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Chair Tom Maher called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.
Roll Call:
Commissioners present:  Tom Maher, Chris Kemp, Brian B. Olsen, Jeff Love, and Alternate Commissioner Ken Hixon.  Richard Steinkopf was excused.

Others Present:
Mark Zitting, Brent Nielsen, Christie Baxton, John and Julie Wallace, Jack and Carma Scott, Seana and Hal Johnson, Charlott Ducos, Kelvin Bailey, Jennifer Konald, Mike Risenmay, Mark Ackerman, Meadow Ranch and North Ranch Residents.

City Staff:
City Engineer:

Korey Walker

Planning Director:
Shawn Warnke

City Planner:

Adam Lenahrd

Planning Coordinator: 
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, Brian B. Olsen, Jeff Love, and Ken Hixson.

3.
Declaration of Conflicts of Interest:
None

4.
Report from City Council Member:
Shawn Warnke stated that at the previous City Council meeting on July 6, 2004 the City Council discussed doing away with the Alternate Planning Commissioners, the Business License Ordinance, and reviewed Title II of the Development Code, but did not take action on any of the items.

5.
Action Items
A. General Plan Amendment, Future Land Use and Transportation Plan Map, Public Hearing
Shawn Warnke explained the General Plan Amendment process and the purpose of this General Plan Amendment.  Mr. Warnke stated that this General Plan Amendment is related to the Meadow View Master Development Plan proposal.  He continued in explaining the process and proposal.

Tom Maher opened the Public Hearing at 6:19 p.m.

Tom Maher Closed the Public Hearing

Mayor Kelvin Bailey stated, for clarification, that this area is in the Annexation Policy Plan and as long as the land owner meets the requirements the City has to allow them to annex into the City.  This annexation proposal can only be denied on basis of facts of findings.

Tom Maher closed the Public Hearing at 6:21 p.m.

MOTION:
Jeff Love moved that the Planning Commission recommend approval of the Amendment to the Future Land Use and Transportation Plan Map to designate the parcels between Meadow and North Ranch as Country Residential but limited to the land use intensities as submitted in the proposed Master Development Plan as submitted.


Brian B. Olsen seconded the motion. Ayes: 5, Nays: 0.  Motion passed.

B. Meadow View, Master Development Plan, Public Hearing
Shawn Warnke explained that the Meadow View Ranch parcels are located north of SR 73 between the North and Meadow Ranch Subdivisions.  This proposed development is a single-family subdivision on larger lots ranging in size from 1/3 to ½ to 2/3 up to 1 acres.  A total of 370 lots are proposed on 305.12 acres for a density of ½ dwelling units per acre.

The Master Development Plan shows gross densities.  That is the acreage for the roads and open spaces has not been subtracted out of a development parcel when calculating the density.  For this reason lots that are called out in the gross density may be less.  For example, the half acres shown on the master plan may be less than a half-acre at the time of platting a subdivision.  The Applicant will be required to have no lots less than 1/3 of an acre in the entire project.  Additionally, the Applicant will be required to have 1-acre lots adjacent to Meadow and North Ranch.  Tickville Wash will be included in the one-acre lots adjacent to North Ranch.
The current Development Code identifies that septic tanks should be limited to lots greater than 2.5 acres.  This proposal does not comply with this requirement, nor does the platted lots of Meadow and North Ranch.  The Development Review Committee is not necessarily recommending that these areas have sewer; however, all lots proposed to have septic must have county approval and pass the required perk tests.

A Capital Facility Plan identifies capital facilities required to serve a project.  The plan is typically amended with a master development plan application.  The City has already completed a Capital Facility Plan Amendment for this development.  The Applicant may be required to pay for the costs that the City incurred to amend the Plan.

Brian Haskell stated that he is representing the applicants; he continued in presenting the Master Development Plan and explained the proposal and densities.  He stated that they are working with the Alpine School District and the LDS Church and that if a church or school comes into this Master Development Plan the density will not be moved, that in fact this would lessen the density.

Tom Maher opened the Public Hearing at 6:52 p.m.

Mr. Maher questioned Christie Buxston and Charlott Ducos if the letter the Planning Commission received from the North Ranch Home Owners Association stated the feelings of all the residents in North Ranch.  Ms. Buxston stated that she believes that it represents the majority.  Ms. Ducos addressed the buffering and stated that 1/3 acre lots are not acceptable.  She continued in stating the concerns with the overall density in comparison to Meadow Ranch and North Ranch.

Shauna Johnson stated that she represented the panel of concerned residents.  She stated that the Supreme Court rules in favor of existing character.  She prefers to see nothing smaller than one acre.  She stated her concerns with animal rights, smaller homes with siding or tract homes and stated that these will detract from the current subdivisions.

Brian Haskell stated that this will be a custom home area.
Shauna Johnson would like to see a stipulation on not allowing the same homes next to each other.  She stated that the current subdivisions do no have curb and gutter and privacy fencing that is seen in the more dense developments and they would like the rural feeling preserved.

Korey Walker stated that a traffic study has already been completed for this development.

Mark Zitting of North Ranch stated that he is concerned with overloading the road shown in the Master Development Plan.  He also stated concerns with overloading Sunset Dr. on the East end of the collector and the connection onto State Road 73.  The main concern is safety.  The trip generation will create noise that is not already there.

Brent Nielson stated that he feels that the collector road will be to busy and traffic will detour through North Ranch.

Julie Wallace addressed the lot sizes on the East of Tickville Wash.

Mr. Warnke stated that he feels the Tickville Wash will place a larger buffer between the developments.

Mrs. Wallace questioned if those lots would be a full acre of usable space.

Marty Nubhand stated that he is concerned with the lower area being fed by North Ranches water system.  He questioned when the water tank be installed.

Mr. Haskell stated that the water tank will be done prior to developing in the upper areas.  The water tank will most likely take six months to construct.

Mr. Walker stated that no building permits will be issued in the Northern area until the water tank is complete.

Chrisite Buxston asked that everything promised by the developer be put in binding language.

Mr. Maher stated that everything is bonded that is agreed upon.

Dave Cast stated that he is the President of the Meadow Ranch Home Owners Association.  He is concerned with Traffic diverting through Meadow Ranch.  Meadow Ranch feels that the ½ acre lots are acceptable, but not the 1/3 acre lots.  He does not believe this development will increase property values.

Mr. Warnke stated that a resident in the area, Stan VerStraten, could not attend and requested to have his comments stated in the meeting.  Mr. Warnke continued in stating Mr. VerStaten’s comments which were his feeling that the lot sizes are to small backing the existing subdivision.  He feels that this development will decrease property values and is concerned with the existing subdivisions animal rights.

Dave Davis questioned if the traffic study reviewed the bus stops.  Mr. Maher stated that it does.

Wendy Naphand submitted pictures to show how beautiful the area is and requested no 1/3 acre lots be allowed.

Ms. Johnson stated that one row of one acre lots is not what they consider appropriate buffering.
Jim Smith of North Ranch questioned what the zoning of this area would be.  Mr. Warnke responded that it will be of a new zoning district.

Bob Foote stated that he would like to have the development have a different name to differentiate from the existing subdivisions.

Mr. Haskell stated that the name will be changed.
Tom Maher closed the public hearing.
Shawn Warnke thanked the public for their participation in this meeting.  Mr. Warnke then gave a brief overview to the public on how the Planning Commission comes to their decisions.

Mr. Maher asked Mr. Warnke to explain to the public the difference between salesman speak and what the development code says.  

Mr. Warnke explained that sometimes things are not represented exactly as they are contained in the development agreement or contained in the ordinances.  Mr. Warnke stated that this was why as they look to solidify this project they will do it in an development agreement and that is how the developers become vested and binded.  

MOTION:
Tom Maher made a motion to recommend approval of the Meadow View Ranch Master Development Plan subject to the following conditions: 

1. That the parcels are properly annexed into the City under the direction of the City Council and in accordance with the State’s statutes for annexation.

2. That the correct water rights information is received and approved by the City Attorney.

3. That verification is submitted that all property owners consent to this application.

4. That the residential property be zoned as County Residential Zone.  

5. That there are details surrounding the proposed entry monument.

6. That the Fire Chief verifies the fire protection section of the application.

7. That the application fees are paid for the General Plan amendment and Capital Facility Plan.

8. That the Meadow Ranch Annexation Plat be plat checked.

9. That there is an agreed-upon cross section for the streets.

10. That the City Engineer approves the traffic impact study.

11. That the electrical requirements be approved.

12. That a main 12” sewer outfall line to the east is constructed and connected into the existing system in Meadow Ranch.

13. That the developer installs DLC’s throughout the subdivision in order to provide telecommunications services.

14. That all lots adjacent to North and Meadow Ranch are a minimum 1-acre in size.  That the minimum lot size for this project be no less than 1/3 acre plus or minus five percent.  (See the section entitled Gross Density for additional details.)

15. That trail connectivity is provided to existing trail systems in North and Meadow Ranches.

16. That SR 73 is widened according to UDOT regulations.

17. That the overall street system provides secondary access connections.

18. That the access to Camp Williams is a 60’ local road and that the City Engineer identifies the posted speed limit.

19. That the Exhibit 5 Chart for the LOS B needs to be updated to reflect the current standards for asphalt widths E-file of Annexation Plat needs to be provided.

20. That the e-file of the contour / existing grade elevations be submitted so that City can verify slope restraint areas.

21. That the application complies with the City’s Architectural Standards and all lots to the North and Meadow Ranch have the same architectural requirements in the CC&R's.

22. That the developer will bond for a one million gallon water storage tank with approved design plans when approvals are submitted for the Meadow Ranch pressure zone.
23. That no building permit be issued unless the water pressure meets city standards.

24. That on the minimum size lots their will be a maximum of 25% devoted to 1/3 acre lots and the rest will be larger and the entire perimeter will be in 1 acre or larger lots.  

25. That their will be a special zone established for animal rights on lots of 1 acre or larger.

26. That their will be one homeowners association.

27. That in the CC&R’s the developer will include requirements for 1,400 sq ft on the main floor as a minimum.

28. That there will be no vinyl siding

29. That the lots adjacent to the two existing developments the homes be 100% masonry.

30. That the development in it’s entirety only 30% of the homes will have siding on them.

Chris Kemp seconded the motion.  Ayes: 5, Nays: 0.  Motion Passed.
C. Lone Tree, Preliminary Plat, Public Hearing

Shawn Warnke explained that the Lone Tree subdivision is located off Pony Express Parkway and would be the most southern development of The Ranches to date.  Mr. Warnke stated that currently, there are no subdivisions in close proximity to the proposed Lone Tree Subdivision.  
Korey Walker explained to the Planning Commission that the open space area is where the developer plans on putting in a neighborhood park. That will have landscape improved grass and a native grass area with trails going through.  Mr. Walker stated that his biggest concern with this was access to the park.  Mr. Walker explained that pedestrian wise there was plenty of access but, for those who would have to drive to the park there would only be parking for them in a cul-de-sac and one road that would have a trail access.  
Mr. Hixon stated that an alternate parking place be provided because the cul-de-sac is not adequate enough.
Tom Maher opened the Public Hearing

Tom Maher closed the Public Hearing
MOTION:
Chris Kemp moved that the Planning Commission approve the Preliminary Plat for Lone Tree Plat B subject to the following conditions:

1. That the preliminary storm drain calculations with bench drains are submitted.

2. That the evidence of water rights sufficent to serve the development be identified.

3. That the park meets the neighborhood park requirements for the number of lots served.
4. That a parking are for the park be addressed with the City Engineer’s recommendation for the number of spaces.

Jeff Love seconded the motion.  Ayes: 3, Nays: 0.
D.
Lone Tree, Phase B, Final Plat
This item was removed from the agenda. 
6.
Discussion Items
A.
SITLA North Mid-Valley Parcel, Concept Plan


Shawn Warnke gave a general overview of this project.
Mr. Warnke explained that the only issue he would like to discuss was the airstrip.  Mr. Warnke stated that  this airstrip was approved by the county.  Mr. Warnke explained that on an airstrip path there is a clear approach zone or area that prohibits structures from being built.  Mr. Warnke explained that this would need to be checked out.

Mr. Walker explained that it had not been used for along time and that the last time it has been used it was by Nick Berg.

McKay Edwards explained that he knew the airstrip was there but was unaware that it had ever been used.

Mckay Edwards explained that the larger lots were more of a priority than the smaller ones and that the larger lots would be developed before the smaller lots.  
Mr. Warnke explained that he is concerned because Utah County approved it and they may have some possible vesting that will need to be respected as this project proceeds.

Mr. Edwards explained that the larger lots were more of priority than the smaller ones.  Mr. Edwards stated that the three acre lots would preserve the rural character of this particular area.  

Mr. Edwards explained that the plan was just a rough sketch and that he was willing to make any necessary changes.

Mr. Edwards explained that he would like all of the smaller parks to eventually be connected with trails.
Mr. Edwards explained that there would not be a water tank because the elevation was not high enough to have one.  
7. General Discussion/Questions:
None

8.
Adjournment:
Tom Maher moved to adjourn the meeting at 9:20 p.m. 
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