe Station were approved;

4) The rezone on SR 73 was approved.  
5) Mr. Jonnsson’s Agricultural Protection Application was denied. 

7.
Agenda Items
A.
Criteria for an Ordinance Addressing the Disposal of Public Property, Action Item

Shawn Warnke explained to the Commission the background on the disposal of Public Open Space.  One of the guidelines established in the last State Legislative session was for municipalities to establish their own criteria for the disposal of Public Property.  Some of the guidelines in this criteria was for cities to decide what is considered significant and what is not significant.

In this draft ordinance there is essentially two processes.  The first is the determination if it is significant or insignificant.  
The Planning Commission recommended that insignificant land be taken to City Council but they felt that it wasn’t necessary to have a Public Hearing.  They also felt that significant open space should have a Public Hearing held at the Planning Commission.  The reason for this is that the Planning Commission felt that the public may have some view points that the Planning Commission did not see and this would bring a broader view to their outlook and could have an affect on their recommendation to City Council.  Tom Maher expressed concern in this ordinance being used against the City if there is not a plan for the property.  Mr. Warnke suggested combing two aspects of the plan under Property that is no longer considered significant City property; the two aspects are “The City has no plans for improving the Parcel” and “The parcel no longer serves a public purpose or the purpose that was originally intended for the land.

MOTION: 
Chris Kemp moved to recommend approval of the Ordinance Addressing the Disposal of Public Property with the following recommendations;
1. That when the Open Space is determined significant that the Planning Commission and City Council both hold a Public Hearing.

2. That if the property is determined insignificant that no public hearing is required by the Planning Commission or City Council.

3. That the criteria of: The City has no plans for improving the parcel; and The parcel no longer serves a public purpose or the purpose what was originally intended for the land; be combined into one criterion.


Jeff Love seconded the motion.  Ayes: 4, Nay: 0.  Motion passed
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B. Meadow Ranch Phase 4, Plat Amendment, Action Item
Brian Haskell asked to have Meadow Ranch Phase 4, Plat Amendment removed from the agenda.  He stated that they would like more time to meet with residents and to address their concerns.
Ken Hixson expressed his concern in this area not having a Master Development Plan and in not knowing what is to come in the future. 
C. Kiowa Valley Subdivision, Plat A, Plat Amendment- Action Item



Agenda items C, D, and E were discussed concurrently.



Shawn Warnke explained that Kiowa Valley is located south of the Freemont Springs Subdivision.  

He went on to explain that there are two unique elements that are connected with the processing of this application that the Planning Commission should be aware of during the review.  First, Plat Amendments should be evaluated and considered in the following order: what is in the best interest of the property owner in and surrounding the plat and good planning principles.  Second, this Plat Amendment proposes the elimination of open space.  The State Code was amended to require that cities adopt an ordinance that defines criteria of when a city will consider the disposal of public land.

In this proposal 5 lots would be added along Cherokee Street.  A large majority of the proposed open space would be in the storm detention pond, which would meet all of the open space requirements in the Development Code.  Seventeen thousand dollars would be contributed for the City’s regional park for Smith Ranch.
Tom Maher questioned if the value of the property would be met in this proposal.

Korey Walker responded that he felt it would be fair for the land improvements and water rights.  
Tom Maher opened the Public Hearing at 7:18 p.m. to receive comments on Kiowa Valley Plats B and C.  There were no comments and subsequently the Public Hearing was closed.
MOTION:
Jeff Love moved that the Planning Commission recommend approval of the Kiowa 


Valley (R7 N4) Plat A, Plat Amendment subject to the following conditions: 

1. That Cherokee Street right of way is adjusted to accommodate a 4’ park strip and an 8’ trail.

2. That the City Council approves an ordinance and this application complies with the criteria of the ordinance.  

3. That the addresses be added to the plat including the park.

4. That the plat dedication and acknowledgement use the approved language. 

5. That the correct ownership be shown on the plat.

6. That the park requirement is satisfied through the payment of the fee in lieu which is $17,244 or as determined by the City Engineer is paid to the City with the recordation of Plat B.


Chris Kemp seconded the motion.  Ayes: 4, Nays: 0.  Motion passed.

D.
Kiowa Valley Subdivision, Plat B, Revised Preliminary and Final Plats- Public Hearing- 


Action Item

MOTION:
Chris Kemp moved that the Planning Commission approves the revised preliminary plat 

and recommends approval of the revised final plat applications for Kiowa Valley (R7 N4) 

Plat B subject to the following conditions:

1. That the project meets The Ranches Design Review Committees requirements for fencing and EAR requirement set by The Ranches Design Review Committee.

2. That the park requirement be satisfied through the payment of the fee in lieu which is $17,244 or as determined by the City Engineer.

3. That Cherokee Street right of way is adjusted to accommodate a 4’ park strip and an 8’ trail.

4. That the application complies with engineering requirements;
A)
That the street addresses are verified by the City Engineer. 

B)
That the plat dedication and acknowledgement use the approved language. 

C)
That the County Book and Page and ownership be labeled on the plat.


Leslie Montgomery seconded the motion.  Ayes: 4, Nays: 0.  Motion passed.

E.
Kiowa Valley Subdivision, Plat C, Preliminary and Final Plats- Public Hearing- Discussion 

Item


9.
Adjournment:

MOTION:
Tom Maher moved to adjourn the meeting at 7:35.  

 Approved:  ______________________________________ Date: ___________________
                      
Chairman Tom Maher
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