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Millcreek Planning Commission
Meeting Agenda
PUBLIC NOTICE is hereby given that the Planning Commission of MILLCREEK will assemble in a REGULAR public
meeting on Wednesday, 16 January 2019 at City Hall, 3330 S. 1300 E., Millcreek, Utah 84106, commencing at
5:00 p.m.
5:00 p.m. – Regular Meeting
1. Public Hearings
1.1 Consideration of CU-18-022/SD-18-015, Conditional Use Permit and preliminary plat
approval for a 9-unit Planned Unit Development Location: 3360 S. Ararat Dr. Applicant: Fox
Den LLC Planner: Blaine Gehring
1.2 Consideration of CU-18-020, Conditional Use Permit for a 9-unit townhome multifamily
development Location: 3325 S. 1100 E. Applicant: David Pedrazas Planner: Blaine Gehring
1.3 Consideration of CU-18-021, Conditional Use Permit for a mixed use multifamily
development consisting of 18 units and ground-floor commercial Location: 4572-4600 S.
900 E. Applicant: Jay Mirrafie Planner: Robert May
1.4 Consideration of ZM-18-014, Rezone from A-1 to RM, subject to a development agreement
for a Planned Unit Development consisting of 11 townhomes Location: 4046 S. 700 W.
Applicant: Rick Whiting Planner: Robert May
1.5 Consideration of ZT-18-013, Amendments to Title 19, establishing a procedure to convert
existing multifamily developments into condominiums Applicant: Resonance Development
Planner: Blaine Gehring
1.6 Consideration of ZT-18-015, Amendments to Title 2 and Title 19, establishing public noticing
requirements and clarifying procedures to notice community councils for certain land use
applications Planner: Blaine Gehring
2. Continuing Business
2.1 Consideration of ZT-18-012, Amendments to Title 19, establishing new regulations for onpremise signs Planner: Erin O’Kelley
3. Business Meeting
3.1 Approval of December 19, 2018 Meeting Minutes
4. New Items for Subsequent Consideration
5. Calendar of Upcoming Planning Meetings
• Combined City Council & Planning Commission Special Work Mtg., 1/23/19 at City Hall
• Mt. Olympus Community Council Mtg., 2/5/19, 6:00 p.m. at 3450 E. Oakview Dr.
• Millcreek Community Council Mtg., 2/5/19, 6:30 p.m. at 1025 E. 4405 S.
• Canyon Rim Citizens Association Mtg., 2/6/19, 7:00 p.m. at 2375 E. 3300 S.
• East Mill Creek Community Council Mtg., 2/7/19, 6:30 p.m. at 2266 E. Evergreen Ave.
• City Council Mtg., 2/11/19, 5:00 p.m. at City Hall
• Planning Commission Mtg., 2/20/19, 5:00 p.m. at City Hall
6. Adjournment

In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, Millcreek will make reasonable accommodation for
participation in the meeting. Individuals may request assistance by contacting the Recorder's Office, 801-214-2601,
at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting.
The Planning Commission public meeting is a public forum where the Planning Commission receives comment from
applicants, the public, applicable agencies and staff regarding land use applications and other items on the
Commission’s agenda. In addition, it is where the Planning Commission takes action on these items. Actions may
include: approval, approval with conditions, denial of legislative items, continuance, or recommendation to other
bodies as applicable.
THE UNDERSIGNED DULY APPOINTED CITY RECORDER FOR THE MUNICIPALITY OF MILLCREEK HEREBY CERTIFIES
THAT A COPY OF THE FOREGOING NOTICE WAS EMAILED OR POSTED TO:
City Offices
City Website
Utah Public Notice Website
Those Listed on the Agenda
http://millcreek.us
http://pmn.utah.gov
DATE: January 11, 2019

CITY RECORDER: Elyse Greiner

*Agenda items may be moved in order, sequence, and time to meet the needs of the Planning Commission*

3330 South 1300 East
Millcreek, UT 84106
801-214-2700
millcreek.us
File #CU-18-022

Planning Commission Staff Report
Meeting Date:
Applicant:
Property Address:
Parcel ID:
Request:

January 16, 2019
Fox Den, LLC
3360 S. Ararat Street
16-29-354-022
Conditional Use Permit for a 9-unit townhome planned unit
development in an R-M Zone at 3360 S. Ararat Street

Zone:

R-M

Community Council:

Millcreek

Prepared By:

Blaine Gehring, AICP, Planner

SYNOPSIS AND SCOPE OF DECISION
Fox Den, LLC is seeking a Conditional Use Permit approval for a 9-unit townhome planned unit
development in an R-M zone at 3360 S. Ararat street. With the conditional use permit and PUD approval of
the Millcreek City Planning Commission, a multi-family dwelling planned unit development will be allowed
at this location for the development of the nine 2-story 3-bedroom townhomes. The Planning Commission
will grant preliminary approval for a conditional use permit. Final approval will be issued by staff after a
technical review.
Existing
Zoning
R-M

Existing Land
Use
Vacant

Surrounding
Uses and Zones
Commercial,
single-family
and multifamily
residential

Site
Improvements
9 townhome units
in a PUD

Parcel ID
16-29-354-022

Size
.83 acres

Pursuant to Chapter 19.60.020 of the Millcreek Code, the R-M zone allows both multi-family
residential and planned unit development as conditional uses. The Planning Commission is asked to
consider this request considering reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed use for
the neighborhood.

Request: Conditional Use Permit for a 9-unit townhome planned unit development
development in an RM zone

File #: CU-18-022

SITE & VICINITY DESCRIPTION
Figure 1: Aerial Photo
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Request: Conditional Use Permit for a 9-unit townhome planned unit development
development in an RM zone

File #: CU-18-022

Figure 2: Zoning and neighborhood map

Currently the property is vacant, the old single family home that was on the property has been demolished.
It is located on Ararat Street which is a narrow neighborhood street connecting 3300 South and 900 East by
3375 South. There are no existing curb, cutter or sidewalk improvements on the street. There are several
single-family homes along the street with other adjacent uses being commercial to the north and the
Shadybrook Condominiums to the south. There are currently no fault line, grade, or other geologic
considerations to account for. There are also no irrigation or other private water issues that staff is aware of
that need to be addressed at this time.
Planning Commission Staff Report
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Request: Conditional Use Permit for a 9-unit townhome planned unit development
development in an RM zone

File #: CU-18-022

PROJECT INFORMATION
Fox Den, LLC was granted a rezone to R-M in September 2017 with a development agreement to develop a
9-unit townhome planned unit development approved in October 2018. The original request was heard and
recommended by the planning commission in September 2017 prior to Millcreek’s incorporation. Because
of the large amount of work done at that time, staff recommended, and the city council approved the site
plan and building plans which met the R-M Zone at that time.
Proposed Uses. 9-unit townhome planned unit development.
Density. The R-M Zone requires 2,000 square feet of area per unit for projects of 5 units or more. With .83
acres, the density is 4,017.2 square feet per unit.
Site Layout. The buildings cover 8,977 square feet of area (24.6%) with 17,367 square feet of landscaping
(47.6%) and 10,118 square feet of impervious surfaces (27.6%) in driveways and access driveway. The
driveway down the center is 20 feet wide with a hammerhead on the west side between the two 3-plexes
meeting all fire department requirements.

Fencing and Landscaping: Fencing and landscaping, to include specific materials and tree
placement, are illustrated on the site plan. Fencing shall be 8 feet high and materials to match the fencing
on the project at 750 E. 3300 S.
Lighting: No light source (light bulb, fluorescent tube, or other direct source of light used to
illuminate a parking area) shall be visible beyond the property line of any off-street parking area as required
by Section 19.80.030 of the zoning ordinance.
Access. A new curb cut and driveway will be provided off of Ararat Street with curb, gutter and sidewalk
improvements required by the development agreement.
Dedication. No additional dedication is required along Ararat Street.
Parking. As per section 19.80.040 Parking, the applicant is approved for two car garages for each unit, plus
six guest parking stalls, for a total of 24 parking stalls. Two and one-half stalls for each three-bedroom unit,
plus 0.33 stalls per unit for guest parking is required for a total of 26 spaces under the current ordinance.
The 24 spaces provided meet the approved development agreement. However, the DA does require that
each unit be limited to two vehicles only.
Open Space. The site has a 40% open space requirement including parking and landscaping requirements
stated in 19.77 of the MCC, which have been met.
Building Design. The applicant is proposing a contemporary building design with quality materials that will
is compatible with the existing neighborhood. The entirety of the residential space lends itself to a quiet
residential feel with private entry ways and patios. The buildings are 3 stories tall and will have built in 2-car
garages on the first floor. The buildings will be the following as per the development agreement:

Height: 28’ meeting PUD and R-M Zone standards
Setbacks: Front: 15 feet, rear 16feet, 14.5’ and 15’ side yards with a large side yard for the
playground
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Request: Conditional Use Permit for a 9-unit townhome planned unit development
development
in an
RM zone
Materials: The
project
will consist of the following materials.

a.
b.
c.
d.

File #: CU-18-022

Wood siding
Cementitious fiber-board siding
Metal soffits
Rock, stone, or brick wainscots and accents.

Massing: 3, 2-story 3-plex buildings measuring 3,798, 3,798 and 3,626 square feet.
Unit Characteristics. 9 3-bedroom units.
Amenities. The open space will include the following residential amenities:

a. Three raised garden beds located west of the playground, for the growing of vegetables
b. Swing set in playground area with lawn.
c. Barbeque area next to playground.

Utilities and Waste Removal. Applicant will address how and where utilities will be connected. Garbage
cans will be provided for each unit for waste removal stored in each private garbage.
Development Agreement Considerations. The townhome planned unit development is subject to all
provisions in the approved development agreement. (Copy attached)
Exceptions. None
Project Information Summary Table
Requirement
Height
Density
Front Yard Setback
Side Yard Setback
Rear Yard Setback
Lot Width
Lot Area
Parking
Open Space
Amenities

Zone Requirement
28 Feet (RCOZ) 30 feet (R-M)
2,000 sf per unit
25 Feet
10 feet
20 Feet
50 feet
2,000 sf per unit
26 stalls
40%
Residential amenities

Proposed
28 feet
4,017 sf per unit
15 Feet as per DA
14’4” and 15 Feet
16 Feet per DA
79.96 feet
4,017 sf per unit
24 stalls per DA
47.6%.
As per DA

COMMUNITY COUNCIL RESPONSE
At their meeting on January 8, 2019, the Millcreek Community Council voted unanimously to send a
favorable recommendation to the Planning Commission with a recommendation that additional guest
parking be provided in the areas where detention is being proposed. Two adjoining neighbors also
spoke in favor of the project.
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Request: Conditional Use Permit for a 9-unit townhome planned unit development
development in an RM zone

File #: CU-18-022

STANDARDS FOR APPROVAL
Per §19.84.060 of the Millcreek Code, All Conditional Use Permits run with the land and may require the
applicant to record documents to that effect. The Planning Commission and staff, in their review
capacity, may impose site plan modifications and conditions to mitigate the reasonably anticipated
detrimental effects of a conditional use.
While staff finds that the project is well designed, the final conditional use permit will be evaluated for
potential detrimental impacts established in the Millcreek Code.
Staff identified the following reasonably anticipated detrimental effects on this project, and recommend
the following modifications and conditions to mitigate them:

1. Detrimental effects of decreased street service levels and/or traffic patterns including the need
for street modifications such as dedicated turn lanes, traffic control devices, safety, street
widening, curb, gutter and sidewalks, location of ingress/egress, lot surfacing and design of offstreet parking and circulation, loading docks, as well as compliance with off-street parking
standards, including other reasonable mitigation as determined by a qualified traffic engineer.

Effect:
Mitigation:

Staff finds that changing use or intensity can alter service levels on Ararat
Street.
Providing for new curb, gutter and sidewalk improvements should help with the
service levels on the street. Ararat Street has two dedicated streets that access
3300 South and 900 East.

2. Detrimental effects on the adequacy of utility systems, service delivery, and capacities, including the
need for such items as relocating, upgrading, providing additional capacity, or preserving existing
systems, including other reasonable mitigation as determined by the City’s engineering staff,
contracted engineers, and utility service providers.
Effect:

Mitigation:

It is likely that upgraded water service will be required for this use. As part
of a building permit review, the applicant may be required to receive the
approval of Millcreek City, Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities, and
the S. L. City Suburban Sewer District.
The applicant shall obtain a complete review for an approved building
permit and shall continually comply with the requirements of Millcreek City,
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities, and the S. L. City Suburban
Sewer District.

3. Detrimental effects on connectivity and safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.

Planning Commission Staff Report

Page 6 of 8

File #: CU-18-022
Request: Conditional Use Permit for a 9-unit townhome planned unit development
development
in Connectivity
an RM zone and safety for pedestrians and bicyclists is likely to be impacted
Effect:
by more frequent residential traffic.
Mitigation: Ararat Street and 3275 South are small neighborhood streets which should
continue to ensure the safe movement of pedestrians and bicyclists.

4. Detrimental effects by the use due to its nature, including noise that exceeds sound levels
normally found in residential areas, odors beyond what is normally considered acceptable, within
a neighborhood including such effects as environmental impacts, dust, fumes, smoke, odor,
noise, vibrations; chemicals, toxins, pathogens, gases, heat, light, electromagnetic disturbances,
and radiation. Detrimental effects by the use may include hours of operation and the potential to
create an attractive nuisance.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Not applicable.
Not applicable.

5. Detrimental effects that increase the risk of contamination of or damage to adjacent properties
and injury or sickness to people arising from, but not limited to, waste disposal, fire safety,
geologic hazards, soil or slope conditions, liquefaction potential, site grading/topography, storm
drainage/flood control, high ground water, environmental health hazards, or wetlands, as
determined by City Engineer, City geologist and other qualified specialists.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Waste removal could be a nuisance to the neighbors.
Waste will be managed by the tenants with trash bins in each private garage.

6. Detrimental effects of modifications to or installation of signs and exterior lighting that conflict
with neighborhood compatibility.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Based on the applicant’s proposal for a standard addressing along the
individual unit’s façade, no significant detrimental effects are anticipated.
Not applicable.

7. Detrimental effects arising from incompatible designs in terms of use, scale, intensity, height,
mass, setbacks, character, construction, solar access, landscaping, fencing, screening, and
architectural design and exterior detailing/finishes and colors within the neighborhood in which
the conditional use will be located.
Effect:

Mitigation:

A line of townhomes without defined architectural design without quality
materials may have a detrimental effect to the overall neighborhood
character.
The applicant’s plans reflect a balanced architectural design with the
materials approved in the development agreement.

8. Detrimental effects on the tax base and property values.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Not applicable.
Not applicable.
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development in an RM zone
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9. Detrimental effects on the current level of economy in governmental expenditures.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Not applicable.
Not applicable.

10. Detrimental effects on emergency fire service and emergency vehicle access.
Effect:

Mitigation:

A review by the Fire Marshal is necessary as part of the building permit
process. In order to obtain a building permit, the applicant will need to meet
all fire codes related to the safe occupancy of the development.
The applicant shall be required to continuously comply with all applicable
fire codes.

11. Detrimental effects on usable/functional/accessible open space.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Not applicable.
Not applicable.

12. Inadequate maintenance of the property and structures in perpetuity including performance
measures, compliance reviews, and monitoring.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Poorly maintained buildings and landscaping may contribute to overall
neighborhood decline.
The applicant and its successors shall properly and continually maintain all
required landscaping, fencing, buildings, and access driveways.

13. Detrimental effects on appearance from graffiti. Applicants shall apply an anti-graffiti material or
coating, approved by the City, to building, fence, and other surfaces from ground level to a
height of nine feet. The Planning Commission may approve dense planting or appropriate design
measures in place of anti-graffiti materials. This requirement may be imposed retroactively where
graffiti issues are present.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Not applicable.
Not applicable.

PLANNING STAFF ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
Planning Staff finds that the proposed project is in keeping with the intent of the R-M zone, that it will
enhance an existing residential neighborhood on a high-visibility roadway, provided the above detrimental
effects are appropriately mitigated. The private residential site plan and development design will make a
meaningful enhancement to the character of the area. This project should comply with the City’s general
plan and found to be compatible with land uses in the vicinity. This R-M planned unit development
incorporates innovations of design, amenities, and features along with providing ownership of the units.
Planning Commission Staff Report
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File #: CU-18-022

PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND DRAFT MOTION

The applicant’s property at 3360 S. Ararat Street for and 9-unit townhome planned unit development will
facilitate the development of a cohesive zoned area that is appropriate.
Planning Staff recommends approval of the conditional use permit. A draft motion is as follows:
Motion to Approve Conditional Use Permit CU-18-022, a 9-unit townhome planned unit
development at 3672 South 900 East with the following conditions:
1.

The applicant shall provide parking as approved in the development agreement.

2.

The applicant shall provide the proposed exterior detailing/finishes as provided for in the
development agreement.

3.

The development will be limited to the nine three-bedroom units.

4.

The setbacks are as approved in the development agreement.

5.

The proposed building height is no more than 28’.

6.

All service and mechanical equipment must be screened by landscaping or other methods as
set forth in section 19.77.070 of the zoning ordinance.

7.

Signs will require separate building permits and staff review for zoning/land use compliance.

8.

No light source (light bulb, fluorescent tube, or other direct source of light used to illuminate
a parking area) shall be visible beyond the property line of any off-street parking area as
required by Section 19.80.030 of the zoning ordinance.

9.

Any modifications to these approved plans must be approved by the City Council as an
amendment to the development agreement.

10. Landscaping shall be installed as per the development agreement.
11. The applicant will comply with all requirements established through the technical review

process prior to receiving final conditional use approval.
12. The applicant will comply with all requirements of the Unified Fire Code, subject to approval by

the Fire Marshal.
13. The applicant shall install “No Parking” signs in the fire access lane.
14. The applicant shall obtain a complete review for an approved building permit and shall

continually comply with the requirements of Millcreek City, Salt Lake City Department of Public
Utilities, and the S. L. City Suburban Sewer District.
Planning Commission Staff Report
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15. The applicant and its successors shall properly and continually maintain all required

landscaping, fencing, buildings, and roads.
16. All items of the staff report.

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Application
Applicant Letter
Affidavit
CUP Supplemental form
Site Plan
Elevations
Landscape plan
Development Agreement
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When recorded, return to:
Millcreek
Attn: Jeff Silvestrini
3330 South 1300 East
Millcreek, UT 84106
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
This Development Agreement (this “Agreement”) is entered into this 8th day of October,
2018, by and between Fox Den at Millcreek LLC (“Developer”), for the land to be included in or
affected by the project located at approximately 3360 South Ararat Drive in Millcreek Utah, a
municipal corporation of the State of Utah (“City”). The Developer and the City are sometimes
referred to as the “Parties.”
RECITALS
WHEREAS, Developer owns approximately 0.83 acres of real property located at 3360
South Ararat Drive in Millcreek, Utah (“Property”) and intends to develop the Property. A legal
description of the Property is attached hereto as exhibit “A.” The Parties desire that the Property
be developed in a unified and consistent fashion and establish minimum standards for a new
townhome development (the “Project”) on the Property; and
WHEREAS, Developer hereby represent to the Millcreek Council that it is voluntarily
entering into this Agreement; and
WHEREAS, Developer is willing to restrict the Property in a manner that is in harmony
with the objectives of the City’s General Plan and long-range development objectives, and which
addresses the more specific development issues set forth in this Agreement, and is willing to
abide by the terms of this Agreement; and
WHEREAS, the City, acting pursuant to its authority under the Utah Municipal Land Use,
Development, and Management Act, Utah Code Ann. §10-9a-101, et seq., and its ordinances,
resolutions, and regulations, and in furtherance of its land-use policies, has made certain
determinations with respect to the proposed Project, and, in the exercise of its legislative discretion,
has elected to approve this Agreement;
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and conditions contained
herein, the parties agree as follows:
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1.

Affected Property. The legal description of the Property contained within the

Project boundaries is attached as exhibit “A.” No additional property may be added to or removed
from this description for the purposes of this Agreement except by written amendment to this
Agreement executed and approved by Developer and the City.
2.

Reserved Legislative Powers. Nothing in this Agreement shall limit the future

exercise of police power by the City in enacting zoning, subdivision, development, transportation,
environmental, open space, and related land-use plans, policies, ordinances and regulations after
the date of this Agreement, provided that the adoption and exercise of such power shall not restrict
Developer’s vested rights to develop the Project as provided herein. This Agreement is not
intended to and does not bind the Millcreek Council in the independent exercise of its legislative
discretion with respect to such zoning regulations.
3.

Compliance with City Ordinances and Standards. Developer acknowledges and

agrees that nothing in this Agreement shall be deemed to relieve it from the obligation to comply
with all applicable ordinances and requirements of the City necessary for development of the
Project, including the payment of fees, and compliance with applicable City standards.
4.

Specific Design Conditions. The Project shall be developed and constructed as set

forth in the specific design conditions/criteria set forth in exhibit “B.

The Project shall also

comply with all requirements set forth in the minutes of the Millcreek Planning Commission and
Millcreek meetings on this matter.
5.

Agreement to Run With the Land. This Agreement shall be recorded in the

Office of the Salt Lake County Recorder, shall be deemed to run with the Property, and shall
encumber the same; and shall be binding on and inure to the benefit of all successors and assigns
of Developer in the ownership or development of any portion of the Property. This Agreement
supersedes any and all development agreements that have been executed concerning the Property.
6.

Assignment. Neither this Agreement nor any of the provisions, terms or conditions

hereof can be assigned to any other party, individual or entity without the consent of the other
party. This Agreement shall be binding upon any successors and assigns. This restriction on
assignment is not intended to prohibit or impede the sale by Developer.
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7.

No Joint Venture, Partnership or Third Party Rights. This Agreement does not

create any joint venture, partnership, undertaking or business arrangement between the parties
hereto nor any rights or benefits to third parties, except as expressly provided herein.
8.

Integration. Modification, and Entire Agreement. This Agreement contains the

entire agreement between the parties with respect to the subject matter hereof and integrates all
prior conversations, discussions, or understandings of whatever kind or nature and may only be
modified by a subsequent writing duly executed and approved by the parties hereto. Exhibits A
and B are hereby incorporated into this Agreement.
9.

Notices. Any notices, requests, or demands required or desired to be given

hereunder shall be in writing and should be delivered personally to the party for whom intended,
or, if mailed by certified mail, return receipt requested, postage prepaid to the parties as follows:
TO DEVELOPER:

Fox Den at Millcreek LLC
111 West Innsbruck Lane
Midway, Utah 84049

TO CITY:

Millcreek
Jeff Silvestrini, Mayor
3330 South 1300 East
Millcreek, Utah 84106

Any party may change its address by giving written notice to the other party in accordance
with the provisions of this section.
10.

Choice of Law and Venue. Any dispute regarding this Agreement shall be heard

and settled under the laws of the State of Utah. Any Utah litigation regarding this Agreement shall
be filed in the Third District Court in Salt Lake City, Utah. Any federal litigation regarding this
Agreement shall be filed in the United States District Court for the District of Utah in Salt Lake
City, Utah.

11.

Severability. In the event any provision of this Agreement is held to be invalid or

unenforceable, the remaining provisions shall remain valid and binding upon the parties. One or
more waivers of any term, condition, or other provision of this Agreement by either party shall not
be construed as a waiver of a subsequent breach of the same or any other provision.
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12.

Limitation on Recovery for Default – No Damages. No party shall be entitled to

any claim for any monetary damages as a result of any breach of this Agreement and each Party
waives any claims thereto. The sole remedy available to Developer or and assignee shall be that
of specific performance. Notwithstanding such limitation the City may withhold all further
reviews, approvals, licenses, building permits and/or other permits for development of the Project
in the case of a default by Develop or any assignee.

13.

Term of Agreement. The term of this Agreement shall be until December 31,

2023 and shall automatically expire on such date.

14.

Force Majeure. Neither party shall be liable or deemed to be in default for any

delay, failure, or interruption in performance under the Agreement resulting, directly or indirectly,
from acts of God, acts of civil or military authority, acts of public enemy, war, accidents, fires,
explosions, earthquakes, floods, failure of transportation, machinery or supplies, vandalism, strikes
or other work interruptions, or any other cause beyond the control of either party. Both Parties,
however, agree to make good faith efforts to perform under this Agreement in the event of any
such circumstance.

15.

Construction. The Parties stipulate that this Agreement and all agreements or

documents incorporated herein shall not be subject to the rule of construction that a written
agreement is construed against the Party preparing or drafting that Agreement.

16.

Headings. The descriptive headings of the paragraphs of this Agreement are

inserted for convenience only and shall not control or affect the meaning or construction of any of
the provisions hereof.

17.

No Waiver. The failure of either Party to exercise in any respect a right provided

for in this Agreement shall not be deemed to be a subsequent waiver of the same right or of any
other right.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement on the day and year
first above written.
Millcreek

Jeff Silvestrini, Mayor
ATTEST:

Elyse Greiner, CMC, City Recorder

DEVELOPER

By:
Title:

Page 5 of 9

STATE OF UTAH

)
: ss.
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE )
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ______ day of _______, 2018, by Jeff
Silvestrini and Elyse Greiner as the Mayor and the City Recorder, respectively, of Millcreek, a
Utah municipality.
___________________________________
Notary Public

STATE OF UTAH

)
: ss.
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this
________________ 2018 by ___________.

______________________________
Notary Public
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___ day of

Exhibit A
Parcel No. 16-29-354-022
3360 South Ararat Street
Legal Description
BEG S 330 FT & W 33 FT FR NE COR LOT 9, BLK 20, 10 AC PLAT A, BIG FIELD SUR; W
231 FT; S 244.2 FT; E 109 FT; N 79.2 FT;E 1 FT; N 88 FT E 121 FT; N 77 FT TO BEG. 0.83
AC. 4071-02366117-0345 6604-1361 6520-1144 7402-0289 7630-0845 8227-0711 9091-9252
9288-1496 10521-7036
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Exhibit B

Developer and the City agree that the proposed development will incorporate the following:
1. Height. The height of the building will not exceed 28 feet in height as measured from
original ground surface, as defined by Section 19.04.095 of the Millcreek Code.
2. Setbacks. The setbacks for the building will be as established on the attached site plan,
Exhibit C.
3. Parking. The project will include 24 parking stalls for the development. Guest Parking is
located in common area as indicated in Exhibit C.
4. Common Open Space. The project will consist of open space totaling 40 percent of the
project site.
5. Codes, Covenants, and Restrictions. The project shall be subject to recorded codes,
covenants and restrictions that among other things limit each unit to two motorized
vehicles per unit.
6. Amenities. The open space will include the following residential amenities:
a. Three raised garden beds located west of the playground, for the growing of
vegetables
b. Swing set in playground area with lawn.
c. Barbeque area next to playground.
7. Units. The project will consist of nine three-bedroom units.
8. Private Open Space. Each unit will have a concrete patio consisting of 112 square feet,
with dimensions of at least 16 feet by 7 feet.
9. Lighting. The developer will install two lights in front of each garage and one light next
to the front door of each unit,.
10. Fencing. The developer will install wood fencing with brick or stone pillars spaced every
ten feet, along the perimeter of the property, except where the entrance gate is located on
Ararat Drive.
11. Monument Sign. The developer will install a monument sign in front of the property.
12. Curb, Gutter, and Sidewalk. The developer will provide curb, gutter, and sidewalks
along the development frontage on Ararat Street, and within the project as established in
Exhibit C.
13. Uses. Uses will be limited to a residential planned unit development.
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14. Landscaping. Landscaping will be provided as provided in the attached landscape plan.
In addition, Developer will undertake best efforts to preserve all existing trees where
practical on the property.
15. Materials. The project will consist of the following materials.
a.
b.
c.
d.

Wood siding
Cementitious fiber-board siding
Metal soffits
Rock, stone, or brick wainscots and accents.

16. Arrangement of the materials and the windows will be as indicated on the attached
renderings.
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RECORD OF SURVEY
R.O.S. NO.: 2017-03-0235

PUBLIC UTILITY APPROVAL

SIGNED

DATE

CHECK FOR ZONING COMPLIANCE

CABLE:__________________________

DATE:________________

ZONE:______________

LOT AREA:______________

COMCAST:_______________________

DATE:________________

LOT WIDTH:_________

FRONT YARD:____________

ROCKY MTN POWER:______________

DATE:________________

SIDE YARD:_________

REAR YARD:_____________

DOMINION ENERGY:_______________

DATE:________________

ROCKY MTN POWER:______________

DATE:________________
SIGNATURE

FOX DEN AT MILLCREEK P.U.D.
A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

DATE

SIGNED

DATE

MILLCREEK PLANNING COMMISSION
APPROVED THIS_________DAY OF _________________ A.D.,
20___, BY THE MILLCREEK PLANNING COMMISSION.

MILLCREEK PLANNING COMMISSION CHAIR

SIGNED

DATE

PLAN CHECK

ST
A

FOR REVIEW ONLY

DATE

APPROVED AS TO FORM THIS___________DAY OF __________
A.D., 20___.

MILLCREEK ATTORNEY

H

AN ENTIRE TRACT OF LAND LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 29,
TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 1 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN. SAID ENTIRE TRACT IS
MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE WESTERLY RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 800 EAST STREET, SAID
POINT BEING SOUTH 00°11'06" WEST 330.00 FEET AND SOUTH 89°56'55" WEST 33.00 FEET FROM
THE NORTHEAST CORNER LOT 9, BLOCK 20, 10 ACRE PLAT "A" BIG FIELD SURVEY AND
RUNNING THENCE SOUTH 00°11'06" WEST 76.96 FEET ALONG SAID WESTERLY RIGHT OF WAY
LINE; THENCE NORTH 89°48'54" WEST 124.31 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 00°11'06" WEST 88.02
FEET;THENCE NORTH 89°48'54" WEST 1.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 00°11'06" WEST 81.39 FEET
TO A POINT ON THE NORTHERLY LINE OF SHADYBROOK CONDOMINIUM RECORDED JULY 29,
1982 AS ENTRY NO. 3697563 IN BOOK 82-7 AT PAGE 63 AT THE OFFICE OF THE SALT LAKE
COUNTY RECORDER; THENCE SOUTH 89°53'44" WEST 109.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 00°12'01"
EAST 245.68 FEET; THENCE NORTH 89°53'02" EAST 234.25 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.
CONTAINS 36,462 SQUARE FEET OR 0.837 ACRES, MORE OR LESS
12 LOTS

OWNER'S DEDICATION
KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS THAT__________________, THE_______________________OF FOX DEN AT
MILLCREEK, LLC, A UTAH LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, UNDERSIGNED OWNER(S) OF THE ABOVE DESCRIBED
TRACT OF LAND, HAVING CAUSED SAME TO BE SUBDIVIDED INTO LOTS AND STREETS TO BE HEREAFTER
KNOWN AS THE

FOX DEN AT MILLCREEK P.U.D.
A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

DO HEREBY DEDICATE FOR PERPETUAL USE OF THE PUBLIC ALL PARCELS OF LAND SHOWN ON THIS PLAT AS
INTENDED FOR PUBLIC USE. IN WITNESS WHEREBY _______________________ HAVE HEREUNTO SET
______________________THIS _____________DAY OF_________, 20___.
FOX DEN AT MILLCREEK, LLC

BY:______________________________
ITS:______________________________

} S.S.

STATE OF UTAH

ON THE_____DAY OF __________A.D., 20___, ______________________ PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME,
_______________________, WHOSE IDENTITY IS PERSONALLY KNOWN TO ME (OR PROVEN ON THE BASIS OF
SATISFACTORY EVIDENCE) AND WHO, BY ME DULY SWORN/AFFIRMED, DID SAY THAT HE IS
THE MANAGING MEMBER OF FOX DEN AT MILLCREEK, LLC, A UTAH LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, AND THAT
THE OWNER'S DEDICATION WAS SIGNED BY HIM ON BEHALF OF SAID LLC, AND SAID
__________________________ ACKNOWLEDGED TO ME THAT SAID LLC EXECUTED THE SAME.
COMMISSION NUMBER:

DEVELOPER/OWNER:
NAME:
BRIAN MCMULLIN
PHONE:
801-633-0992
EMAIL:
brianmcmullin1@gmail.com
ADDRESS:111 WEST INNSBRUCK LANE
MIDWAY, UT 84049

__________________

NOTARY PUBLIC (SIGNATURE)
A NOTARY PUBLIC COMMISSIONED IN UTAH

FOX DEN AT MILLCREEK P.U.D.
A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 29,
TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 1 EAST,
SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN ALSO,
LOCATED IN LOT 9, BLOCK 20, 10-ACRES
PLAT "A", BIG FIELD SURVEY
MILLCREEK, SALT LAKE COUNTY, UTAH

SHEET 1 OF 1

SALT LAKE COUNTY RECORDER
RECORDED #__________________________

PRESENTED TO THE MAYOR AND MILLCREEK COUNCIL
THIS___________DAY OF __________ A.D., 20___, AT WHICH
TIME THIS SUBDIVISION WAS APPROVED AND ACCEPTED.

ATTEST: CITY RECORDER

PRINTED NAME

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES: __________________

MILLCREEK MAYOR

MAYOR

T E OF UT A

OVERALL DESCRIPTION

9130 SOUTH STATE STREET SUITE # 100
SANDY, UTAH 84070 (801) 542-7192
www.benchmarkcivil.com
DATE: 05/23/2017

DATE

APPROVAL AS TO FORM

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THIS OFFICE HAS EXAMINED THIS
PLAT AND IT IS CORRECT IN ACCORDANCE WITH
INFORMATION ON FILE IN THIS OFFICE.

SIGNED

COUNTY SURVEYOR

A L LA ND
S
ON
12-24-18
7240531
BRIAN A.
LINAM

LLC ACKNOWLEDGMENT

BENCHMARK
ENGINEERING &
LAND SURVEYING

APPROVED AS TO FORM THIS___________DAY OF __________
A.D., 20___.

DIRECTOR, COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT

I, BRIAN A. LINAM, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I AM A PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR, AND THAT I HOLD
CERTIFICATE NO. 7240531 AS PRESCRIBED UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF UTAH. I FURTHER CERTIFY
THAT BY AUTHORITY OF THE OWNERS, I HAVE MADE A SURVEY OF THE TRACT OF LAND SHOWN ON THIS PLAT
AND DESCRIBED BELOW, A RECORD OF SURVEY PREPARED BY BENCHMARK ENGINEERING AND LAND
SURVEYING, LLC. HAS BEEN FILED AT THE SALT LAKE COUNTY SURVEYOR'S OFFICE, AND HAVE SUBDIVIDED
SAID TRACT OF LAND INTO LOTS HEREAFTER TO BE KNOWN AS:

County of Salt Lake

S 89°53'44" W 109.00'

APPROVED AS TO FORM THIS___________DAY OF __________
A.D., 20___.
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3330 South 1300 East
Millcreek, UT 84106
801-214-2700
millcreek.us
File #CU-18-020

Planning Commission Staff Report
Meeting Date:
Applicant:
Property Address:
Parcel ID:

January 16, 2019
David Pedrazas
3325 South 1100 East
16-29-455-044

Request:

Conditional use permit for nine townhome apartments in an R-M Zone at
3325 south 1100 East
e

Zone:
Community Council:
Prepared By:

R-M
Millcreek
Blaine Gehring, AICP, Planner

SYNOPSIS AND SCOPE OF DECISION
David Pedrazas is requesting a conditional use permit to build 9 townhome apartments at 3325 S. 1100 E.
in an R-M Zone. The applicant wishes to build 9 townhome apartments on his property currently occupied
by his law office. The new townhome apartments would consist of 9 2-bedroom units in one 7-plex and
one duplex on .48 acres. The Planning Commission will grant preliminary approval for a conditional use
permit. Final approval will be issued by staff after a technical review.
Existing
Zoning

Existing Land
Use

R-M

Law office

Surrounding
Uses and Zones

Site
Improvements

Commercial
9 townhome
office use,
apartment units
condominiums
and singlefamily
residential

Parcel IDs
16-29-455-044

Size
20,908.8 sq.
ft. (.48
acres)

Pursuant to Chapter 19.60.020 of the Millcreek Code, the R-M zone allows multiple-family dwellings
as a conditional use. The Planning Commission is asked to consider this request considering
reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed use for the neighborhood.

Request: Conditional Use Permit for 9 townhome apartments
development in an RM zone

File #: CU-18-020

SITE & VICINITY DESCRIPTION
The property is currently an old home converted into a law office used by the applicant. Adjacent uses
include the Millcreek Hollow Condominiums to the east and south (parking lot), commercial to the north
and west, and single family residential to the southwest.
Figure 1: Subject Property and Surrounding Uses

Planning Commission Staff Report
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Request: Conditional Use Permit for 9 townhome apartments
development in an RM zone

File #: CU-18-020

Figure 2: Zoning and neighborhood map

The 9 townhomes will be 2-bedroom 3-story units with two-car garages and 3 guest parking spaces. They
will be 38 feet high. With the recent zone change of the Millcreek Hollow Condominiums’ parking lot from
R-1-8 to R-M, this project is now allowed to go as high as 40 feet. Parking is compliant with chapter
19.44.050.5 of the MCC. There are currently no fault line, grade, or other geologic considerations to account
for. There are also no irrigation or other private water issues that staff is aware of that need to be addressed
at this time.

PROJECT INFORMATION
David Pedrazas is seeking a Conditional Use Permit approval for an additional 9 units of townhome on his
property at 3325 South 1100 East. The project consists of two buildings with frontage on 1100 East. The
front setback is 18.7 feet where 25 feet are required. This is an average of the buildings along the east side
of 1100 East within 150 feet of the property. (See Setback Exhibit attached). Side and rear yards meet the
minimum requirements and are landscaped with trees buffering the perimeter of the development. There is
Planning Commission Staff Report
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File #: CU-18-020
Request: Conditional Use Permit for 9 townhome apartments
an RMthe
zone
existingdevelopment
vinyl fencinginalong
south and east sides as part of the Millcreek Hollow condo development.
The proposed building height is 38 feet where 40 feet is allowed in the R-M Zone when it is not next to a
single-family residential zone. The two buildings are three stories high with two-bedroom apartments and a
two-car garage on the first level. There is a well-balanced mix of hardie board type siding, brick and stucco
on the front, side and rear elevations. The project will be a nice transition from the commercial uses on the
north and the parking lot on the south side.
Proposed Uses. 9 townhome apartments.
Density. The R-M Zone requires 2,000 square feet of area per unit for projects of 5 units or more. With .48
acres, the density is 2,323.2 square feet per unit.
Site Layout. The buildings cover 5,410 square feet of area (26.7%) with 8,466 square feet of landscaping
(41.8%) and 6,38931.5quare feet of impervious surfaces (33%) in driveways and access driveway. The
driveway down the center is 26 feet wide with fire apparatus parking on the north meeting all fire
department requirements.

Fencing and Landscaping: Fencing is existing vinyl fencing on the east and south side and
landscaping, to include specific materials and tree placement, are illustrated on the site plan.
Lighting: No light source (light bulb, fluorescent tube, or other direct source of light used to
illuminate a parking area) shall be visible beyond the property line of any off-street parking area as required
by Section 19.80.030 of the zoning ordinance.
Access. The new units will be accessed off 1100 East.
Dedication. No additional dedication is required.
Parking. As per section 19.77.050 MCC Parking in the R-M Zone, the applicant is proposing two-car garages
for each unit with 3 guest parking stalls for a total of 21 parking stalls. Two stalls for each two-bedroom
unit, plus 0.33 stalls per unit for guest parking is required for a total of 21 spaces. The applicant’s proposal
meets the parking requirement.
Open Space. The site has a 40% open space requirement including parking and landscaping parking
requirements stated in 19.77 of the MCC, which have been met.
Building Design. The applicant is proposing a more traditional building design with quality materials that
will establish a defining presence in the project. The buildings are 3 stories tall and will have a built in 2-car
garage on the first floor.

Height: 39’
Setbacks: Front and rear yards of 20.5 and 20.7 feet
Materials: Stucco, brick and hardie board type siding

Massing: 2, 3-story buildings (1 7-plex and 1 duplex))
Unit Characteristics. 9 2-bedroom units
Amenities. There are amenities required in the R-M Zone. A dog run area is being provided as that
amenity.
Planning Commission Staff Report
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File #: CU-18-020
Request: Conditional Use Permit for 9 townhome apartments
an RM zone
Utilitiesdevelopment
and Waste in
Removal.
Applicant will address how and where utilities will be connected. Individual
garbage cans for each unit will be provided with paid garbage collection.
Development Agreement Considerations. Not applicable.
Exceptions. In addition to the conditional use approval, the Planning Commission as the land use authority
need to approve a front yard setback reduction as per Section 19.77.050.1.a.i MCC.
Project Information Summary Table
Requirement
Height
Density
Front Yard Setback
Side Yard Setback
Rear Yard Setback
Parking
Open Space

Zone Requirement
40 Feet
2,000 square feet per unit
25 feet

Proposed
38 feet
2,323.2 square feet per unit
18.5 feet

10 feet

14 feet

20 feet with garage

20 feet

21 stalls
40%

21 stalls
41.8%.

COMMUNITY COUNCIL RESPONSE
The Millcreek Community Council met on January 8, 2019 and recommended approval of the CUP by a
unanimous vote with a recommendation that additional guest parking be provided if possible.

STANDARDS FOR APPROVAL
Per §19.84.060 of the Millcreek Code, All Conditional Use Permits run with the land and may require the
applicant to record documents to that effect. The Planning Commission and staff, in their review
capacity, may impose site plan modifications and conditions to mitigate the reasonably anticipated
detrimental effects of a conditional use.
While staff finds that the project is well designed, the final conditional use permit will be evaluated for
potential detrimental impacts established in the Millcreek Code.
Staff identified the following reasonably anticipated detrimental effects on this project, and recommend
the following modifications and conditions to mitigate them:

1. Detrimental effects of decreased street service levels and/or traffic patterns including the need
for street modifications such as dedicated turn lanes, traffic control devices, safety, street
widening, curb, gutter and sidewalks, location of ingress/egress, lot surfacing and design of offstreet parking and circulation, loading docks, as well as compliance with off-street parking
standards, including other reasonable mitigation as determined by a qualified traffic engineer.

Planning Commission Staff Report
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File #: CU-18-020
Request: Conditional Use Permit for 9 townhome apartments
development
in Staff
an RMfinds
zone that changing use or intensity could alter access to 1100 East with
Effect:
additional cars.
Mitigation: The proposed access to 1100 East is sufficient for the 9 units.

2. Detrimental effects on the adequacy of utility systems, service delivery, and capacities, including the
need for such items as relocating, upgrading, providing additional capacity, or preserving existing
systems, including other reasonable mitigation as determined by the City’s engineering staff,
contracted engineers, and utility service providers.
Effect:

Mitigation:

It is likely that upgraded water service will be required for this use. As part
of a building permit review, the applicant may be required to receive the
approval of Millcreek City, Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities, and
the S. L. City Suburban Sewer District.
The applicant shall obtain a complete review for an approved building
permit and shall continually comply with the requirements of Millcreek City,
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities, and the S. L. City Suburban
Sewer District.

3. Detrimental effects on connectivity and safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Connectivity and safety for pedestrians and bicyclists could be impacted by
more frequent residential traffic.
1100 East is a minor arterial street with sidewalks for pedestrians. Cars
accessing 1100 East should not affect bicyclists.

4. Detrimental effects by the use due to its nature, including noise that exceeds sound levels
normally found in residential areas, odors beyond what is normally considered acceptable, within
a neighborhood including such effects as environmental impacts, dust, fumes, smoke, odor,
noise, vibrations; chemicals, toxins, pathogens, gases, heat, light, electromagnetic disturbances,
and radiation. Detrimental effects by the use may include hours of operation and the potential to
create an attractive nuisance.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Not applicable.
Not applicable.

5. Detrimental effects that increase the risk of contamination of or damage to adjacent properties
and injury or sickness to people arising from, but not limited to, waste disposal, fire safety,
geologic hazards, soil or slope conditions, liquefaction potential, site grading/topography, storm
drainage/flood control, high ground water, environmental health hazards, or wetlands, as
determined by City Engineer, City geologist and other qualified specialists.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Waste removal could be a nuisance to the neighbors.
Individual cans will be provided and paid garbage collection.

6. Detrimental effects of modifications to or installation of signs and exterior lighting that conflict
with neighborhood compatibility.
Planning Commission Staff Report
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File #: CU-18-020
Request: Conditional Use Permit for 9 townhome apartments
development
in Based
an RM zone
Effect:
on the applicant’s proposal for a standard addressing along the
individual unit’s façade, no significant detrimental effects are anticipated.
Mitigation: Not applicable.

7. Detrimental effects arising from incompatible designs in terms of use, scale, intensity, height,
mass, setbacks, character, construction, solar access, landscaping, fencing, screening, and
architectural design and exterior detailing/finishes and colors within the neighborhood in which
the conditional use will be located.
Effect:

Mitigation:

A line of townhomes without defined architectural design without quality
materials may have a detrimental effect to the overall neighborhood
character.
The proposed plans reflect a balanced architectural design with brick, hardie
board type siding and stucco.

8. Detrimental effects on the tax base and property values.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Not applicable.
Not applicable.

9. Detrimental effects on the current level of economy in governmental expenditures.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Not applicable.
Not applicable.

10. Detrimental effects on emergency fire service and emergency vehicle access.
Effect:

Mitigation:

A review by the Fire Marshal is necessary as part of the building permit
process. In order to obtain a building permit, the applicant will need to meet
all fire codes related to the safe occupancy of the development.
A 26-foot wide access drive along with dedicated fire apparatus parking
have been provided. The applicant shall be required to continuously comply
with all applicable fire codes.

11. Detrimental effects on usable/functional/accessible open space.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Not applicable.
Not applicable.

12. Inadequate maintenance of the property and structures in perpetuity including performance
measures, compliance reviews, and monitoring.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Poorly maintained buildings and landscaping may contribute to overall
neighborhood decline.
The applicant and its successors shall properly and continually maintain all
required landscaping, fencing, buildings, and access driveways.

Planning Commission Staff Report

Page 7 of 8

Request: Conditional Use Permit for 9 townhome apartments
development in an RM zone

File #: CU-18-020

13. Detrimental effects on appearance from graffiti. Applicants shall apply an anti-graffiti material or
coating, approved by the City, to building, fence, and other surfaces from ground level to a
height of nine feet. The Planning Commission may approve dense planting or appropriate design
measures in place of anti-graffiti materials. This requirement may be imposed retroactively where
graffiti issues are present.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Not applicable.
Not applicable.

PLANNING STAFF ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
Planning Staff finds that the proposed project is in keeping with the intent of the R-M zone, that it will
enhance an existing residential neighborhood on a high-visibility roadway, provided the above detrimental
effects are appropriately mitigated. The private residential site plan and development design will make a
meaningful enhancement to the character of the area. This project complies with the City’s new general plan
and is found to be compatible with land uses in the vicinity.

PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND DRAFT MOTION
The applicant’s property at 3325 South 1100 East for and 9-unit townhome apartment development will
facilitate the development of a cohesive zoned area that is appropriate for the adjacent neighborhood.
Planning Staff recommends approval of the conditional use permit. A draft motion is follows:
Motion to Approve Conditional Use Permit CU-18-020, a 9-unit townhome apartment project
at 3325 South 1100 East with the following conditions:
1.

The applicant shall provide a project parking ratio of 2 stalls per residential unit, plus 0.33 stalls of
visitor parking, for a minimum total of 21 parking stalls.

2.

The applicant shall provide the proposed exterior detailing/finishes as provided for in the
application drawings.

3.

The development will be limited to the nine two-bedroom units.

4.

The side and rear yards shall be 14 feet.

5.

The approved building height is 39 feet.

6.

All service and mechanical equipment must be screened by landscaping or other methods as
set forth in section 19.77.070 of the zoning ordinance.

7.

Signs will require separate building permits and staff review for zoning/land use compliance.

Planning Commission Staff Report
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File #: CU-18-020
Request: Conditional Use Permit for 9 townhome apartments
in an (light
RM zone
8. development
No light source
bulb, fluorescent tube, or other direct source of light used to illuminate
a parking area) shall be visible beyond the property line of any off-street parking area as
required by Section 19.80.030 of the zoning ordinance.
9.

Any modifications to these approved plans must be approved by the Planning Department,
in writing, prior to the changes being implemented in the field.

10. Landscaping shall be installed in compliance with Chapter 19.77 Water Efficient Landscape

Design and Development Standards. Any revisions to the landscape plan package shall be
reviewed and approved in writing by the director or designee prior to commencement of
construction. Re-certification of compliance with the requirements of the landscaping
ordinance shall be provided by the qualified professionals who prepared and submitted the
11. The applicant will comply with all requirements established through the technical review

process prior to receiving final conditional use approval.
12. The applicant will comply with all requirements of the Unified Fire Code, subject to approval by

the Fire Marshal.
13. The applicant shall install “No Parking” signs in the fire access lane.
14. The applicant shall obtain a complete review for an approved building permit and shall

continually comply with the requirements of Millcreek City, Salt Lake City Department of Public
Utilities, and the S. L. City Suburban Sewer District.
15. The applicant and its successors shall properly and continually maintain all required

landscaping, fencing, buildings, and roads.
16. All items of the staff report.

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Application
Affidavit
CUP Supplemental form
Site Plan
Elevations
Landscaping plan
Setback exhibit
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Planning Services
3330 South 1300 East • Millcreek, Utah 84106
Phone: (801) 214-2750

Millcreek.us

File #

Land Use & Development Application

Zone: _____________________ Community Council: ________________Planner: ________________________
Parent File #: _________________________________________________Date: __________________________

3325 S. 1100 E., Millcreek, UT 84106
16-29-455-044
Property Address: __________________________________________
Parcel #: __________________________
Pedrazas Townhomes
.48
Name of Project ___________________________________________
Property Acreage: __________________
Please describe your request:

Requesting to build 9 Townhomes on the lot, which is zoned as RM






New Development:
Conditional Use
Permitted Use
Subdivision # lots: ______
PUD #lots: ______










Modify an Existing Development:
Change Conditions of Approval
Change the Site Plan
Condo Conversion
Lot Consolidation
Lot Line Adjustment
Mobile Store
Signs
Billboards

Is a key or gate code required to access the property?
(or provide driving directions to property):

Revised 22 May 2018 (1 of 2)



Yes














Other:

No

Exception Request
General Plan Amendment
GRAMA (Records Request)
Land Use Hearing
Non-Conforming
RCOZ Appeal (Option C)
Research Request
Re-zone
Right-of-Way Improvement Permit
Vacate a Street
If yes, code:___________________

APPLICANT’S NAME:

Pedrazas
David
First: _________________________
Last: _________________________
Initial: ______
3325 S. 1100 E.
UT
84106
Millcreek
Address: ________________________________
City: __________________
State: _______
Zip: __________
801.263.7078
801.414.0630
david@utahdivorce.biz
Phone: ____________________
Cell: ____________________
Email: _________________________________
Property Owner(s):

Pedrazas
David
First: _________________________
Last: _________________________
Initial: ______
3325 S. 1100 E.
Millcreek
UT
84106
Address: ________________________________
City: __________________
State: _______
Zip: __________
801.263.7078
david@utahdivorce.biz
801.414.0630
Phone: ____________________
Cell: ____________________
Email: _________________________________
Professional(s):



Engineer



Architect



Other

Architecture Belgique, Inc.
Steven Cobb
Company: ____________________________________Contact:
_____________________________________
7583 S. Main St. Suite 100
Midvale
UT
84047
Address: ________________________________
City: __________________
State: _______
Zip: __________
801.561.1333
steven@archbelgique.com
801.561.1333
Phone: ____________________
Cell: ____________________
Email: _________________________________
*NOTE: all correspondence will be sent to the applicant’s address:

To facilitate the land use notice and review process, the undersigned hereby authorize the City to reproduce
this application and all documents attached to the application for staff, officials, and the interested public:
Applicant’s Signature: _________________________________________
Digitally signed by David Pedrazas
David Pedrazas

Revised 22 May 2018 (2 of 2)

Date: 2018.11.20 09:25:55 -07'00'

Date _______________
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I would like to build 9 townhomes on the lot, which is approimately .48 acres. It is currently zoned as RM.
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There is a currently an old small home that has been converted to a law office. Most of the lot is currently
undeveloped.
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The lot will improve the area by adding desirable housing. Also, a large portion of the lot is undeveloped and
homeless have been known to camp out in the back of the lot.
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Current zoning allows one unit per 2000 sq ft. The lot is over 20,000 sqft. Therefore, the maximum units on the lot
can be 10 units. However, with set back requirements and etc, we are only building 9 units.
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The lot is next to Millcreek Hollow Condominiums, which is already a high density area. The lot is near Brickyard
Plaza and near the proposed City Center. It will bring in high end residential rentals and improve the area, which is
consistent with the current development proposed by the city.
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No. It should only improve property values. The current law office will be removed, and higher end townhomes will
be built, which should improve property values.
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Yes, the proposed Site plan meets all of the requirements for the RM zone. The front set back is 20.5' ft, which is
the side setback of the mall to the north of the property consistent TABLE 19.44-2: FOOTNOTE 2. There are no
other front setbacks adjacent to the property. Pursuant to MKC 19.77.050., the set back may be the average of
the front set backs within 300 ft on the same side of the street. The only front set back within 300 ft on the same
side of the street is 3367 S. 1100 E, which has a front set back of 18 ft

Will granting this appeal result in a situation which is cost ineffective, administratively

2

infeasible, or unduly difficult for the provision of any of the following essential services: roads and
access for emergencyvehicles and residents; fire protection; police protection; schools and school
busing; water, sewer, and storm water facilities; and garbage removal?
Yes, The site plan has been adjusted based upon the changes made by Unified Fire. The lot is on 1100 E and is
near the intersection of 1100 E and 3300 S. Therefore there is plenty of road access for this lot
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Refer to Chapter 19.84.060 of the Millcreek Code. What mitigation measures or conditions of approval
do you propose to lessen the impacts and work out an adjustment between this conditional use and the
surrounding area (such as parking; traffic acceleration lanes; on-site storm water retention facilities;
special security or fire protection facilities; water, sewer, and garbage facilities; landscape screen to
protect neighboring properties; requirement for the management and maintenance of the facilities;
limited hours of operation; limited use of equipment emanating offensive noise, light, dust, or traffic; or
other measures)?

8

The lot is surrounded by Millcreek Hollow Condominiums and the strip mall on 3300 South. It will not adversely
effect the area but only improve the area. There is parking pursuant and consistent to to zoning.

1

State any other details about this proposed use which you want the Planning Commission to be
aware
)
The current plans have the townhouses being built 15 ft from the fence line. The fence was built along the property
line for approximately 98 ft. Thereafter, the property line of Millcreek Hollow jogs into the fence line about 1ft for
150 ft inside the fence line. See Civil Plans. Applicant is in the process of negotiating the purchase of the one foot
of property. If the planning commission objects, the Applicant requests the condition that upon being approved that
the townhouses be adjusted to meet the 15 ft setback and/or complete the purchase of the 1 ft of property prior to
construction.
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TREE LEGEND (TOTAL PLANT COUNT)
SYMBOL

BOTANICAL NAME

COMMON NAME

ZS'M

ZELKOVA SERRATA
‘MUSASHINO’

MUSASHINO COLUMNAR
ZELKOVA

QTY.

QR'F

QUERCUS ROBUR 'FASTIGIATA'

PN'A

AR'O

12

SIZE

HYDROZONE

2" CAL

LOW

COLUMNAR ENGLISH OAK 1

2" CAL.

LOW

PINUS NIGRA
'ARNOLD SENTINEL'

ARNOLD SENTINEL
AUSTRIAN BLACK PINE

3

2" CAL.

LOW

ACER RUBRUM
'OCTOBER GLORY'

OCTOBER GLORY
MAPLE

1

2" CAL.

SPECIAL NOTES

LOW

OHP

OHP

SHRUB LEGEND

W

W

W

W

BOTANICAL NAME
CORNUS ALBA 'BAILHALO'
5 GAL

COMMON NAME
IVORY HALO DOGWOOD
LOW

QTY.
13

SIZE
5 GAL

HYDROZONE SPECIAL NOTES
MODERATE

CS'K

CORNUS SERICEA
'KELSEYI'

KELSEYI DOGWOOD

20

5 GAL

MODERATE

PO'S

PHYSOCARPUS OPULUS
'SUMMER WINE'

SUMMER WINE NINE BARK

6

5 GAL

HIGH

RR

ROSA X RADRAZZ

KNOCK OUT ROSE

13

2 GAL

HIGH

CA'F

CALAMAGROSTIS A. 'FOERSTER'

FOERSTER FEATHER
GRASS

9

1 GAL

HIGH

W

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

W

SYMBOL
CA'B

GRASSES LEGEND

OHP

SS

OHP

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SSMH
RIM=4336.11
IE(10" W)=4326.32
IE(10" E)=4326.53

OHP

SSMH
RIM=4330.05
IE(8" W)=4318.17
IE(8" E)=4321.77

SS

OHP

SS

OHP

SS

OHP

SS

OHP

BOTANICAL NAME
PANICUM VIRGATUM
'HEAVY METAL'

COMMON NAME
SWITCH GRASS

QTY.
18

SIZE
1 GAL

HYDROZONE SPECIAL NOTES
MODERATE

MS'S

MISCANTHUS SINENSIS
'STRICTUS'

PORCUPINE GRASS

29

1 GAL

HIGH

OHP

SS

SYMBOL
PV'H
SS

OHP

SS

OHP
OHP

SS

OHP

SS

OHP

SS

OHP

SS

OHP

SS

OHP

SS

OHP

SS

OHP

SS

OHP
OHP

SS

OHP

SS

OHP

SS
SS

SS

SS

OHP

SS
SS

OHP

SS

SS
SS

5
P: 54
N: 4809.02 4
E: 5040.99 1
Z: 4329.76
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OHP
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SS
SS
SS

SS

OHP
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SS
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OHP
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OHP
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SS
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SS
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SS
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SS
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SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

S

OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP

EXISTING TREE

OHP

PN'A

OHP

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS
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SS
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SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

OHP

SS

OHP

SS

OHP

SS

OHP

AR'O
CA'B

MS'S

CA'B
SS

OHP

CA'B

PO'S

PO'S

PN'A

PN'A
CA'B

CA'B

PO'S

PO'S

CA'B

PO'S

CA'B

CA'B

PO'S

40'X10' DOG RUN

CA'B

SITE MATERIALS
SYMBOL

SS

SS

SS

OHP

MS'S

CA'B

SS

OHP

MS'S MS'S MS'S CA'B

MS'S
SS

OHP

MS'S
MS'S
ZS'M
MS'S

SITE MATERIAL

QUANTITY

SPECIAL NOTES

SS

OHP
OHP

SS

CA'B

SS

OHP
OHP

3/4" OQUIRRH GRAVEL
3,255 SQ.FT. (30 CU.YD)
LOCATED WHERE SPECIFIED
(DeWitt 5 OZ. WEED BARRIER FABRIC TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL PLANTER AREAS)
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CA'B

OHP

SS

OHP
OHP

RR

SS

MS'S
MS'S MS'S

OHP
OHP

CA'F CA'F CA'F CA'F CA'F MS'S MS'S

QR'F

SS

OHP

MS'S MS'S MS'S

RR

RR

SS

OHP

SS

OHP

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS
SS

SS

SS

SS
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SS
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OHP
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OHP
OHP
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SS

SS

SS

SS

SS
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OHP

SS

OHP

SS

OHP

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS
SS

OHP

SS
SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

OHP
OHP

SS

SS

W
W
W
W
W
W
W

SS

SS

W

SS

SS

W

SS

SS

W

SS

OHP

SS

W

SS

OHP

SS

W

SS

OHP

W

SS

OHP

W

SS

OHP

W

SS

OHP

W

SS

OHP

W

SS

OHP

W

SS

OHP

SS
SS

OHP

PV'H

W

SS
OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP

(2)PV'H
(2)CS'K

(2)PV'H
(2)RR

(2)MS'S
(3)CS'K

(2)PV'H
(2)RR

(2)PV'H
(2)CS'K

CS'KCS'KCS'K
MS'S

PI
PI

W
W
W
W

W
W
W

W

W

CS'K
CS'K
CS'K
MS'S

W

CS'KCS'KCS'K MS'S

GRADING AND DRAINAGE REQUIREMENTS
1. ALL GRADING IS TO SLOPE AWAY FROM THE STRUCTURE PER CODE.
2. FINISHED GRADE IS NOT PERMITTED BY CODE TO DRAIN ON NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES
3. 6" MIN. FOUNDATION LEFT EXPOSED AT ALL CONDITIONS
4. LANDSCAPER TO MAINTAIN OR IMPROVE EXISTING FINAL GRADE AND PROPER DRAINAGE ESTABLISHED BY THE
EXCAVATOR'S FINAL GRADE ACTIVITIES INCLUDING ANY MAINTENANCE, PRESERVATION, OR EXAGGERATION OF
SLOPES, BERMS, AND SWALES.
5. IF ANY SWALE, BERM, OR GRADE HAS BEEN DAMAGED OR IS INCORRECT TO ENSURE CORRECT WATER FLOW THE
TRADE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO FIX STATED ISSUE.
6. ROOF RUN-OFF DEVICES SHOULD BE INSTALLED TO COLLECT AND DISCHARGE ALL ROOF RUNOFF A MINIMUM OF 10
FEET FROM FOUNDATION ELEMENTS OR BEYOND THE LIMITS OF BACKFILL AROUND THE FOUNDATION WALLS;
WHICHEVER DISTANCE IS GREATER.
7. THE GROUND SURFACE WITHIN 10 FEET OF THE FOUNDATIONS SHOULD BE SLOPED TO DRAIN AWAY FROM THE
EXISTING TREE
STRUCTURE WITH A MINIMUM FALL OF 6 INCHES.

W

W

PI
PI

I

W

PI

PI

W
W

PI
PI
PI

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

PV'H

MS'S
PV'H
MS'SPV'H

LAWN
(SOD)

CS'KCS'KCS'K MS'S

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

OHP

PI

W

W

W

W

W

W

PV'H

RR

PV'H

W

W

W

W

RR

W

W

W

W

W

W

PV'H

W

W

W

W

PV'H

CS'K CS'K

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

PV'H

RR

PV'H

W

W

W

W

RR

W

W

PV'H

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

PI

W

OHP

W

PV'H

CS'K CS'K

W

OHP

W

RR

W

OHP

W

RR

W

OHP

PI

W

W

W

PI

OHP

PI

PV'H

W

MS'S
PV'H
MS'SMS'S CS'K CS'K CS'K
PV'H
W

OHP

PI

PI

(3)CS'K
(2)MS'S
(2)PV'H
(2)MS'S
(3)CS'K

P: 61
9
N: 4737.41 6
E: 5160.84
Z: 4330.285

W

OHP

PI

W

W

(2)PV'H
(2)RR

OHP

PI

W
W

OHP

PI

W

W

OHP

PI

W

W

OHP

PI

PI

W

W

OHP

PI

W

W

OHP

PI

W

W

OHP

CA'F

W

W

OHP

ZS'M

W

W

OHP

CA'F

RR

W

(4)CA'F
(1)ZS'M
(3)MS'S
(2)PV'H
(3)CS'K
(10)ZS'M

W

W

W

(3)CS'K

W

W

CA'F

W

OHP

W

W

OHP

W

W

OHP

W

W

OHP

W

W

OHP

W

P: 62
6
N: 4755.11 4
E: 5276.44 5
Z: 4333.56

W

OHP

W

W

W

W

OHP

W

W

W

W

W

W

PI

PI

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W
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W
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W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W
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W
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W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

ZS'M

W

W

ZS'M

W

OHP

W

ZS'M

W

W

W

OHP

W

W

W

W

ZS'M

W

ZS'M

W

W

ZS'M

W

W

W

W

W

OHP

ZS'M

W

W

W

W

W

W

OHP

ZS'M

W

W

OHP

ZS'M

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W
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W

ZS'M

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

INSTALLER RESPONSIBILITIES AND LIABILITIES
1. THESE PLANS ARE FOR BASIC DESIGN LAYOUT AND INFORMATION. THE INSTALLER IS REQUIRED TO REFER TO
THEIR INDIVIDUAL TRADE - SCOPE OF WORK. OWNER ASSUMES NO LIABILITIES FOR INADEQUATE ENGINEERING
CALCULATIONS. MANUFACTURER PRODUCT DEFECTS, INSTALLATION OF ANY LANDSCAPING AND COMPONENTS, OR
TIME EXECUTION.
2. THE INSTALLER OF ALL LANDSCAPING AND IRRIGATION SYSTEMS ARE LIABLE AND RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL
JURISDICTIONAL AND CODE REQUIREMENTS, TIME EXECUTIONS, AND INSTALLED PRODUCTS AND MATERIALS.

W

OHP

W

LAWN
(SOD)

W

OHP

W

RR

W

OHP

W

LANDSCAPE GENERAL NOTES

W

SS

OHP

PV'H

CA'F

LAWN
(SOD)

9

3" DEPTH PEA GRAVEL W/ 3/4" BASE
3,255 SQ.FT. (30 CU.YD)
LOCATED WHERE SPECIFIED
(DEWITT 5 OZ. WEED BARRIER FABRIC TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL PLANTER AREAS)

W

SS

OHP

PI

BOULDER

W

SS

OHP

SS

PV'H

W

SS

OHP

SS

W

OHP

SS

W

OHP

SS

W

OHP

SS

W

OHP

P: 53
1
N: 4759.81 8
E: 5237.33 4
Z: 4332.35

W

OHP

(3)RR
SAVE
EXISTING
TREE

W

OHP

(1)AR'O
(5)MS'S

W

OHP

(1)ZS'M

2-4" OQUIRRH GRAVEL
881 SQ.FT. (8.2 CU.YD)
LOCATED WHERE SPECIFIED
(DeWitt 5 OZ. WEED BARRIER FABRIC TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL PLANTER AREAS)

RR
PV'H

W

OHP

(3)CA'B
(7)MS'S

(2)CA'B
(1)PN'A
(2)PO'S

CS'K

(5)CA'F
(2)MS'S
(2)CA'B
(1)CS'K
(2)RR
(2)PV'H
(1)QR'F
(2)PV'H
(2)RR

W

OHP

(6)MS'S

(1)PN'A
(2)PO'S
(2)CA'B

W

(1)PN'A
(2)PO'S
(4)CA'B

OHP

PI

DROUGHT TOLERANT VARIETY
*SEE NOTE BELOW

W

OHP

W

3,066 SQ.FT.

SS

OHP

W

LAWN (SOD) AREA

RR

SS

MS'S
MS'S MS'S

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

OHP
OHP

P: 60
8
N: 4721.34 4
E: 5055.63 3
Z: 4328.30

OHP

LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENTS
1. ALL LANDSCAPING IS TO BE INSTALLED PER ALL GOVERNING JURISDICTIONS I.E. INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE,
CITY CODES.
2. NON-COMPLIANCE TO ALL GOVERNING JURISDICTION REQUIREMENTS AND REGULATION ARE THE RESPONSIBILITY
OF THE LANDSCAPING INSTALLER.
3. ALL PLANTED LANDSCAPING IS TO BE INSTALLED ACCORDING TO THE NURSERY CARE AND INSTALLATION
INSTRUCTIONS WHERE PURCHASED AND BASED ON INDIVIDUAL SOIL CONDITIONS AND SITE CONDITIONS.

OHP
OHP
OHP

LANDSCAPE NOTES

OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP

LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFYING QUANTITIES OF ALL MATERIALS FOR BIDDING AND
INSTALLATION PURPOSES. IF DISCREPANCIES EXIST, THE PLAN SHALL DICTATE QUANTITIES TO BE USED.

2.

PLANT MATERIAL TO BE INSTALLED PER PLANT LEGEND. IF SUBSTITUTIONS ARE WANTED, PROPOSED
LANDSCAPE CHANGES MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO
PLANTING.

3.

NEW LAWN AREAS TO BE SODDED WITH DROUGHT TOLERANT VARIETY. FINE LEVEL ALL AREAS PRIOR TO
LAYING SOD.

4.

SANDY LOAM TOPSOIL TO BE IMPLEMENTED AT THE FOLLOWING DEPTHS: 6" TOPSOIL (WITH 2" HUMUS MIXED
INTO TOPSOIL PRIOR TO SPREADING) IN ALL NEW PLANTER AREAS AND 4" IN ALL NEW LAWN AREAS. PLANTER
BEDS TO BE EXCAVATED AS NECESSARY IN ORDER TO ACCOMMODATE NEW TOPSOIL AND/OR PLANTER BED
MULCH TO REACH FINISHED GRADE.

5.

4"X6" EXTRUDED CONCRETE MOW CURB TO BE INSTALLED BETWEEN ALL LAWN AND PLANTER AREAS PER PLAN.
ANY TREES LOCATED IN LAWN MUST HAVE A 4' CONCRETE TREE RING.

6.

DeWitt 5 OZ. WEED BARRIER FABRIC TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL PLANTER AREAS EXCEPT UNDER ANNUAL
PLANTING AREAS AS SHOWN ON PLAN.

7.

ROCK MULCH TO BE IMPLEMENTED AT THE FOLLOWING DEPTHS: 4" IN ALL TREE, SHRUB, AND PERENNIAL
PLANTER AREAS; ANNUAL PLANTING AREAS AS SHOWN ON PLAN TO RECEIVE 4" OF SOIL AID MATERIAL. PULL
BARK MULCH MIN. 3" AWAY FROM BASE OF ALL PERENNIALS AND SHRUBS AND MIN. 6" AWAY FROM ALL TREES.

8.

CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE NEW AUTOMATIC UNDERGROUND IRRIGATION SYSTEM TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL
LANDSCAPE AREAS. ALL LAWN AREA TO RECEIVE 100% HEAD TO HEAD COVERAGE WITH SPRAY AND ROTARY
SPRINKLER HEADS. ALL PLANTER AREAS NEED TO RECEIVE A FULL DRIP SYSTEM TO EACH TREE AND SHRUB ON
PROJECT. SEE IRRIGATION PLAN.
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OHP
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P: 52
4
N: 4705.26 3
E: 5251.87 3
Z: 4335.20

OHP
OHP

SAVE
EXISTING
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P: 51
7
N: 4689.28 4
E: 5033.94 2
Z: 4328.35

ISSUE DATE

PROJECT NUMBER
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Request: CUP for Mixed Use/Multi-Family Development

File #: CU-18-021

3330 South 1300 East
Millcreek, UT 84106
801-214-2700
millcreek.us
File # CU-18-021

City Council Staff Report
Meeting Date: 16 January 2019
Applicant: Arlington Investments
Property Address: 4572-4600 South 900 East
Parcel IDs: 22-05-326-013 and 22-05-326-014
Request: Conditional Use Permit for a mixed-use multi-family
development consisting of 18 units and ground floor
commercial
Zone: C-2
Community Council: Millcreek
Prepared By: Robert May, Planner

SYNOPSIS AND SCOPE OF DECISION
Arlington Investments is seeking conditional use approval to construct an 18-unit mixed use/multifamily
development located at 4572-4600 South 900 East and consist of approximately one (1) acre. The request for the
conditional use permit is the second phase following an approved rezone and development agreement in May of
2018 (See file # ZM-18-004).
•

On April 3, 2018 the Millcreek Community Council recommended approval of the rezone from R-1-10 to C-2 with the
intention of developing an 18-unit multi-family mixed use project. There were 8 Community Council Members in
attendance. 6 had voted to recommend approval. 1 had voted to recommend denial and 1 had abstained.

•

On April 18, 2018 the Millcreek Planning Commission recommended to City Council to approve the Rezone from R-110 to C-2 with the intention of developing an 18-unit multi-family mixed use project. The vote was two (2)
Commissioners recommending denial and five (5) Commissioners recommending approval with the following
conditions to be placed in the Development Agreement.
- Limit hours of operation for the retail portion of the development from 7am to 10pm
- Retail uses for the development are limited to “Neighborhood Retail and Services Uses” only as defined
under Chapter 19.04.466 and Chapter 19.04.463 of the Millcreek Code
- No alcohol-oriented business as defined under the definition of “tavern” by the Utah Department of
Alcoholic Beverage Control is permitted as a use for the retail portion of the development.

Request: CUP for Mixed Use/Multi-Family Development
•
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Millcreek City Council approved the requested rezone in May of 2018 from R-1-10 to C2 subject to a Development
Agreement to construct the mixed use/multi-family project. The signed recorded development agreement is attached
to this report. Ordinance number for the rezone is 18-31 and can be located at
https://millcreekut.files.wordpress.com/2018/05/ord-18-31.pdf

As per 19.60.020 Permitted And Conditional Uses of the Millcreek Municipal Code, a mixed use (commercial, or
office and/or residential use within the same building or located adjacent within a unified site plan) project is a
conditional use and therefore must be approved by the Millcreek Planning Commission. Conditional uses are
regulated under Chapter 19.84 of the Millcreek Code. All conditional uses are presumed to be compatible in the zone
and compatible with the intent of the General Plan.

SITE & VICINITY DESCRIPTION
Figure 1: Street View

Figure 2: Zoning map
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PROJECT INFORMATION
Arlington Investments is proposing to develop a 3-level, 34-foot-high mixed-use project that consists of 18 twobedroom units that range from 1,200 to 1,500 square feet in unit size. As part of the mixed use, the project will contain
approximately 3,850 square feet of commercial retail space on the first floor that faces 900 East. The commercial retail
space will include and outdoor patio that will serve as a public gathering space. The developer is including three
amenities that include a barbecue area featuring a 12’ foot gazebo, a playground area for tenant children and a
basketball / sports court.

Proposed Uses. Mixed-Use development (Residential and Commercial)
Density. 18 units per acre
Site Layout. Structure will be placed in the center of the property facing 900 East. Parking will be situated below the
structure and to the north of the property. Featured amenities will be in the rear of the structure at the west end of the
property.

Landscaping: The developer is proposing 44% open space with landscaping that includes 23 trees and turf for
buffering.
Access. The project will be accessed from 900 East.
Parking. 2 spaces per unit (36 stalls). An additional 33% for guest parking (6 stalls), 1 space per 400 feet of

gross floor area (9 Stalls).

Building Design. The three-level mixed use building will consist of a system of components specifically developed for
multi-family and light commercial construction. Material proposed will be a mixture of hardy paneling, painted stucco
and brick veneer.
Height: The developer is proposing a building that will be at a max of 34 feet in height which includes the parapet.
The C-2 Zone allows for a maximum of 40 in height. Due to the proposed development being adjacent to a residential
use to the south, the developer has increased the south setback to an additional 7 feet.
Setbacks:

Front - The structure will have a front setback of 20 feet due to 50% of the lot frontage being landscaped.
Back - The structure is no closer than 50 feet to the rear property line
Side – The structure has a 17-foot side setback to the south property line and a 70-foot setback to the north property
line which are both considered interior side property lines.
Waste Removal. The developer has proposed putting a complex waste site at the north end of the property that will
consist of two dumpsters. Currently trash removal is scheduled on Friday’s, however a private waste removal company
will need to be scheduled.
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Project Information Summary Table
Requirement

C-2 Zone Requirement

Proposed

Height

40 Feet

34 Feet

Density

18 units per acre

No requirement

Front Yard Setback

25 ft. unless 50% or more frontage is landscaped
then no less than 15 feet

20 feet

Side Yard Setback

10 feet

17 ft. south / 70 ft. north

Rear Yard Setback

25 feet

52 feet

Lot Width

None required

158 feet along 900 East

Lot Area

None required

43, 995 s.f. / 1.01 acres

Residential
2 spaces per unit (36 stalls). An additional 33% for
guest parking (6 stalls).

Parking

Commercial Retail
1 space per 400 feet of gross floor area (9 Stalls)
Total Required Parking
51 parking stalls

Open Space
Amenities

57 parking stalls provided by
developer. Developer has expressed
that the retail and commercial
parking stalls could have the ability
of being shared after commercial
retail hours are closed.

20%

44%

1 amenity per 10-75 units

3 amenities included in development
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COMMUNITY COUNCIL RECOMMENDATION
At their meeting on January 8, 2019 the Millcreek Community Council recommended approval of the
proposed conditional use permit CU-18-021. There were 12 Community Council Members in attendance. 11
had voted to recommend approval. 1 had abstained.

STANDARDS FOR
APPROVAL
All Conditional Use Permits run with the land and may require the applicant to record documents to that effect.
The Planning Commission and staff, in their review capacity, may impose site plan modifications and conditions
to mitigate the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of a conditional use.
Staff identified the following reasonably anticipated detrimental effects on this project, and recommend
the following modifications and conditions to mitigate them:

1. Detrimental effects of decreased street service levels and/or traffic patterns including the need for
street modifications such as dedicated turn lanes, traffic control devices, safety, street widening, curb,
gutter and sidewalks, location of ingress/egress, lot surfacing and design of off-street parking and
circulation, loading docks, as well as compliance with off-street parking standards, including other
reasonable mitigation as determined by a qualified traffic engineer.
Effect: An increase in density that is foreign to the existing lot, however, the increased density appears
to be consistent with the adjoining area.
Mitigation: The proposed project lies in an area along 900 East that is slated for medium and highdensity growth according to the general plan. 900 East is recognized as a collector street capable of
moving low to high traffic. The proposed parking meets the minimum parking requirements for multifamily and commercial retail. Unified Fire has given pre-approval of the conceptual project and shows
adequate traffic circulation for tenants.

2. Detrimental effects on connectivity and safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.
Effect: The introduction will have a minimal effect on the connectivity and safety for pedestrians and
bicyclists.

Mitigation: Due to the development providing sufficient off-street parking and interior traffic
circulation, the impact on the safety for pedestrian traffic will be minimal. The existing area currently has
sidewalk, curb and gutter as well as dedicated bicycle lane.

3. Detrimental effects that increase the risk of contamination of or damage to adjacent properties and injury
or sickness to people arising from, but not limited to, waste disposal, fire safety, geologic hazards, soil
or slope conditions, liquefaction potential, site grading/topography, storm drainage/flood control,
high ground water, environmental health hazards, or wetlands, as determined by City Engineer, City
geologist and other qualified specialists.
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Effect: The proposed development will have an impact on the adjacent properties.
Mitigation: The development proposed requires a conditional use permit, therefore, triggering a technical
review that involves other governmental or regulating entities for recommendations. Additionally, a conditional
use permit requires that the applicant submit impact studies or other technical studies regarding grading,
drainage, traffic, geologic hazards, noise, and environmental contamination.

4. Detrimental effects arising from incompatible designs in terms of use, scale, intensity, height, mass,
setbacks, character, construction, solar access, landscaping, fencing, screening, and architectural design
and exterior detailing/finishes and colors within the neighborhood in which the conditional use will be
located.
Effect: The proposed structure will have a definite presence in the area and will have a visual impact that
effects adjoining property owners.
Mitigation: The developer is proposing using a mixture of modern building materials that is common with
mixed use developments and commercial retail. The applicant is proposing a project that meets the
minimum requirements for a mixed-use development in the C-2 Zone.

PLANNING STAFF ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
While staff finds that the project is well designed and is conceptually in compliance with the City’s development
standards, final conditional use permit approval must meet all technical review requirements including all
requirements found in the development agreement. Staff finds that through the implementation of the
development agreement, all detrimental effects that are created from the mixed-use project will be
mitigated.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION AND MODEL MOTION
Planning Staff finds that the project complies with the general plan and recommends to Planning
Commission to approve the proposed conditional use permit, subject to all requirements found in the
development agreement. A model motion is follows:
Motion to approve conditional use permit CU-18-021 to facilitate the development of an 18-unit
multi-family mixed use development located 4572 – 4600 South and 900 East, subject to the signed
and recorded development agreement that includes, at a minimum, the following restrictions:

1. Limit hours of operation for the retail portion of the development from 7am to 10pm
2. Retail uses for the development are limited to “neighborhood retail and services uses” only as defined
under Chapter 19.04.466 and Chapter 19.04.463 of the Millcreek Code
3. Taverns as defined by the Utah Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control are prohibited in the
development
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SUPPORTING
DOCUMENTS
1.

Application and affidavit

2.

CUP Plans

3.

Renderings and elevations

4.

Development Agreement
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LT-3

OUTDOOR RECESSED LIGHTING.
SWITCHED & PHOTOCELL.

Contact(s):
Layne Beeny 801-568-9330
Brad Gilson 801-571-9414

OUTDOOR LED SHOEBOX WALL
MOUNTED LIGHTS - WITH DUSK TO
DAWN PHOTOCELL.

LT-1

LT-2

80.95'

Radius = 1,677.50
Length = 80.95'

LT-2

LT-3 - Recessed Can
Lights at Cantilevered
Upper Level

LT-1

Email: JMirrafie@gmail.com

E

Mehran - 801-808-9382
Email: Mehranjan@me.com

All Parking lot, Exterior building &
Landscape lights to be Fully-shielded
Fixtures - (Dark Sky compliant).
Fixtures & Lighting must meet State &
City requirements.
(Detailed lighting to be laid out on
Final Site/Utility Plan)

Contacts:

Hydrant

Site Developement

LT-1

90.19'

LT-1

LT-1

LT-1

Total Open Space

OUTDOOR LED SHOEBOX POLE
LIGHTS - WITH DUSK TO DAWN
PHOTOCELL.

CONSULTING ENGINEERS AND SURVEYORS

Total Coverage

LT-1

ENGINEERING

Retail Building:Area:
Residential Building. (Footprint Area):
Parking Area (Asphalt)

DESCRIPTION

ILSON

SYMBOL

12401 S. 450 East - Bldg. C2
Draper, Utah 84020

PARKING LOT LIGHTING

4572 South 900 East (.50 acres)
4600 South 900 East (.51 acres)
Total Property:

21.1'

ADDRESS IDENTIFICATION
PER IBC SEC. 501.2

LT-1

LT-2
Sand
or Bark

Radius = 1,677.50
Length = 56.33'

12' PRE61.48

GAZEBO

'

LT-3 - Recessed Can
Lights at Covered
area of retail space.

06/26/2018
1"=20'-0"

4572 South 900 East
.51 Acres

1"=10'-0"

13.32'
238.77'

4318

4320

4327
North

Grass

Western Yarrow
Monkshood
Hollyhock
Wild Onion
Mountain Columbine
Sea Pinks
Silvermound
Alpine Aster
Arrowleaf Balsamroot
Sego Lilly
Bellflower
Indian Paintbrush
Coreopsis
Larkspur
Dianthus
Bleeding heart
Fleabane

Geranium spp
Gaillardia aristata
Helianthus
Heuchera
Iris missouriensis
Iris siberica
Linum lewisii
Lupinus spp
Monarda didyma
Nepeta mussini
Oenothera spp
Penstemon spp
Papaver oriental
Oenothera spp
Rudbeckia hirta
Sedum spp

Geranium
Gaillardia
Sunflower
Coral Bells
Western Sweet Flag
Siberian Iris
Blue Flax
Lupine
Bee Balm
Nepeta
Evening Primrose
Penstemon
Poppy
Evening Primrose
Daisies
Sedum

LANDSCAPE LEGEND
SYMBOL

COMMON / BOTANICAL NAME

TREES

SIZE

QUANTITY

14'
MINIMUM

Per
Plan

QUAKY ASPEN
POPULUS TREMULOIDES

3" CAL.

Per
Plan

CHOKECHERRY
PRUNUS VIRGINIANA

3" CAL.

Per
Plan

PP

CO. BLUE SPRUCE
PICEA PUNGENS GLAUCA

PT

PV

Contact(s):
Layne Beeny 801-568-9330
Brad Gilson 801-571-9414

Achillea milefolium
Aconitum columbianum
Alcea rosea
Allium acuminatum
Aquilegia caerulea
Armeria caerulea
Artemisia schmidtiana
Aster alpinus
Balsamorhiza sagittata
Calachortus nuttallii
Campanula carpartica
Castelleja chromosa
Coreopsis
Delphinium
Dianthus
Dicentra spectibilis
Erigeron spp

SHRUBS

PT

PT

PT

Grass

SH

PT

POTENTILLA
2.5 qt. - 5 Gal.
POTENTILLA FRUTICOSA
or OTHER FROM LIST BELOW

Per
Plan

Contacts:

PT

Email: JMirrafie@gmail.com

Hydrant

SH

Mehran - 801-808-9382
Email: Mehranjan@me.com

Site Developement

Gr

as
s

PT

Phlox
Utah Sedum
Mother of Thyme
Woolly Thyme
Vinca
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PT

Phlox subulata
Sedum acre
Thymus serpyllum
Thymus
Vinca minor

ENGINEERING

PT

Grass

Snow of the Mountain
Kinnickinnick
Sweet Woodruff
Strawberry
Creeping Jenny
Creeping Oregon Grape

ILSON

Aegopodium
Arctostaphylos uva-ursi
Gallium odorata
Fragaria
Lysimanchia numularia
Mahonia repens

1. LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR TO ARRANGE ANNUAL & PERENNIAL AREAS USING THE
SUGGESTED PERENNIAL LIST PLUS OTHER ANNUALS & PERENNIALS APPROPRIATE
FOR THE PROJECT.
2. ALL SHRUB AREAS TO HAVE A MINIMUM OF 4" TOPSOIL WITH 20% FIBER MULCH &
20% PEAT MOSS ADDED.
3. ALL PLANTING AREAS NOT RECEIVING GROUND COVER TO RECEIVE 3" BARK
MULCH.

PT

PERENNIAL SUGGESTIONS:

12401 S. 450 East - Bldg. C2
Draper, Utah 84020

GROUNDCOVERS:
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Email: JMirrafie@gmail.com
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ENGINEERING

ILSON

LINE OF
CANTILEVERED
FLOOR & WALLS
ABOVE

Mehran - 801-808-9382
Email: Mehranjan@me.com

Contacts:

Site Developement

LINE OF
CANTILEVERED
FLOOR & WALLS
ABOVE

Contact(s):
Layne Beeny 801-568-9330
Brad Gilson 801-571-9414
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SPACE BELOW
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4056 Fix'd
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4056 Fix'd
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4056 Fix'd

4020 Awn'g
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3
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4
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Contacts:

Site Developement
2

4056 Fix'd

1

05/29/2018
ENTRY BEYOND

1

4056 Fix'd
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ENGINEERING

ILSON

Contact(s):
Layne Beeny 801-568-9330
Brad Gilson 801-571-9414
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COMMERCIAL METAL
FLAT PANELS.
STANDING SEAM METAL
SIDING. VERTICAL SEAM
@ 16" O.C.

Email: JMirrafie@gmail.com

Mehran - 801-808-9382
Email: Mehranjan@me.com

HARDI BOARD
CEMENTUOUS
HORIZONTAL SIDING
(8"-10" REVEAL)

Contacts:

AWNING & MOUNTING
PROVIDED BY AWNING
MFR.

HANDRAIL BLACK or
CHARCOAL POWDER
COATING or STAINLESS
CABLE RAILING

Site Developement

HANDRAIL BLACK or
CHARCOAL POWDER
COATING or STAINLESS
CABLE RAILING

ROCK / STONE VENEER
STRUCTURAL CORBEL
MOUNTED TO 8x12
TIMBER DOWN TO
CONCRETE PIER
ALUMINUM OR STEEL
FRAME WINDOWS
(BLACK FRAME TINTED
LOW E GLASS)

06/26/2018
N.T.S.
N.T.S.

Email: JMirrafie@gmail.com

Mehran - 801-808-9382
Email: Mehranjan@me.com

Contacts:

#4 BAR, TIED TO BENT
BARS (2 PLACES)
Site Developement

#4 BAR, 30" LONG
(2 PLACES, EACH SIDE)
CONSULTING ENGINEERS AND SURVEYORS

ENGINEERING

ILSON

2" CONDUIT THRU
SLAB FOR ELECTRICAL

#4 BAR, 48" LONG BENT OVER
(2 PLACES, EACH SIDE)

GRADE

(2 PLACES)
06/21/2018

3/32"=1'-0"

3/16"=1'-0"

Contact(s):
Layne Beeny 801-568-9330
Brad Gilson 801-571-9414

12401 S. 450 East - Bldg. C2
Draper, Utah 84020

Request: Rezone from A-1 to R-M for an 11 Unit PUD Development
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3330 South 1300 East
Millcreek, UT 84106
801-214-2700
millcreek.us
File # ZM-18-014

Planning Commission Staff Report
Meeting Date: 16 January 2019
Applicant: Rick Whiting
Property Address: 4046 South 700 West
Parcel 15-35-400-054, (1.06 acres)
Request: Rezone from A-1 to R-M for a 11-unit PUD development
located at 4046 South 700 West
Zone: A-1
Community Council: Millcreek
Prepared By: Robert May, Planner

SYNOPSIS AND SCOPE OF DECISION
The applicant, Rick Whiting, is petitioning the City Council to rezone the property at 4046 South and 700 West
from A-1 to R-M in order to facilitate the development of an 11-unit planned unit development. The applicant
is seeking a zone change as the first step of the project that would follow with a subdivision application for a
planned unit development.
As per Chapter 19.44.020 (R-M zone) of the Millcreek Code, a Planned Unit Development is considered a
conditional use and must be reviewed and approved by the Millcreek Planning Commission.
Existing
Zoning
A-1

Existing Land Use
Single-family, light
agricultural

Surrounding uses
and zones
Single-family, light
agricultural and
medium density
housing

Site
Improvements
Full site

Parcel ID

Size of property

15-35-400-054

1.06 acres / 46,173
s.f.

Request: Rezone from A-1 to R-M for an 11 Unit PUD Development

SITE & VICINITY DESCRIPTION
Figure 1: Aerial View

Figure 2: Zoning map
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Google View

View from the south

View from 700 West
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PROJECT INFORMATION_____________________________________________
The subject lot lies in an area that is one the few remaining historical agricultural areas left in Millcreek. Many of which
are slowly being sold off and rezoned for housing development. Millcreek has two agricultural zones still remaining and
host a variety of agricultural uses that are no longer compatible with urban living. Currently the subject lot is being used
as a single-family residence with some light agricultural use. According to aerial imagery and street views, the subject
property appears to be used for possibly cultivating alfalfa and pasture for several horses.

The subject parcel is approximately one-mile west from the Meadowbrook Trax Station and is situated among other
medium to high density housing just to the north and into South Salt Lake.
Due to the proximity of the trax
station, the area has become a
site for medium to high density
housing which also contains
some low-income housing. Basic
planning concepts encourage a
higher density of residential
when in close proximity of public
transit and parks.
Millcreek’s Future Land Use Map
indicates the area to be
designated as “Neighborhood 2
& 3” to accommodate a mix of
different higher density housing
types. Such density would allow
for a range of 6-35 units per acre
with heights up to 2 stories.
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Following a rezone and development agreements, Rick Whiting will seek a conditional use permit to build an 11-unit
Townhome Planned Unit Development. The applicants proposed plans will include the existing single-family dwelling.
-

The three-story townhomes will be no higher than 30’ feet in height and each unit will comprise of 3,000 s.f.

-

Covered parking is included in the design of each unit with unobstructed space that is twenty feet wide by
twenty-two feet in length. The development meets Millcreek’s parking requirements.

-

Adequate fire turnaround is provided where parking will be prohibited within the approved fire access and turnaround facilities. Unified Fire Authority has found the concept plan to be acceptable.

-

Vehicular access to the development is designed to provide smooth traffic flow with controlled turning
movements and minimum hazards to vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic.

-

Adequate emergency vehicle access is provided and conceptually approved by Unified Fire Authority.

-

Maximum lot coverage for proposal is approximately 35%

-

Total open space for proposal is approximately 42%

SITE PLAN
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BEDROOM LAYOUT

BUILDING LAYOUT
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STANDARDS FOR
APPROVAL
If approved for a rezone subject to a development agreement, this project may return to the Planning
Commission for a conditional use permit and preliminary plat approval. As Per §19.84.060 of the Millcreek Code,
All Conditional Use Permits run with the land and may require the applicant to record documents to that effect.
The Planning Commission and staff, in their review capacity, may impose site plan modifications and conditions
to mitigate the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of a conditional use.
Staff identified the following reasonably anticipated detrimental effects on this project, and recommend
the following modifications and conditions to mitigate them:

1. Detrimental effects of decreased street service levels and/or traffic patterns including the need for
street modifications such as dedicated turn lanes, traffic control devices, safety, street widening, curb,
gutter and sidewalks, location of ingress/egress, lot surfacing and design of off-street parking and
circulation, loading docks, as well as compliance with off-street parking standards, including other
reasonable mitigation as determined by a qualified traffic engineer.
Effect: The addition of 11 units will have a minor impact on 700 West. Basic traffic engineering
standards do not suggest that 11 units will create much trip generations. However, an impact on the
intersection of 700 West and 3900 South may be possible.
Mitigation: Staff has encouraged the applicant to provide a study from a traffic engineer for potential
traffic impacts and to ensure that review and mitigation of all proposals occur in a consistent and
equitable manner.

2. Detrimental effects on connectivity and safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.
Effect: The introduction will have a minimal effect on the connectivity and safety for pedestrians and
bicyclists.
Mitigation: Due to the development providing sufficient off-street parking and sufficient interior traffic
and pedestrian circulation, the impact on the safety for pedestrian traffic will be minimal. The applicants
developments plans will require that all public improvements will be installed.

3.

Detrimental effects that increase the risk of contamination of or damage to adjacent properties and injury or
sickness to people arising from, but not limited to, waste disposal, fire safety, geologic hazards, soil or slope
conditions, liquefaction potential, site grading/topography, storm drainage/flood control, high ground
water, environmental health hazards, or wetlands, as determined by City Engineer, City geologist
and other qualified specialists.

Effect: The proposed development will have an impact on the adjacent properties.
Mitigation: The development proposed requires a conditional use permit and eventually an approved
subdivision plat, therefore, triggering a technical review that involves other governmental or regulating entities
for recommendations. Additionally, a conditional use permit requires that the applicant submit impact studies
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or other technical studies regarding grading, drainage, traffic, geologic hazards, noise, and environmental
contamination if needed.

4. Detrimental effects arising from incompatible designs in terms of use, scale, intensity, height, mass,
setbacks, character, construction, solar access, landscaping, fencing, screening, and architectural
design and exterior detailing/finishes and colors within the neighborhood in which the conditional
use will be located.
Effect: The proposed project will have a presence in the area and will have a visual impact that positively
effects adjoining property owners.
Mitigation: The developer is proposing using a mixture of modern building materials that is common with
PUD and townhome.

5. Detrimental effects that increase the risk of contamination of or damage to adjacent properties and injury
or sickness to people arising from, but not limited to, waste disposal, fire safety, geologic hazards, soil or
slope conditions, liquefaction potential, site grading/topography, storm drainage/flood control, high
ground water, environmental health hazards, or wetlands, as determined by City Engineer, City geologist
and other qualified specialists.
Effect: The proposed development will have an impact on the adjacent properties.

Mitigation: The development proposed requires a conditional use permit and eventually an approved
subdivision plat, therefore, triggering a technical review that involves other governmental or regulating
entities for recommendations. Additionally, a conditional use permit requires that the applicant submit
impact studies or other technical studies regarding grading, drainage, traffic, geologic hazards, noise,
and environmental contamination if needed.

6. Detrimental effects of modifications to or installation of signs and exterior lighting that conflict with
neighborhood compatibility.
Effect: The applicant has not proposed signage at this time.

Mitigation: The applicant/developer will be required to follow all currently adopted sign codes, including all
development standards that minimize lighting that may impact the neighboring properties. Additionally, a
conditional use permit requires that the applicant submit impact studies or other technical studies regarding
grading, drainage, traffic, geologic hazards, noise, and environmental contamination if needed.

7. Detrimental effects arising from incompatible designs in terms of use, scale, intensity, height, mass,
setbacks, character, construction, solar access, landscaping, fencing, screening, and architectural design
and exterior detailing/finishes and colors within the neighborhood in which the conditional use will be
located.
Effect: The applicants development plans can affect the compatibility of the neighborhood character in
terms of construction. The immediate area is zoned A-1 and has a off the grid feel unknown to other
areas.
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Mitigation: The applicants development plans will be required to be compatible to the neighborhood
and meet all conditional use and planned unit development restrictions that include fencing, height
transitions and landscaping.

8. Detrimental effects on the tax base and property values.
Effect: Staff has no evidence that the applicants development plans will negatively affect the tax
base and property values in the neighborhood.

Mitigation: Staff is confident that the introduction of the proposed development will not negatively
effect property values. The applicant could be required to submit an analysis that outlines predicted
property value outcomes due to the development.

9. Detrimental effects on the current level of economy in governmental expenditures.
Effect: The developed site lies in an area where little public improvements exist.

Mitigation: The applicant will be responsible for bonding and installing all public improvements.

10. Detrimental effects on emergency fire service and emergency vehicle access.
Effect: An increase in density is being proposed, therefore the need for emergency services becomes
more apparent.
Mitigation: The applicant development plans are required to meet the minimum standards for safety,
fire and emergency services. The development plans are required to be signed off by Unified Fire
Authority and Building Division before construction can begin.

11. Detrimental effects on usable/functional/accessible open space.
Effect: The applicants proposed plans are to develop a PUD which requires a minimum of 40% open
space.
Mitigation: The applicants proposed PUD plans call for open space to be used by residents and serves
as amenity space. All open space areas will be landscaped and be recognized as common areas used by
property owners. An HOA will be formed that protects and maintains the open space.

12. Inadequate maintenance of the property and structures in perpetuity including performance measures,
compliance reviews, and monitoring.
Effect: Eleven new properties are being proposed that will require maintenance and upkeep.
Mitigation: The applicants proposal will have an established HOA that will be responsible for
maintaining the grounds. Furthermore, staff finds that the proposal will allow individual ownership and
feel property owners will be more responsible versus renters.
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13. Detrimental effects on appearance from graffiti. Applicants shall apply an anti-graffiti material or coating,
approved by the City, to building, fence, and other surfaces from ground level to a height of nine feet. The
Planning Commission may approve dense planting or appropriate design measures in place of anti-graffiti
materials. This requirement may be imposed retroactively where graffiti issues are present.
Effect: The applicant has not submitted information supporting any anti-graffiti materials to be used at
this time.

Mitigation: Staff finds that the development plans should include that all fencing and exterior building
materials be made of anti-graffiti material or coating. The applicant has determined that PUD will be a
gated community.

COMMUNITY COUNCIL RECOMMENDATION
Prior to the Community Council meeting, the applicant held an informal meeting on September 20, 2018 to introduce
neighboring property owners to the proposed zone change of this one-acre property from ‘A-1’ to ’R-M’ along with
the proposed 11-unit townhome project. A copy of the summary notes are included in the staff report supporting
documents.
At their regularly scheduled meeting on January 8, 2019, the Millcreek Community Council voted to recommend
continuance until a neighborhood meeting is held to discuss their concerns.

PLANNING STAFF ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
Staff finds that the proposed rezone from A-1 to R-M to accommodate 11 townhome units to be a compatible project
and re-enforces the long-range goals and objectives that Millcreek’s envisions for the 3900 South and 700 West
“Sunnyvale Neighborhood”. Based on Millcreek’s Future Land Use Map, the subject area is recognized as a
“Neighborhood 2 and 3” which allows for a much higher density that what is currently there now. A “Neighborhood 2 and
3” designation consists of a density that ranges from 6-35 units per acre.
Staff finds that the proposal is in harmony with basic planning concepts and the General Plan that suggest placing higher
density near public transit to create transit-oriented neighborhoods. The proposed site is within one-mile of the
Meadowbrook Trax Station and the Sunnyvale Neighborhood Center.
The A-1 Zone in Millcreek is a zone that is slowly being rezoned for development and hosts a variety of uses that are not
compatible with residential urban areas. The proposed rezone places a more compatible use for the area and is in sync
with Millcreek’s future land use map.
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION AND MODEL MOTION
Motion to continue proposed rezone ZM-18-014 until the applicant and neighborhood have
reached an agreement that resolves their concerns.

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS

1.
2.
3.
4.

Application and Affidavit
Conceptual Plans
Applicants rezone petition letter
Summary notes of September 20, 2018 neighborhood meeting

Jason Williams & Rick Whiting
2226 W 5400 South
Taylorsville, UT 84129
Telephone 801-654-0595
November 16, 2018
Millcreek City
3330 S. 1300 E.
Millcreek, Utah 84106
RE: Petition for Zone Change
Dear Planning and City Officials:
We request a change of zoning from A-1 to R-M on 1.06 acres of land located at 4065 S 700 West. (Tax
ID: 15-35-400-054-000.)
Subsequent to rezoning, we propose to build a townhome project with (11) three-story units. The existing
home will remain in place. Please see the attached draft proposed site plan, floorplan and renderings.
This development will require the requested zone change.
Millcreek’s new General Plan supports this change in density as well as the notion of home ownership as
opposed to apartments.
We will request a PUD subdivision at the appropriate later date.
We offer the following points to help you determine the relative appropriateness of our petition.
Please call me with any questions or comments.
Sincerely,

Richard K. Whiting
Co-Applicant and Project Manager
enclosures
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Millcreek City

Zone Change Request from A-1 to R-M
Application Supplement
November 16, 2018
Prepared by:
Richard K Whiting, Co-applicant, Developer and Planning Professional

Proposed

Jordan Bend, PUD

Townhome Community
4046 S 700 West
Millcreek, UT
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Adopting the R-M Zone at this location makes sense for Millcreek City and the
neighborhood for the following reasons among others:
Efficient Use of Housing. The demand for housing in the Salt Lake valley is high and rising as
the population continues to increase. Avoiding urban sprawl is important for community leaders
in order to minimize infrastructure and the cost of services. This project offers a very reasonable
alternative to single family housing while still encouraging private ownership. This location is
central to major business and employment centers in the valley and offers convenient access to I15 and major thoroughfares to most destinations in the valley.
Tax Base. The 14 Jordan Bend Townhome residences will increase property tax revenues for
Millcreek City with minimal demand for public services.
Efficient Administration of Public Services. Emergency services can be efficiently
administered given the higher density and appropriate access to residents in the project.
Improved Aesthetic Environment. Beautiful new construction on the scale proposed will add a
dynamic vibrancy without overpowering the basic thread of the community.
Traffic. Despite the addition of an average of 154 car trips per day to 700 West - negligible
impact will be felt by the neighborhood. Traffic movement will come from 3900 South to the
entrance of this site and not beyond - where most existing homes are located. No impact will be
felt on 4060 South because the private lane in the project will not connect and there is virtually
no reason for Jordan Bend residents to go there.
Private and Public Safety. The gated Jordan Bend community will provide safety for the
residents of the project and diminish the opportunity for vandalism in the neighborhood.
Quiet Land Use. Most if not all of the amenities for Jordan Bend Residents will exist within the
project. They will maintain a normal quiet lifestyles with minimal impact on the neighborhood.
Low Crime. Private ownership and a gated community encourages a high level of care for
individual property and discourages nefarious activity.
Future Growth. Over time this project will likely stimulate further investment in the
neighborhood upgrading the fabric of the community.
Public Transportation. The MeadowBrook TRAX station is one mile away. Regular bus
service runs east and west along 3900 South. (.2 miles, 1,200 feet from Jordan Bend.)

Page 3

General Plan. The City’s new General Plan, which is expected to be adopted soon, observes:
(emphasis added)
“Projected needs will increase for all moderate and low income
household groups.” (Page 4)
“Lifecycle Housing - The City may want to consider housing
suitable for different stages of life, such as units for singles and
young couples, townhomes for retirees, as well as opportunities
for senior citizen housing and long-term care/assisted living
facilities. Such an approach creates opportunities for people to
live and grow in the same community. It also enables young
couples, families, and the elderly to live near relatives.” (Page
13)
“Millennials” (Jordan Bend Target Market) – “Approximately 30
percent of Millcreek’s population comprises of Millennials, or
Generation Y, which are individuals born between 1982 and 2004.
They are generally highly educated, along with being
entrepreneurial and active in their communities. The number of
millennials in Millcreek may be a result of Millcreek’s proximity to
the University of Utah, Westminster College, as well as
employment opportunities in Salt Lake County”. . . . . . “As
millennials age, there may be increased demand to purchase
homes in Millcreek” . . . . . “Millennials see socially-conscious
shopping and living as highly desirable. This generation is also
highly social and often seeks semi-urban, mixed-use
development. Since this demographic is generally thrifty,
development with modern aesthetics, but at a discount compared to
more urban areas, will be a draw.” (Page 14)
“Section 10-9a-403 of State Code states that municipalities shall
prepare a plan that facilitates a reasonable opportunity for a
variety of housing, including moderate income housing.
Therefore, the purpose of the housing action plan in the
Millcreek General Plan is to increase opportunities for a variety
of housing, not just moderate-income housing.” (Page 26)
The Future Land Use Map (attached) designates this property as
“NEIGHBORHOOD 2” and defines that land use category as:
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“Primary: Single-family detached homes on smaller lots, duplexes,
triplexes, townhomes, and smaller multifamily buildings.
Secondary: Small scale retail, restaurants/cafes, community
gardens, community or public services, parks, recreation facilities,
schools, and places of worship. Typically 6 –18 dwelling units per
acre.” (Jordan Bend is 14 dwelling Units per acre.)

 “Provides residents with a mix of housing options and
densities within close proximity to services and amenities.”
 “May serves as a transition between single-family
neighborhoods and higher density corridors or centers.”
It is suggested that the Proposed Jordan Bend Townhome Community, PUD in the R-M
Zone will:


Provide a high quality living environment. Many of our living units will enjoy
sweeping vistas of the Wasatch Mountains and others will include a serene view of the
Jordan River from their homes and balconies. All will enjoy a secure and safe
community environment.



Provide efficient use of the land. The proposed plan preserves open space throughout
the project for the enjoyment of our residents. No fenced yards. A pocket park will
provide a playground for kids and a picnic area with tables and a BBQ pit. An HOA will
administer common areas.



Design element. This development’s creates an urban form that will introduce diversity
in the physical pattern of the community. Albeit with a somewhat different flavor for
immediate proximity – we submit that this proposed development is compatible with
existing single family residential uses. In some respects, it echoes the multi-family
format of nearby development to the north.



Create a mixed use area designed to be beneficial to the neighborhood and establish a
pattern for future growth and development that benefits the broader community without
significant impact for current residents. It is acknowledged that this project will diminish
the inherent views of some neighboring properties. Building placement(s) as shown on
the conceptual plan minimizes such as much as is possible.



Provide substantial compliance with the intended influence of PUD ordinance with
regard to public health, safety and general welfare, while securing the efficient use of the
land for residential development.

Page 5

The proposed Project Meets or Exceed Development Requirements Under the proposed RM Zone
1. Area. At 1.06 acres - the project exceeds the minimum required area of one acre.
2. Ownership. The property is in single ownership and individual residential units will be
sold exclusively to private ownership. If desirable to the City, CC&Rs may be crafted to
discourage subsequent rental of properties.
3. Open Space. Common open space is provided in the amount of twenty-four percent of
the gross site area and is accessible by all residents of the development. A picnic and
recreational area is included. Private open space is provided for each dwelling unit in
landscaped roof areas, balconies, and decks attached to individual units.
4. Interior Streets. A Private Lane will serve the project. It will be 26 feet wide with 28
foot turn radii. The City will be granted a utility easement of the entire interior street
system. The private lane will be conveyed to the HOA that will be established by the
applicant. (See Paragraph 29.)
5. Garbage and Recycling. The development will accommodate and efficiently manage the
collection, storage, and removal of garbage. Individual dumpsters are contemplated with
scheduled weekly private refuse pick-up. Recycling services will also be provided.
6. Parking. The following parking is provided: Two garage stalls and two driveway stalls
for each dwelling unit plus 4 stalls in a designated guest parking area. Storage parking
for recreational vehicles will not be allowed.
7.

Snow Storage. Designated areas for snow removal and management will be detailed in
the Preliminary Plat.

8. Fire Access. A sixty foot by twenty foot wide fire turnaround is provided. Parking will
be prohibited within the approved fire access and turn-around facilities.
9. Garages. Double parking garages are included in the design of each unit with
unobstructed space that is twenty feet wide by twenty-two feet in length. Driveway
spaces of twenty feet long by eighteen feet wide per unit.
10. Building Materials. Exterior materials of a durable and resilient nature such as brick,
stone, stucco, prefinished panel, composite materials, or other materials of similar
quality, hardiness, and low maintenance characteristics shall be used. No single material
will exceed fifty percent on street-facing facades.
11. Landscaping on the Public Right-of-Way. No new construction will occur on the public
right of way. Additional street trees may be installed if desired by the City.
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12. Perimeter Fencing will be provided as per City specifications. This will be a gated
community with appropriate access provided for police, fire and emergency personnel.
13. Interior Street Lights. Three street lamp posts are planned at appropriate locations to
provide safe environment within the project. They will include protection for dark sky
illumination. A plan which indicates the type and location of lights in relation to the
development and designed for pedestrian safety will be provided at the appropriate point
in the entitlement process.
14. Signage. A low profile location sign may be employed that meets City specifications.
15. Site Plan. A conceptual site plan is attached. Preliminary and final site plans following
City development standards will be provided subsequent to the approval of the zone
change to R-M zoning and at appropriate points in the entitlement process. Variances
may or may not be desired or requested.
16. Density. The proposed project meets the density requirement for the R-M zone.
17. Proximity to Public Transit. The proposed development lies one mile walking distance
from the Meadow Brook TRAX station. No special considerations are requested other
than recognition that multi-family development is appropriate at this location.
18. Maximum Height. Buildings will not exceed thirty-five feet. The height of buildings
along the perimeter of a planned unit development adjoining a residential zone may be
increased to the maximum height allowed in the underlying zone by one foot increments,
with each additional one foot height increment requiring an additional one foot in setback
from the perimeter (see figure 1 below for graphical rendering).
19. Perimeter Setbacks. Buildings will have not less than a fifteen-foot setback from the
perimeter lot line.
20. Site Calculations. Specific calculations which address the percentage of open space,
impervious versus pervious surfaces, and site improvements will be submitted with
project applications.
21. Traffic Circulation. Vehicular access to the development are designed to provide smooth
traffic flow with controlled turning movements and minimum hazards to vehicular,
pedestrian, and bicycle traffic. Adequate emergency vehicle access is provided.
22. Privacy. This development provides reasonable visual and acoustical privacy for
dwelling units. Fences, walks, barriers, landscaping, and sound reducing construction
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techniques will be used as appropriate to enhance the privacy of occupants, the screening
of objectionable views or uses, and the reduction of noise. A concerted effort will be
made in unit design to eliminate or minimize any visual intrusion or nuisance to
neighboring property owners.
23. Sidewalks. Interior sidewalks will be installed to serve the units and connect to the public
street.
24. Utilities. All utilities will be located underground.
25. Private outdoor spaces. Each residential unit will have a minimum fifty square-foot
balcony.
26. Xeriscaping will substitute for lawn areas where appropriate. Low impact/water
retention provisions will be employed where feasible to manage water onsite including
but not limited to planter boxes, rain gardens, and bioswales in the open spaces.
27. Storm water management will be provided as specified by the City Engineer.
28. General Plan. This requested zone change and the subsequent proposed development
are believed to meet the provisions and intentions of the City’s new General Plan. It is
acknowledged that the City Council may wish to delay approval of this request until the
General Plan reaches a clearly defined stage of expectation or until it is approved and
adopted.
29. CC&Rs. The applicant will record and submit a legal instrument setting forth a plan or
manner of permanent care and maintenance of all common open space and other facilities
provided in the final development plan. Terms of this document will meet the provisions
of the Utah Condominium Ownership Act, Title 57-8-101, et seq., or the Utah
Community Association Act, Title 57-8a-101, et seq.
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3330S. 1300 E.
Millcreek, UT 84107
801-214-2700
millcreek.utah.gov
File No. ZT-18-013

Planning Commission Staff Report
Meeting Date:
Applicant:

16 January 2019
Sean Steinman, Resonance Development

Request:

Amendment to Title 18 of the Millcreek Code by Adding Chapter 18.30
Dealing with Condominium Development and Conversions

Prepared By:

Blaine Gehring, AICP, Planner

SYNOPSIS AND SCOPE OF DECISION
Condominium conversion is the process of dividing real estate held under one title into individually owned units that share
common elements, such as exterior walls, a lobby, or recreational facilities. Almost any type of property can be converted
to condominium ownership: an apartment building, an industrial building, commercial space, or attached housing (duplex,
townhouse). A condominium development may be very large or may be as small as two units.
Many properties in Millcreek are currently under one ownership and rented. These may be smaller properties like duplexes
to larger apartment complexes. In recent months, the planning staff has been approached by several owners asking about
converting their properties into condominiums. Staff has told them we currently do not have an ordinance in place to
accomplish that.
Sean Steinman with Resonance Development has made application to amend our current city code by adding a section
allowing for such conversions. The proposed amendment also addresses condominiums in general. His proposed draft is
attached. It would amend Title 18 Subdivisions in the Millcreek City Code.
This proposed ordinance provides some important things to consider in light of the current housing affordability problems
in Utah. First, by converting existing rental properties to condominiums, ownership opportunities are opened up. Second,
this creates more affordable housing units for ownership rather than the new townhomes being built in today’s high cost
market. Last, older units can now be brought up to current code standards making them safer, and in some cases, more
energy efficient.
Pursuant to §19.05.030 of the Millcreek Code, the Planning Commission shall make a recommendation to the
Millcreek Council for land use ordinances, zoning maps, official maps, and amendments.
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PROPOSED ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS
CHAPTER 18.30
CONDOMINIUM SUBDIVISIONS

18.30.010: PURPOSE AND INTENT
18.30.020: APPLICABILITY AND AREA REUIREMENTS
18.30.030: ESTABLISHMENT OF PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION
18.30.040. MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIRED
18.30.050: SUBMISSION OF APPLICATION
18.30.060: STAFF REVIEW
18.30.070: CONDOMINIUM CONVERSIONS
18.30.080: PRELIMINARY AND FINAL APPROVAL OF A CONDOMINIUM PLAT
18.30.010: PURPOSE AND INTENT
A. The procedures and requirements of this chapter shall apply to and govern the processing of condominium
record of survey maps pursuant to the requirements of the condominium ownership act, Utah Code Annotated
Title 57, Chapter 8. Said procedures and requirements shall supplement zoning, site development, health, building
and other ordinances applicable to a particular condominium project, and shall apply to the approval of such
projects involving new construction, as well as those involving the conversion of existing structures. In addition,
condominium projects which contemplate dedication of real property or improvements for the use of the public,
or condominium projects in which units are contained in existing or proposed buildings, shall also be considered
subdivisions requiring compliance with all applicable codes of the city.
B. It is the intent of this chapter to establish a reasonable process whereby the city can assess the impact of
mixing collective and individual ownerships, as presented in a particular condominium project, upon the public
health, safety, convenience and general welfare of present and future inhabitants of the city. In the case of
commercial or residential conversions of existing buildings, corrections of building code violations, the upgrading
of vehicle parking facilities and safety of common functional elements of the structure or structures are of prime
importance. It is also recognized the conversion of existing apartments or similar multi-family rental dwelling
structures present the potential of relocation hardship to existing tenants, especially senior citizens, and warrants
that reasonable notice and disclosure requirements be established by the city to minimize said hardships.
18.30.020: APPLICABILITY AND AREA REQUIREMENTS
Unless otherwise established by this chapter, residential or mixed-use condominium developments shall be
subject to the same area requirements established in MKC Chapter 19.78.
18.30.030: ESTABLISHMENT OF PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION
It is the duty of the owners who sign a commercial or residential condominium subdivision plat to establish a
property owners association responsible for the maintenance and ownership of any common area and any shared
easement area, and to record all necessary documents to effectuate such property owners association with the
Salt Lake County Recorder. No such instrument shall be acceptable until approved by the City Attorney as to legal
form and effect, and the Planning Commission as to suitability for the proposed use of the common open space
and subject facilities.
Planning Commission Staff Report

Page 2 of 9

Request: Amendment to Title 18 Dealing with Condominiums and Conversions

File #: ZT-18-013

18.30.040: MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIRED
To achieve the purposes and objectives of this Chapter, all proposals for a new condominium development shall
be made pursuant to the provisions of this Chapter, and shall meet all applicable zoning requirements, including
but not limited to density, bulk and yard regulations, open space, amenities, and parking. The standards and
criteria contained herein are intended to provide assurances that the geographical layout of the project is
accomplished in a manner which is attractive and is not detrimental to the functioning of the project or
surrounding areas; and that the contents of the declaration assure proper operation, construction, maintenance
and upkeep of all utilities, facilities, recreation areas, roads and parking areas within the development.
A. PARKING REQUIREMENTS.
(1) Each unit in a condominium development, irrespective of size, shall conform to the parking provisions
contained in the Millcreek City Zoning Ordinance.
2) The required front and side yards which face upon a public street shall not be used for vehicular parking but
shall be landscaped in accordance with the landscape requirements found in MKC Chapter 19.77.
B. UTILITY REQUIREMENTS.
(1) Each condominium unit within a development shall be separately metered for gas, electricity and water, unless
the declarations provide for the Property Owners Association to pay the cost of services and prorate those costs
to unit owners on an equitable basis. Such declaration must disclose to the unit owners that non-payment of
utility bills by the Association may result in loss of utility service.
(2) Each unit shall be provided with readily-accessible individual shutoff valves, safety devices or switches for
water, gas and electrical services.
C. MECHANICAL AND HEATING REQUIREMENTS.
(1) Each condominium unit shall be equipped with its own heating system, except where a central water or steam
system is present.
(2) Each condominium unit shall be provided with its own means of controlling temperature in that unit when the
building utilizes a central heating plant. All mechanical work and repairs shall be completed under a permit and
shall comply with all applicable building, health and fire codes.
D. GEOGRAPHICAL LAYOUT REQUIREMENTS.
(1) The area proposed for a condominium development shall be in one ownership during development to provide
for full supervision and control of said development, and to insure conformance with these provisions and all
conditions imposed upon the preliminary and final development plans.
(4) Dedication and improvement of streets shall be made in accordance with the Transportation Plan of the City.
Said streets shall be constructed to City standards and shall be dedicated to the City as public streets. In instances
of severe topography, security requirements or other special circumstances which make dedication or
development to City standards impractical or undesirable, the City Planning Commission may allow development
of streets to special standards specifically approved as part of the final development plan, subject to a
recommendation of approval by the City Engineer. Maintenance and repair of non-dedicated streets shall be the
Planning Commission Staff Report
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perpetual responsibility of the Owners Association, it being understood that this responsibility shall not be borne
by the City or any other governmental agency or body.
(5) With the following exceptions, dwellings and permitted structures may be located as approved in the final
development plans. Locations and arrangements of buildings on the lot should be accomplished in a manner that
will best utilize the lot area and create an attractive living environment. The following exceptions shall be
considered as minimum requirements as they apply:
a. Garages with entrances facing directly on public streets, whether in a front or side yard, shall be setback at
least 20 feet from such streets.
b. Setbacks shall be maintained along the peripheral property lines of the planned development which shall
be equal to that required by MKC Chapter 19.78, or any applicable zoning requirement.
c. Heights for condominiums are as established by MKC Chapter 19.78.
c. In those instances where a proposed condominium development will front upon one or more existing
streets, the setback from the street shall be equal to that required by the most restrictive zoning on property
immediately adjacent along the same street frontage.
(6) Open space and recreation requirements: Each project shall meet the following standards for open space and
recreational areas:
b. Common open space shall comprise at least 50 percent of the required open space and shall be so
designed for uses including, but not limited to, recreational, park or environmental amenity for common
enjoyment and use by all residents.
c. Open space in commercial and industrial condominiums shall be not less than 15 percent of the total site.
18.30.050: SUBMISSION OF APPLICATION
A. Application Requirements: The owner or developer of a proposed condominium or condominium conversion
project desiring approval shall file an application with the Community Development Department.
1. A site plan accurately drawn which shall be made by a registered Utah land surveyor or engineer using a
scale no smaller than one inch to equal forty feet (1" = 40'). In addition, said map or an additional site plan
shall include diagrammatic floor plans identifying boundaries of the project units, convertible and expandable
areas or spaces and common limited common areas. Said map or plan should designate the intended use of
common areas (e.g., storage, recreational, parking for guests as opposed to unit owners, open space, etc.) and
should indicate whether such common areas are to be open to the public, assigned to specific units or
semiprivate and available only to unit owners. Said map or site plan shall also identify and describe in detail
the location of existing or proposed driveways, pedestrian ways, curb cuts, walls, structures, fences,
landscaping and sprinkling systems.
2. Two (2) copies, signed in the original, of the proposed condominium declarations and bylaws.
B. Incomplete Applications: Incomplete applications may be proffered and reviewed for advisory comment by the
Community Development Director or building inspection department but shall not be deemed accepted or

Planning Commission Staff Report
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received until complete, nor shall the condominium project be scheduled for any hearings before the planning
commission until the application is complete, except only as provided by subsection A4 of this section.
18.30.060: STAFF REVIEW
A. Copies Routed: Upon receipt of a completed application for approval of a condominium project, the
Community Development Department staff shall route copies of the application and development plans to
the engineering and building inspection departments, the fire marshal and any affected entities for their
review.
B. Review: Additional preliminary review by the planning staff, fire marshal and the building inspection
department shall include, but not be limited to, the following:
1. Planning Staff Review:
a. Letter of Intent: A letter of intent shall be submitted indicating proposed concept of project for review. The
condominium declarations and bylaws shall be reviewed as part of the final approval process and will include
provisions addressing and fixing responsibility for the maintenance, upkeep and repair of common areas,
including common walls, electrical, mechanical, plumbing or utility systems, recreational areas, landscaping and
parking areas. The declarations shall also restrict the use of any individual residential dwelling unit to single
families, as defined in section 19.04.230 of this title. The staff shall also review said declaration to require
appropriate disclosure of any unusual circumstances, variances or conditions placed upon the condominium
project for approval.
b. Plans and Related Documents: The staff shall review the plans and related documents to determine whether the
project conforms to applicable requirements of this title, the status or extent of nonconforming rights, applicable
conditions imposed upon the building or use by ordinance, variance, conditional use permit and/or prior approval
under a PUD, clustered or group dwelling plan. If the planning staff finds there are violations of applicable zoning
ordinances or requirements, the staff may recommend denial of the condominium project until such violations
have been corrected or requirements completed or bonded for prior to final approval by the planning
commission.
18.30.070 CONDOMINIUM CONVERSIONS
A. Applicability. Existing multifamily developments may be converted into condominiums, subject to the following
standards:
1. Any condominium conversion shall have a minimum of four (4) legal units or lots. One (1) or more
single family detached dwellings shall not be platted as a condominium development.
2. In order to be considered for a condominium conversion, an existing multifamily development must
have been legally established at least five years prior to filing an application for a condominium
conversion.
B. Submittal Requirements: Where conversion of an existing building is proposed as part of the condominium
project, the applicant shall submit a property report, prepared by a licensed architect or engineer, including the
following information, together with the plan for proposed improvements, renovations and repairs:
1. The age of the building or buildings.
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2. The general condition, useful life and capacity of the building's structural elements, including the roof,
foundations, mechanical system, electrical system, plumbing system, boiler, and other structural elements.
3. All known conditions constituting deficiencies requiring repair to meet existing building codes.
4. All known conditions which may require repair or replacement within the next succeeding five (5) year
period.
5. The property report shall certify that the structure or structures conform to the international building
code minimum standards, or the owner shall present plans to bring the structure or structures into
conformity with said standards prior to issuance of certificates of occupancy.
6. Where it is determined that physical conditions in an existing building do not allow the strict
application of the international building code standard, the Administrative Law Judge shall review all
requests to vary from these standards and may grant variances or approve alternates where it is
determined the intent of the requirement will be met. In any event, there shall be disclosure to buyers of
any conditions that do not meet code or standards set by the city.
c. Staff Reviews. In addition to a preliminary plat review by City Staff, condominium conversions shall be subject to
the following reviews prior to receiving preliminary plat approval by the Planning Commission.
1. Building Inspection Staff Review:
a. Upon receipt of the application for approval of a condominium project, the building inspection
department shall review the proposed building plans for new construction and/or in the case of a
conversion project, the property report and plan of improvement, renovations and repairs to determine
conformance with applicable building codes. In the case of a conversion, the department shall require
inspections of the property and may require supplementation, revision and resubmission of the property
report where necessary.
b. In the preliminary review report to the planning commission, the building inspection
department shall note corrections, repairs and replacements which must be made to bring the structures
into code compliance, together with a list of renovation improvements proposed by the owner/developer
which are not required by code. The chief building official shall also list any requirements of the
international building code that needs board of appeal consideration due to unique circumstances
associated with the structure. The building official may then recommend denial until such time as existing
violations of code are corrected or may recommend preliminary approval of the project and building
report subject to correction of the violations prior to final approval.
2. Fire Marshal Review: The fire marshal shall inspect each structure proposed for conversion and shall submit a
report thereon to the planning staff outlining the conditions of the structures as they relate to fire safety. The
marshal shall stipulate those conditions requiring improvement, prior to occupancy, in the report.
3. Code Compliance Review. The City Code Compliance inspector shall inspect each structure proposed for
conversion and shall submit a report thereon to the planning staff outlining the conditions of the structure as they
relate to municipal code compliance. The City shall stipulate those conditions requiring improvement, prior to
being issued final plat approval, in the report.
D. Tenant Notification.
Planning Commission Staff Report
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1. Notice: As part of the application for approval of a condominium project, when said project involves the
conversion of an existing structure where the structure has been occupied by residential or commercial
tenants prior to application for conversion, the owner/developer shall provide notice of intended conversion
to said tenants by certified mail. This notice requirement shall not apply to a structure that was vacant and
remained so during the year prior to filing of the developer's application for conversion. Such notice shall
include:
a. The proposal for the conversion of the building to a condominium project;
b. The established dates of construction period and termination of occupancy which shall not be less than
sixty (60) days from the date notice is served upon occupants or expiration of individual leases, whichever is
longer;
c. The disclosure of the sales price for each unit shall be no greater than the price initially advertised and
offered to the general public at such time as when the condominiums are offered for public sale;
d. Relocation information for the tenants specifying available alternative housing relocation resource agencies
and organizations and a plan of any services to be voluntarily provided by the owner/developer.
2. Dissemination Of Notice: A copy of said notice, together with a list prepared by the owner/developer
identifying names, apartment or unit numbers, approximate ages, rental rates and other known special handicaps
or factors affecting relocation needs of the tenants, shall be submitted to the Salt Lake County Housing Authority
and the county social services department to advise said agencies of the conversion and/or solicit their assistance
with relocation services. No final approval of such a conversion project shall be granted by the planning
commission until the owner/developer has provided proof of notice by certified mail or subsequent proof of
actual delivery by method of services allowed under state law of such notices and relocation information as
required above, and any plans for relocation services to be voluntarily provided by the owner/developer and the
time designated therein (a minimum of 60 days) has expired.
3. Proof of notice to tenants as required by section 18.30.8 of this chapter shall be required before final approval,
but may be submitted, at the owner/developer's option, after preliminary approval is obtained from the planning
commission.
E. Tenant Protest Review.
1. Protest Review Procedure: When a tenant of a residential dwelling has received written formal notice of
eviction without cause and without at least sixty (60) days’ notice of conversion required above and has reason to
believe that notice was issued because of a proposed condominium project, he may, within thirty (30) days of the
date of the notice of eviction, initiate an appeal regarding the issue of proper notice to the Community
Development Director in the city planning office. The filing of such a protest shall stay the issuance of any
approval or issuance of any permits for the structure in question for a period not to exceed thirty (30) days and
the matter shall be set for hearing before the planning commission.
2. Investigation: Upon filing a tenant appeal, the planning staff shall institute an investigation to
determine if the notice requirements set forth above were satisfied. They shall then report their findings to the
planning commission within ten (10) days of filing of the appeal.
F. Parking and Open Space Requirements. An applicant for a condominium conversion is not required to achieve
full compliance with parking and open space as part of a condominium conversion, but the Planning Commission
Planning Commission Staff Report
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may require additional parking and open space to bring the proposed condominium into greater conformity with
established parking and open space standards.
18.30.080: PRELIMINARY AND FINAL APPROVAL OF A CONDOMINIUM PLAT
A. Preliminary and Final Approval of a condominium plat shall follow the process outlined MKC Chapters 18.12
and 18.14.

COMMUNITY COUNCIL INPUT
In January, the Community Councils reviewed the ordinance and send the following recommendations:
East Millcreek and Mount Olympus Community Councils and the Canyon Rim Citizens Association all
recommended approval of the amendment. Millcreek Community Council recommendation is not available.

PLANNING STAFF ANALYSIS
Staff feels this ordinance amendment is a much needed one and will help create new affordable ownership
housing opportunities in Millcreek.

PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Planning staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council adopt the
amendment as presented.
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Meeting Date:
Applicant:
Request:

Prepared By:

16 January 2019
Staff

Amendments to Title 12 and Title 19 of the Millcreek Code with Respect to
Noticing Requirements for Public Hearings and Public Meetings
Blaine Gehring, AICP, Planner

SYNOPSIS AND SCOPE OF DECISION
The Community Development team has been hard at work on an ordinance codifying our public noticing requirements.
These proposals come from our experience in the last year plus.
We are proposing the following:
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.

Doing a 600-foot notice for zone changes and general plan map amendments.
Doing a 300-foot notice for conditional use permits, special exceptions, subdivisions, etc.
Where an application is within 600 feet of a community council district boundary, we will notify and solicit input
from both community councils.
If we receive an application on a month that a community council does not hold a meeting, we may hold a
neighborhood meeting in lieu of a community council meeting. We will still solicit your input, but it will be in
writing, and not at a meeting. Since our Planning Commission meets once a month, we prefer not to defer a
complete application for an entire month because a community council isn’t meeting in July or December. State
law allows an applicant to force a hearing on a complete application if the city doesn’t schedule it within a month
or so.
We’re also codifying our practice of sometimes holding neighborhood meetings before a formal application is
submitted. The applicant will bear the burden of noticing and scheduling the meeting and providing us with proof
of notice for the following:
a. Future land use map amendments.
b. Rezones and development agreements.
c. Conditional use applications for uses requiring new construction, or for a use that is anticipated to create
traffic or parking demand at least 20 percent greater than the existing use.
d. PUDs.
e. Multi-family developments in a residential zone.

Pursuant to §19.05.030 of the Millcreek Code, the Planning Commission shall make a recommendation to the
Millcreek Council for land use ordinances, zoning maps, official maps, and amendments.

PROPOSED ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS
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Here is the draft ordinance amending Titles 2 and 19 of the Millcreek Code:
2.56.100 Community Councils; Planning And Zoning Recommendations
1. The city planning and development services division community development department shall submit to
all members of the community council copies of the city planning commission public meeting agendas, text
changes to the zoning ordinance, zoning or conditional use applications pertaining to territory located within
each community district, and applications for extraordinary relief and exceptions pursuant to the city Code of
Ordinances. Community councils are encouraged to make recommendations concerning such applications to
the city planning and development services.
2. The staff of the city planning and development services division community development department shall
act as the staff to each community council on planning and zoning matters and shall also arrange meetings
between the applicants and community councils when so requested.
3. Each community council shall provide to the city a current schedule of its meeting times, places and dates,
and the names, addresses, e-mail addresses, and phone numbers of all members of the community council.
4. Where an application is within six hundred feet of the boundaries of another community district, the
community development department shall submit the application for review by the community councils of
each community district.
5. In the event that a community council does not hold a public meeting within one month of the city
receiving a complete land use application requiring community council input, the community development
director may hold a neighborhood meeting in lieu of a community council meeting and provide a report to
the community council on the neighborhood meeting. The Community Development Director shall notify the
community council chair of the date and time of the neighborhood at least seven days in advance of that
meeting, in order to give the Community Council the opportunity to participate in the meeting.
19.43.438 Public Hearings and Meetings
A. Public Hearings. A public hearing means a hearing at which members of the public are provided a
reasonable opportunity to comment on the subject of the hearing, pursuant to UCA 10-9a-103(45). Public
hearings shall be conducted for the following land use decisions:
1. When adopting or amending a general plan;
2. When enacting or amending zoning ordinances or the zoning map, a public hearing before the planning
commission is required, but is not required before the city council;
3. Vacation or amendment of platted street, right-of-way or easement;
4. Annexation policy plans and applications;
5. Vacating or changing a subdivision plat, but only as required by state law;
6. Any other land use decision for which a public hearing is required by law.
B. Public Meetings. Public meeting means a meeting that is required to be open to the public under Utah
State Code Title 52, Chapter 4, Open Meetings Act (UCA 10-9a-103(46). All land use decisions made by the
city council, planning commission or a community council shall be rendered during open and public
meetings. The community development director may also conduct public meetings related to land use
applications or other land use issues.
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C. Public Comment. Public comment may also be allowed in any public meeting at the discretion of the public
body. Except as provided above, a public body need not allow public comment where a public hearing is not
required by this section or state law.
D. Solicitation of Input. Regardless of whether a meeting is held, prior to making a land use decision the
public body may solicit input from affected citizens and property owners and provide a reasonable
opportunity for those individuals to express themselves. This may be accomplished through public outreach
activities conducted prior to the land use decision in a manner that is consistent with the requirements of due
process and fair review and provides an opportunity for the applicant and others participating in the review
of the application to respond to the information presented. Relevant information gathered in the process of
review is to be included in the meeting record.
E. The community development director may require a neighborhood meeting to help solicit better
neighborhood input on land use application described in (1 and 2) below, prior to a complete land use
application being submitted to the city.
1. Developments in a residential zone:
a. General Plan Amendments resulting in a change to the future land use map. b. Rezones and Adoptions of
Development Agreements c. Multi-family developments d. Planned unit developments.
2. Nonresidential developments abutting a residential development or residential zone boundary:
a. General Plan Amendments resulting in a change to the future land use map. b. Rezones and Adoptions of
Development Agreements.
c. conditional use applications for uses requiring new construction, or for a use that is anticipated to create
traffic or parking demand at least 20 percent greater than the existing use. d. Planned unit developments.
3. If a complete application is submitted prior to a Planning Commission meeting held on a month where a
community council meeting is not scheduled to be held, a neighborhood meeting may be conducted in lieu
of a community council meeting.
4. Applicant’s Burden to Conduct a Neighborhood Meeting. If required by the Community Development
Director, the applicant shall organize a neighborhood meeting, and provide adequate proof of notice, to
include the following:
a. The applicant shall send a written notice stating the place, date and time of the neighborhood meeting to
all residential property owners, as identified in the Salt Lake County recorder's records, whose property is
within the required notice radius for the land use applications described in 19.04.439 below.
b. The applicant shall notify these owners at least one week prior to the neighborhood meeting. c. The
neighborhood meeting shall be conducted at a location within Millcreek. d. Phone calls or informal door to
door contacts shall not be considered to constitute a neighborhood meeting. e. The record of a
neighborhood meeting shall include: (1) A list of all individuals who were notified; (2) A roster of attendees;
and (3) A copy of the minutes.
19.04.439 Public Notices
A. Required Notice. The land use authority shall schedule and hold any required public hearing or public
meeting according to the provisions of this code and state statute. Public notices for land use decisions not
described in this section shall be given in accordance with state statute. The city shall provide notice of the
date, place, and time of public hearings or public meetings with the relevant community councils, planning
commission, and city council, if applicable, within the timeframes established by this section, or as provided
by state statute or city ordinance.
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1. Mailed Notices. The applicant shall bear the cost of mailing notices. Notice shall be provided by first class
mail by the City to property owners and affected entities as established below:
a. Conditional Use Permits. Notice shall be mailed at least seven days prior to the community council public
meeting to any property owners within a three-hundred-foot radius of the property lines of the property on
which the conditional use is proposed.
b. Right-of-Way Vacations. Notice shall be given in accordance with state statute UCA 10-9a-609.5(2). Notices
shall be mailed at least ten days prior to the public hearing to the following parties:
i. Any property owner whose property is accessed by the portion of the right-of-way that is proposed to be
vacated.
ii. Any property owners within three hundred feet of the portion of the public right-of-way that is proposed
to be vacated.
iii. All property owners whose property is in between the portion of the right-of-way to be vacated and the
nearest street intersection.
c. Subdivision Approvals and Amendments to Subdivision Plats.
i. Notice shall be given in accordance with state statute UCA 10-9a.608(1)(c). Additional notices shall be
mailed at least ten days prior to the public hearing to any property owners within a three-hundred-foot
radius of the boundary of the proposed subdivision plat amendment.
ii. For an amendment to a recorded subdivision that involves the alteration or removal of an easement,
private right-of-way, condition, limitation, or special requirement, only those persons or entities who have a
direct interest in, or who will be directly affected by the proposed change (including the applicant) must be
notified of any pending action.
d. Zoning Map Amendments. Notice shall be mailed at least seven days prior to the community council public
meeting to any property owners within a six-hundred-foot radius of the boundary of the proposed zoning or
future land use map amendment.
e. General Plan/Future Land Use Map Amendments. Notice shall be mailed at least seven days prior to the
community council public meeting to any property owners within a six-hundred-foot radius of the boundary
of the future land use map amendment.
2. Publication of Notices. Notices shall be published by the following methods, unless otherwise provided for
by state statute.
a. Mailed notices shall be prepared and mailed by city staff and paid for by the applicant.
b. Public notices shall be published on the city's website and on the state's public notice website at least ten
days prior to a public hearing, and at least seven days prior to a public meeting.
c. Notices for public hearings shall be published in a newspaper of general circulation in the area at least ten
days prior to the public hearing.
d. A hard copy of any public notice issued by the land use authority shall be posted at city hall at least
twenty-four (24) hours prior to a public hearing or a public meeting.
3.Posting on Site. Notification signage shall be posted on the property or land for which a conditional use
permit, right-of-way vacation, subdivision plat approval, amendment to a subdivision plat, or zoning or future
land use map amendment is considered, at least five days prior to the first public meeting on the matter.
Notice shall be posted by the community development department and shall be clearly visible from the rightof-way.

COMMUNITY COUNCIL INPUT
In January, the Community Councils reviewed the ordinance and made the following recommendations:
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East Millcreek Community Councils and Canyon Rim Citizen Association recommend approval. Millcreek
Community Council recommendation is not available.
East Millcreek and Mount Olympus Community Councils and Canyon Rim Citizens Association all recommended
approval of the amendments.

PLANNING STAFF ANALYSIS
Staff feels these ordinance amendments are needed to better clarify public hearings and public meetings and how
they are to be noticed.

PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Planning staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council adopt the
amendments as presented.
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Meeting Date:
Applicant:

January 16 2018
Staff

Request:

Adoption of an updated sign ordinance.

Prepared By:
Zone:
Community Council:

Erin O’Kelley
All Zones
All community councils

SYNOPSIS AND SCOPE OF DECISION
Staff is requesting to update the Millcreek sign ordinance under Title 19 Chapter 82. Staff has reviewed the current
sign ordinance adopted from Salt Lake County since Millcreek’s incorporation and has found that the ordinance
does not align with Millcreek’s goals of sign regulation. Even more pressing in the ordinance is the lack of detail
and interpretation of what signs are being regulating and where they are regulated throughout the city. Staff has
found it necessary to refine this ordinance, clarify definitions and language, update the ordinance with modern
practices, and add additional sections that are missing from the ordinance but need to be covered. Staff is
bringing this to the planning commission now because of the high frequency of sign usage throughout the city. In
the draft general plan for Millcreek
Pursuant to §19.05.030 of the Millcreek Code, the Planning Commission shall make a recommendation to the
Council for land use ordinances, zoning maps, official maps, and amendments.

PROPOSED UPDATES
Updated Ordinance Summary Table
Existing Ordinance

Proposed Change

Out dated language, non-descript, unclear on
meaning
Size – Maximum sizes for signs.
Construction (all zones) = 96 sq ft
Gound/Pole (C-1 Zone) = 128 sq ft

Updated language, grammar,
clarification

Ground/Pole (C-2, C-3 Zone) = 256 sq ft

Ground/pole (C-2, C-3 Zone) = 200 sq ft

Construction ( all zones) = 64 sq. ft.
Ground/Pole (C-1 zone) = 64 sq. ft.

Location in
Ordinance
Throughout
entire ordinance
19.82.190
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Temporary Window Sign (C-2, C-3) = 16 sq ft

Temporary Window Sign (C-2 C-3 Zone)
= 50% of window

Projecting/Blade (C-2, C-3) = none

Projecting/Blade (C-2, C-3) = 12 sq ft

Window (M Zone) = 16 sq ft

Window (M Zone) = 50% of window

Height – Maximum heights for signs.
Property Sign (all zones) = 6 ft
Ground/Pole Sign (C-1 Zone) = 25 ft
Ground/pole Sign (C-2, C-3 Zone) = 30 ft
Projecting Blade (C-2, C-3 zone) = none
Ground/Pole (M Zone) = 35 ft

Property Sign (all zones) = 4 ft
Ground/Pole Sign (C-1 Zone) = 15 ft
Ground/Pole Sign (C-2, C-3) = 20 ft
Projecting/Blade Sign (C-2 C-3 Zone) =
Minimum of 10 ft above ground
Ground/Pole (M Zone) = 25 ft

Setbacks – Setbacks of all signs from public right
of way
Setbacks for all signs = Minimum 18 inch

Setbacks for all signs = 5 ft

EMC Signs – Standard, approval process and
measurements for EMC signs
Lighting – not higher than normal ambient
lighting for surroundings.

19.82.135

Display – All lighting shall be directed
downward. Ambient light measurement
shall be measured with a foot candle
meter at required distance described in
table (19.82.135) with the sign turned off
to a black screen. Immediately following
the ambient light measurement taken in
the manner required by this subsection,
an operating light measurement shall be
taken with the sign turned on to a full
white screen.
Table with the accurate distances for
measurement have been added to the
ordinance. See 19.82.135

Approval Process = Conditional Use Permit
Required if within 300 ft of residence

Approval Process = No conditional use
permit, staff approved.
May not be located within 100 ft of R-1,
R-2, R-4 and R-M
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Temporary Signs

19.82.140

“Mobile sign” = one mobile sign may be used for
a period of 60 days following the issuance to
construct a permanent sign for that use. Upon
inspection and approval of permanent sign, or
upon expiration of the sixty-day period,
whichever first occurs, the mobile sign must be
removed. Mobile signs may not employ
animation, flashing lights or intermittent lights.
Political and property signs allowed in all zones.
“the following signs are specifically prohibited:
A-frames, snipe sign, pedestal sign”

Setback = 5 ft
Size on building for businesses = 50 sq ft
Maximum height for businesses = 20 ft
Time Limitation = 6 months
Time Limit for “Grand Opening” Signs =
3 months
A-frames = permitted, must be taken
indoors at night, must be out of public
right of way, 1 A frame allowed per
business
Maintenance = Must be maintained in
good condition
Maximum height for construction sign =
10 ft

COMMUNITY COUNCIL and PUBLIC INPUT
Community Councils meetings held
Mt. Olympus: Unanimously continued for discussion.
Millcreek: Unanimously continued for discussion.
Canyon Rim: Unanimously continued for discussion.
East Millcreek: Requested stricter lighting and EMC regulations. Unanimously continued for discussion.
October: Outreach to sign companies and local businesses has not occurred but is actively being pursued by staff
for input on potential changes being made. Staff anticipates having public feedback within a month.

1 st Community Survey
In October 2018 staff brought the proposed ordinance change to the Millcreek Community Councils and received
feedback that more outreach should be done with residents, business owners and sign companies. Staff created a
public survey highlighting the major changes being proposed in the sign ordinance with small explanations of
why these changes are being proposed. This survey was available for public input on our website and through
email from November 7th 2018 to November 21st 2018.
Survey Link: https://arcg.is/1n4mui
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Figure 1 Screenshot of Online Survey

Survey Participants:
The sign ordinance survey was emailed to 117 members of the community and was available on the city website
between November 7th and November 21st 2018. Staff was asked to try and collect information from Millcreek
residents, business owners, and local sign companies. The demographics for the survey were as follows:
Resident
Business Owner
Sign Company Owner/Employee
Other
Total

10
7
3
1
21

Survey Questions and Results:
1. It has been proposed that pole signs be reduced in size.
Frequency
a. Why is this being proposed?
b. That sounds good.
c. I don’t agree with that.
d. Show me the draft ordinance
with the proposed changes.
Planning Commission Staff Report

4
9
2
6

Percentage
%
19.05
42.86
9.52
28.57
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2. How do you feel about this change?
Frequency
a. Strongly Disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neutral
d. Agree
e. Strongly Agree

3
0
5
7
6

Percentage
%
14.29
0
23.81
33.33
28.57

3. Do you have any comments about this change? (Optional)
•
•
•
•
•

”pole sign along freeways are OK; but I think everywhere else this sign is a visual nuisance”
“What safety studies have been done to prove pole signs are a safety hazard?”
“I'd like them even smaller. Boo signs. 200 sq ft sign is excessive. That's more sq ft than a bedroom. Talk
about blocking the view. Let's make them all 64sq ft max. 8ft x8ft is already huge.”
“Require a minimum lot street frontage and setback for new signs. Limit heights to 25'-30'.”
“For businesses we need to get noticed, and smaller signs do not help with that, also I am an advocate for
larger signs bring a presence to the community. I strongly feel that the sign approval process is
something that should be looked at on an individual basis, and should be an it depends procedure based
on the building and where the signs will be in the community.”

4. It has been proposed that maximum heights of pole signs be reduced by 10 ft.
Frequency
a. Why is this being proposed?
b. That sounds good.
c. I don’t agree with that.
d. Show me the draft ordinance
with the proposed changes.

3
9
3
6

Percentage
%
14.29
42.86
14.29
28.57

5. How do you feel about this change?
Frequency
a. Strongly Disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neutral
d. Agree
e. Strongly Agree

3
2
4
8
4

Percentage
%
14.29
9.52
19.05
38.10
19.05

6. Do you have any comments about this change? (Optional)
•

”I view monument signs (even ones that are vertical) differently than pole signs. much more accepting of
monument signs than pole signs. also, size may be different based on how far back from the street it is.
the farther back from the street (and the less intrusive), the more size (height) is acceptable, as long as not
above the height of the building.”
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“Have you asked business owners how this affects their business? Their businesses provide jobs in your
city, tax revenue for your city, etc.”
“Go even shorter!:”
“Limit signs heights 25'-30'.”
“It really should depend on the property”
” These matters should be looked at individually or situationally, having a one size fits all protocol may
move paper work faster for the county. However, to truly make an identity for Millcreek and its businesses
it would depend where the sign is and what the sign is advertising. Pole signs can bring a visual identity
to Millcreek again if it is done in the right manner.”
“I understand wanting to create pedestrian traffic corridors, but not everything can fall under that
umbrella.”

7. It has been proposed that signs have a 5 ft setback from the sidewalk
Frequency
a. Why is this being proposed?
b. That sounds good.
c. I don’t agree with that.
d. Show me the draft ordinance
with the proposed changes.

5
8
3
5

Percentage
%
23.81
38.10
14.29
23.81

8. How do you feel about this change?
Frequency
a. Strongly Disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neutral
d. Agree
e. Strongly Agree

1
1
3
9
7

Percentage
%
4.76
4.76
14.29
42.86
33.33

9. Do you have any comments about this change? (Optional)
•

•
•
•

“a 5 foot setback from the sidewalk is problematic. one, not every area has a sidewalk or the same type of
sidewalk. ie: some sidewalks are right on the street, some are 3' off of the street, etc. Also, I believe a lot
of signs are already closer than 5' to sidewalk, so if you already have a lot that are closer and then you
start pushing new ones back it will make it less uniform. The more uniformity in signage the better from a
visual cleanliness standpoint. I think it would be better to have a shorter distance from the sidewalk but
also a minimum requirement from the street. ie: at least 5 foot setback from the street and a minimum of
2 or 3 foot setback from the sidewalk. ”
” What studies show these signs create a safety hazard? How many signs have fallen over in the past five
years and endangered a pedestrian?”
“A 5' setback is reasonable.”
“This could make the signs not visible for advertising and to play the purpose of a sign which is to attract
customers. Also it also may make putting up sign is certain areas extremely difficult to execute especially
with how expensive it already is to add construction and hire architects and engineers.”

10. It has been proposed that a few changes in the EMC section be made. It has also proposed
that EMC signs be approved over the counter rather than a public hearing process.
Planning Commission Staff Report
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Frequency
a. Why is this being proposed?
b. That sounds good.
c. I don’t agree with that.
d. Show me the draft ordinance
with the proposed changes.

4
7
3
7

Percentage
%
19.05
383.33
14.29
33.33

11. How do you feel about this change?
Frequency
a. Strongly Disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neutral
d. Agree
e. Strongly Agree

3
2
4
8
4

Percentage
%
14.29
9.52
19.05
38.10
19.05

12. Do you have any comments about this change?
•
•
•
•

“EMCs should continue to use the public process & planning commission to ensure compatibility for the
specific location”
“An EMC never runs on a full white screen so it's not a true representation of the light it's putting off. The
measurement should be taken based on actual use otherwise the sign owner is be regulated unfairly.”
“Just ban them outright. They're an eyesore.”
“The light from an EMC sign at can be adjusted so that it is no greater than the light produced by a static
sign. Ambient street lights and car headlights can produce as much light as an EMC sign.”

13. It has been proposed that a new section concerning temporary signs be added. The proposed
section discusses the use, material, size, condition, and type of temporary signs.
Frequency
a. Why is this being proposed?
b. That sounds good.
c. I don’t agree with that.
d. Show me the draft ordinance
with the proposed changes.

4
7
2
7

Percentage
%
19.05
33.33
9.52
33.33

14. How do you feel about this change?
Frequency
a. Strongly Disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neutral
d. Agree
e. Strongly Agree

Planning Commission Staff Report

1
3
5
9
3

Percentage
%
4.76
14.29
23.81
42.86
14.26
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15. Do you have any comments about this change?
•
•
•
•

“Going in the right direction, language is vague however. What defines a temporary window sign? A literal
sign in the window? Adhesive letters or paint ON the glass? Things like that should be spelled out.”
“I'm disagreeing because there is no information about meetings with local business owners to get their
feedback. If there were meetings I'd like to know how they went.”
“Those flags in the picture are lame. It looks like they're for a payday loan place? Let's get rid of the
payday loan places. They pull down the value of our town.”
“(1) I did not see where the use of temporary lawn signs or temporary signs attached to a building, such
as real estate signs, for sale and for lease signs, or a contractor putting out a temp sign indicating they are
doing a roof, or remodel project, or landscaping installation were provided for or mentioned, is that
included in the sign ordinance somewhere? (2) There is a small typo on item J, on the second line to the
right side, where it looks like the wording should be paint OR marker.”

Listed under supplemental documents:
• Survey Screenshots
• All Survey Recipients Through Email
• Survey Email Notice
• Complete Raw Data Excel Spreadsheet

.

PLANNING STAFF ANALYSIS

Sign code ordinances are often extremely detailed and updated frequently. As the capabilities,
technology, uses have a high frequency of change in a given time. Staff feels that with the high rate of change
happening in Millcreek, there will most likely be another sign ordinance update within the next couple of years
because of overlay zones being created. At this time, staff found it most important to update general regulations,
immediate issues regarding signs and the city, and create a cohesive look for Millcreek that aligns with the views
in our general plan which will be adopted in the coming months. Immediate issues that staff has covered in these
changes are:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Setbacks
Height
Size
EMC Signs
Temporary Signs
Language, and Technology updates

Staff Reasoning for the Proposed Changes
Safety: The draft Millcreek General Plan as well the draft Millcreek Transportation Master Plan both share great
concern for expanding pedestrian, bike, and transit options for residents and visitors in the Millcreek city. To
create public transit and walking corridors where people feel safe staff felt that it would be beneficial to require
signs be further from the public right of way. This will also allow more room for changes in the future when roads
need to be widened or sidewalks need to be added to create complete streets for the city. Signs can even cause
issues for other vehicles if placed close to a right of way and next to a driveway (see figure 2.)
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Figure 2 Monument sign placed next to sidewalk and exit for parking lot. A car pulling out of this driveway will most likely
need to pull into the pedestrian area to see far enough to look for oncoming traffic.

Figure 3 Signs located in the public right of way can cause safety issues especially for pedestrians in wheelchairs.
Signs used excessively in Millcreek, not currently regulated:
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Figure 4 Banners qualify as temporary signs and under current code may only be used when a permanent sign has not been
created yet but must be removed after approval of permanent signs.
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Figure 5Under the current sign code A-frame signs are specifically prohibited but are used a lot throughout the city.
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Figure 6 Many Businesses in Millcreek use adhesive film to cover up 100% of the windows.

PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Planning staff recommends that the Planning Commission continues the new sign ordinance text amendment for
further discussion.
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SUPPLEMENTAL DOCUMENTS
1.
2.
3.
4.

Draft Sign Survey Ordinance
Survey Recipients
Survey Screenshots
Survey Results Raw Data
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3330 South 1300 East
Millcreek, UT 84106
801-214-2700
millcreek.us
File #

ZT-18-014

Survey – Results and Analysis
Dates Available to Public:
Noticed through:
Staff:

December 26 - Ongoing
Website and City Newsletter, Facebook, Sent to 300 Millcreek Business License
Applicants,
Erin O’Kelley

SUMMARY
Staff was asked to collect public feedback about the proposed text amendment application regarding Millcreek sign
code. The goal of this survey was to understand how Millcreek residents feel about the proposed changes to the sign
ordinance.

SURVEY QUESTIONS
Question

1. It has been proposed that maximum sizes for sign be
reduced. How do you feel about this change?

Available Answers

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

2. Why do you feel this way?

Write in response

3. It has been proposed that maximum sign heights
be reduced how do you feel about this change?

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

4. Why do you feel this way?

Write in response

5.It has been proposed that all setbacks for signs

Strongly Disagree
1
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creased to 5 feet from the public right of way. (1 ft
for A frame signs) How do you feel about this
change?
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

6. Why do you feel this way?

Write in response

7. It has been proposed that a few changes in the
electronic message center section be made. It is also
proposed that EMC signs be approved over the
counter as opposed to the public hearing process.
How do you feel about this change?

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Disagree

8. Why do you feel this way?

Write in response

9. It has been proposed that a new section
concerning temporary signs be added. The proposed
section discusses the use, material, size, condition,
and type of temporary signs. How do you feel about
this change?

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

10. Why do you feel this way?

Write in response

11. I am a

Millcreek Resident
Millcreek Business Owner
Other (With write in option)

12. Do you think Millcreek should hold an open
house about these proposed changes?

No
Yes
Other (with write in option)

13. If you would like to receive updates about the
sign ordinance please fill out the following

Name (Write in option)
Email (Write in option)
2
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14. Do you have any other comments?

Write in option

SURVEY RESULTS

3
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1. It has been proposed that maximum sizes for sign be reduced. How do you feel about this change?

2. Why do you feel this way? (Optional)

Reduction of sign size is good for the community.
Business promotion signs help the community and economy. Millcreek should worry more about other things
like fixing potholes, cleaning up homes that are run down etc... Worrying about how big a sign is a waste of tax
payers money. Find something else that will help the economy.

More homey less industrial
I get concerned when MORE restrictive ordinances come along. What one maybstrongly agree to would work for
their businesss but other businesses that need larger signs he are put at a disadvantage by others. The email
states the “unique” needs of the community. Are those needs defined? These types of approaches reminds me
of HOA regs and seem overly restrictive.

4
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It's not clear to me, and the brief information provided does not specify, how excessive use of pole signs does
not align with the overall vision for the community as per the general plan. Without more specific information, I
wouldn't feel comfortable agreeing with proposed changes.

Keep the ordinances the same.
Billboards are nothing more than eye pollution. When I moved to Utah I was amazed at how many bill boards
exist on surface streets.
Signs can be an important part of running a business. However, there is more to consider than just the interests
of the business. Every sign has an impact on the community and that impact must be considered and balanced
against the benefits for the business.
Would like to see all new ground/pole signs prohibited from Millcreek, no matter what the height or square
footage.

Not certain if it would help or hurt.

I agree that pole signs need to be shorter, but I'd be ok with Window cling signs covering 100% of a window.

We need more electronic signs.

Smaller signs will make community more visually appealing. Millcreek should focus on nature, not man made.
Signs are an eye sore. I only put "agree" because I think a 200'ft pole sign is too big. There shouldn't be any pole
signs.
I am encouraged that the City of Millcreek recognizes the need for improvement, but feel it doesn’t go far
enough. Old signage should not be grandfathered in. Existing signage should be brought into code within five
years of of the signrd ordinance. 50% for window signage is WAY TOO MUCH. Window signage looks shabby and
serves little purpose. It spoils the aesthetics of our community. One example is that horrible window Owl in
Western Governors University.
I think signs, while they may attract business, are a huge distraction and also contribute to light pollution. If they
can be reduced, I am all for that.

Sight pollutions

Visual clutter detracts from the architecture and character of the area.
While signs are important for business identification and advertising, they do not need to "shout" their message
in competition for our attention. Well designed messages which complement their surroundings are far more
effective in contributing to a well planned community.
5

ZT-18-014 Survey Results
I do not believe that pole signs belong in our neighborhoods or around small business areas. They distract from
the beauty of our city. I think they should be outlawed. Thank you for allowing me to express my feelings.

Too many signs and they are too big. Really hate the large billboards along 3300 south & Wasatch Blvd.
Currently, signage is overwhelming and visually distracting. In an effort to grab the consumer eye, businesses
and non-businesses create an unpleasing mixture of design , height and size,

Just take a drive thru west valley via 33 or 39 south and that says it all
I really feel that sign size should be considered with property size as well. A large parcel and or building should be
able to have a large size sign. I would prefer to see the size adjust this way so small foot print has a smaller sign
and so on.

Because I believe anything that reduces the impact of signs is good.

The area of Millcreek has a lot of mountain vistas, large signs tend to distract the vistas.
Unless you are on the freeway looking for a business (like a gas station) the signs don't need to be so tall to be
seen

I hate to see Millcreek so littered with huge signs
I would like to see more 25 mph speed signs in residential areas, there is to much speeding going on! Example 29
south between 23 &27 east . I am retired and walk a small dog on this street twice a day I see 40 & 45 mph a
couple of times a day,people in a hurry to and from work and lunch break! We need to stop this! And by the
way they still put their cars in the street on snow days, I have talked to the blow drivers they hate this!

Large pole signs negatively impact the beauty of our community.

Signs are often a form of blight, especially the larger ones. I would like to see signage be as discreet as possibe.
Aside from the fact that most of the signs lack good design, they make most of the city's commercial areas feel
chopped up and trashy. Additionally, most businesses are discovered online now and the signs seem excessive.

I am VERY supportive of protecting the look and feel of our city.

smaller more discrete signs are more attractive.
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Large signs ruin and clutter views.
Smaller pole signs will keep Millcreek attractive and help with future property values if the city can stay highclass

I agree that pole signs are used excessively and obstruct views.

Big huge signs are unnecessary
Large pole signs are borderline billboards, which frankly are ugly because they stick out too much and don’t
blend in.

I think large signs are ugly.
Limitations need to be imposed especially on pole signs on 33rd South. Too bad the limits cannot be imposed
retroactively.
Pole signs tend to distract drivers from keeping their eyes on the road, because the driver has to look up at the
sign. I would eliminate 'pole' signs because drivers looking at them are distracted from paying attention to what
is happening on the road. I have observed that in well planned communities in California, and also in Fort Collins
Colorado, which want to project the image of a well planned community, you don't see many signs that are high
in the air. Millcreek does not exist to make more money for the owners of pole signs.

I would like to see pole signs eliminated.

Should beautify Millcreek as much as [ossible.

It reduces the sign's dimentions.
Signs are intrusive on our view shed and make the neighborhood look cluttered, tacky, and unaesthetic. Signs
should be sufficient for information and not serve as advertisement.

They’re eyesores

Signs arean eyesore. Limiting their size would help.
Signs interfere with vision and can be a hazard. They detract from beauty and can be in the way of important
landmarks.
7

ZT-18-014 Survey Results

There are too many signs.
Any ordinance that reduces the blight of large, obnoxious signage is welcome. I wish we could go back and
correct prior decisions. We have such a beautiful landscape. It is a shame that it is often marred by billboards.

Large pole signs are not consistent with community values
Seems like stores get more space in some instances, like the 50% of window rule.
This should reduce signage in almost all cases. I don't want stores that previouly were restricted to 16sq ft
window signs to be able to now have 50 sq ft window signs

The natural beauty of Millcreek is often diminished by massive signs.

Excessively large signs pollute the landscape of our city. They are over the top and unnecessary.

Signs are ugly.

Big signs are visually unappealing and create a feeling of chaos and overcrowding the streets and skylines.

No pole signs should be allowed.

There are too many tacky signs all over Millcreek. A streamlined look will look more upscale.

Government regulation can screw stuff up, its not an issue anyway.
Signs shouldn't be billboards. The smaller the better! And on that note, I wish we would outlaw billboards in the
city also

Smaller signs will preserve the beauty of the skyline.
Changes the view from the road way and cuts down on visual clutter. If signs are illuminated smaller and Lower
heights will cut down on light pollution.
Millcreek city, especially the 3300 south corridor and also parts of Highland Drive are just a mess! 3300 South
looks so trashy! I support any and all changes that will clean up our streets of signs. Millcreek is beautifully
situated at the base of Mt. Olympus of the Wasatch Front. Wouldn't it be incredible if we could see all the
beautiful trees, landscaping and mountains rather than ugly signs?
Signs are just visual pollution to our beautiful city. I know the proposal states it would only effect new signs but I
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would also support new guidelines for older signs. Some businesses are not taking care of their signs. They need
cleaning and painting. Thank you for addressing this long over due issue.

We already have too many billboards and signs and they are too large. Anything that can be done to reduce
existing or curtail future signage is a good thing.
I generally just don't like large obnoxious advertising. They also all look so different that an area can look overrun
with ads

It seems to reduce the size of signage overall.

Pole signs are obnoxious and ugly.
I don’t believe bigger is always better. There are big signs along 33rd South, and they could be seen just as well
smaller.

Large signs and excessive use of pole signs can make the area look cluttered and trashy.

The pole signs mar the landscape and disrupt a cohesive feel to the city.
This is just what the city needs. Millcreek needs to focus on planning and development to ensure future success.
The prime location and increasing property values gives the city opportunity to change course and become a
place we can all be proud of. No more eye sores. Let’s set the standards higher and start to benefit as a
community. Walkable communities, signage that doesn’t make our streets look like I-15 and make driving safer,
etc.

Especially the obnoxious pole signs.
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3. It has been proposed that maximum sign heights be reduced how do you feel about this change?

4. Why do you feel this way? (Optional)
As traffic becomes heavier, I think drivers need to be able to clearly and easily locate what they are looking for, so
signage still needs to be large enough to read at a glance.
Business promotional signs help drivers find a business without last minute lane changes. Not many pedestrians are
walking and shopping. Millcreek should worry more about other things like fixing potholes and looking for bushes that
block the view when merging onto busy streets like 700e, 800e etc... I've personally went to the city and asked about
2 areas of concern. Theses issues still have gone unseen. If a sign is blocking the view of a merging road, I understand
asking the business to adjust but, creating some regulation just to update your file or, because you feel that a business
sign is an eyes sore in your jurisdiction is a waste of tax payer tax money and time. Find something else that will help
with citizens safety, economic standing and help local business visibility.
pedestrian traffic,
Sounds like the approach is just to make things smaller as if that is some great new way to approach commercial
signage.
I like the idea of improving the look of commercial corridors as well as signs that emphasize pedestrian traffic, in
addition to cars.
Keep the same ordinances.
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Billboards are nothing more than eye pollution. When I moved to Utah I was amazed at how many bill boards exist on
surface streets.
OK
Would like to see all new ground/pole signs prohibited from Millcreek, no matter what the height or square footage.
Knee jerk reaction is to make smaller or prohibit, not certain that is correct as it negatively impacts commerce and is a
taking of rights of a property owner, need to make sure moderate and less impactful than more are completed.
Private property rights need to be respected
See above.
Again, an eye sore. 20' is too high for a sign. So is 10' off the ground for a blade sign. I prefer the mush stricter laws of
places like Coral Springs, FL.
A good first step. Does it go far enough? Need more information e.g. a description of the zone types.
Same as above.
Esthetics
Again the view and sight line obstructions disrupt the area and ruin the architectural views
While some businesses like to attract "outside" business by putting their name above the tree tops, I purposely avoid
such establishments while favoring establishments which cater to our community and its residents.
It is hard for me to visualize how much difference this change would make, but it is a step in the right direction.
See above. We need another Lady Bird Johnson
Same reason as above.
Protect the mountain vistas, both of the Wasatch Range and the Oquirrh Mountains.
Most of us need signage we can see from a car.
Same as above
One more comment please stop the Mc mansions from ruining the look of our old neighborhoods!
Tall signs make an area feel industrial not residential.
Aesthetics.
The tall signs along 33rd South make it feel like a freeway. Nobody wants to live next to a freeway.
I don't see what the sign size has to do with walkability, but in general I'm in favor of fewer and/or smaller signs in
order to improve views and minimize clutter.
Are there really that many pedestrians taking advantage of this change? What difference does sign size have to a
pedestrian, they can just look up, having cars slam on breaks and swerve to make a turn cause signs are smaller
doesn't make sense if its "for pedestrians"
It would be good to have signs that are emphasized for both pedestrian and car traffic, but Millcreek is still a carcentric city. It will take many years, or maybe even decades, to change the makeup of the city to be more walkable
and pedestrian friendly. I think this proposed sign change should be delayed until we are closer to a walkability
realization.
Large signs are ugly
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Reductions are reasonable.
The change would help the image of Millcreek as a 'high quality' community.
Seems reasonable, but the wording of "property sign" is vague and is unclear where that would be applied.
See above
See above comments. Also, higher signs are visible blocks away and negatively impact residential areas beyond the
commercial areas.
Too large. Take up too much room and block views of businesses and traffic
Once again, it will improve beauty, needed communication, and create greater ambiance in the community.
See above.
4 ft is too easily overwhelmed by landscaping and traffic to allow for easy visiblity along the street
See above, the less visual space signs take up, the better the visual experience will be in the city
Excessively tall signs pollute the landscape of our city. They are over the top and unnecessary.
Signs are ugly
Big signs are trashy looking and don't create a feeling of small town, suburban life. It feels like a trashy big city with big
signs.
No pole signs of any height should be allowed.
Same reasons as above - less obtrusive signs look better.
Better to be higher than lower. This is a stupid thing for you to be worring about.
See my first comment
I generally just don't like large obnoxious advertising. They also all look so different that an area can look overrun with
ads
Tall signs just clutter the sky and landscape.
I like the trend to smaller signage overall and these are improvements
Signs that are too big are just ugly anyway.
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5. It has been proposed that all setbacks for signs creased to 5 feet from the public right of way. (1 ft for A

frame signs) How do you feel about this change?

6. Why do you feel this way? (Optional)
No one will even see a sign of this type set back 5 feet.
I live on 700 e, it's not the signs, it's the bushes. I've asked on multiple occasions to fix this issue with a few
homes on 700 e. Nothing has been done. I understand signs can be an issue but, it should be a case by case
issue. If someone complains, do something about it, not just write some paper and SAY you're going to do
something.
Safety
Makes it less visable
I'm in favor of improving safety by not having signs that prevent pedestrians from being clearly seen. I'm also
in favor of providing clearer views for exiting vehicles.
A frame signs are put out temporarily and definitely bring in more business when they are closer to the street.
There isn't enough foot traffic on the side walks by the businesses to make a change to move them back. Look
at the foot traffic and there is hardly any on 33rd south. It's all cars. We need more people to shop in
Millcreek to keep the viable tax base from the businesses.
OK
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Agree with philosophy.
Ibid.
Millcreek needs to continue to view itself as wanting to be a walkable community
See above
See above
This will make things look less cluttered and, frankly, classier.
Not sure that 5 feet is enough setback.
Pedestrian comfort
Safety and reduction of visual noise
Pure and simple -- safety!
I think free standing signs should be located near the business establishment or the business should have
attached signage that attracts customers.. 5 feet does not seem like enough of a distance. These types of
signs add to the clutter of the pathway.
Same
5 ft from the street is ok but not 5 ft form the sidewalk
Same reason as above
Safety
It's a safety issue
There are people that don't trim their trees that are more of a hazard then signs, on a busy sidewalk!
Pedestrian safety is important.
For said reasons.
This makes sense to keep residents safe.
5 feet seems like it would defeat the purpose of the A-frame sign. If they are allowed at all, they should be
allowed to be effective. I'm more concerned with them blowing over and getting in the way of pedestrian
traffic.
This change makes signs like this useless. Millcreek doesn't have a city center area where much walking is
happening making a change like this useless. Signs like this are used to promote business.
As both a pedestrian and driver, I can attest that they are unsafe by blocking views.
Seems much safer for pedestrians
It would improve visibility and driving safety.
Safety of pedestrians
Safety.
Traffic safety & pedestrian safety would be improved
5 feet seems too far. How about 3 or 4 feet?
See above
It has been very hard to enter busy streets when the view is blocked by these types of signs. Unfortunately, the
Tagge fruit stands are a big culprit, but there are others. This is a good safety modification.
Have almost been in many accidents due to not being able to see around a sign
It keeps signs from obstructing important traffic information and better beautifies the city.
signs set close to the roadway also interfere with navigation of traffic
Signs are ugly
Better visibility.
Seems safer all around.
Give actual examples.
Pedestrian safety needs to be a top concern. Millcreek needs to continue work in creating a walkable
community.
5feet seems to defeat the purpose of that sort of sign, and besides pedestrians should walk smarter.
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Safety
See my first comment
This is a safety issue that we already have a lot of trouble with. Good proposal.
It is so hard to see into sidewalks or traffic when trying to pull out of a lot that has a sign close to the
sidewalk/road. Same with turning corners where these signs exist.
Ped. friendly community is important!
This seems like common sense for the safety of drivers and pedestrians.
This would help pedestrians.
Safety of pedestrians is important
Because many of these signs are at entry/exits to parking area,which can make it difficult to see traffic and
pedestrians when pulling out onto a road
I don’t even get this one.
7. It has been proposed that a few changes in the electronic message center section be made. It is also

proposed that EMC signs be approved over the counter as opposed to the public hearing process. How do
you feel about this change?

8. Why do you feel this way? (Optional)
I feel the current regulation is fair
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Night sky
Now there is only so much light allowed as measured by a meter? This has restriction written all over it!
I think EMC signs should go through a public hearing process, if this is consistent with other cities similar to
Millcreek.
Keep the same ordinances. No changes.
OK
Are you kidding me? Too bright and distracting electronic signs are a SIGNIFICANT issue. Who wrote and
proposed this, are you on Reagan signs payroll?
I agree, but the minimum image display needs to be extended (perhaps to 30 sec) so that drivers are not as
distracted by changing text/images in signs,
I want to see the stars at night. Millcreek needs to eliminate light pollution!
Signs are becoming horribly bright. This is a great way to mitigate the eyesore.
For all the reasons you articulate.
Brightness
I'd go even further in their texuction and brightness. They are a driver distarction and increase danger
Electronic message centers are more of a distraction than a help. They contribute to significant visual pollution.
Too much light pollution.
Driving distraction
I am ok with this as long a someone can still go through the permit process if they want o go outside of the
above proposed rules. The reason being is that one size does not always fit all and there should be an option to
petition this.
Not sure why dropping the public hearing process is a good thing.
Distractive to drivers and pedestrians and night time light pollution are main concerns.
I think scrolling messages are a tragic hazard.
Not fond of electric signs in general. I would like to see a reduction in light pollution.
Decrease light pollution
I hate the look of these signs.
I am generally not in favor or EMC signs as I feel they are not attractive and they are distracting to drivers.
Drivers have enough distractions and don't need to try and read changing text or information to the side of the
road. EMC signs use energy. I would hope the city is trying to encourage saving energy?? I think the public input
process should remain for signs near residential areas.
I am concerned about light pollution. I like the idea of the lights dimming depending upon ambient lighting and
also having lighting point down.
Signs should be complimentary to the neighborhood.
Seems fine. It would be annoying to have light shining in your home.
electronic reader signs are too distracting and should no longer be allowed at all (no new ones permitted).
Reserve this type of signage for temporary emergency or public safety situations.
It seems like a good compromise so that illuminated signs aren't annoying residents in their homes.
Would better control light pollution from signs and help residents who live near to electronic signs.
Yes, most of these signs are too bright.
Reduction in number of complaints is a reduction in time utilized in this issue.
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I live two blocks away from a lighted billboard that spoils my view of Mt Olympus. It is a new installation, not
there when I bought my house almost 20 years ago. I am furious at this intrusion to my backyard, view, and
sense of being in a surban neighborhood rather than in a commercial area. This should be prohibited. Billboards
and other signs, especially lighted signs, should not be visible except along and in commercial areas! And they
should not impact bird and pollinator activities or migration!
The flashing is distracting
Safety, ambiance, other reasons.
Staff approval seems somewhat removed from accountability.
keep the conditional use permit
again i would feel better if these were even more restricted.
Signs are ugly
Signs are too bright and big and make the area look cheap and trashy.
I highly disagree with any Emc signs - I believe they should be further restricted.
Our neighborhood keeps getting lighter and lighter at night because of all the businesses moving. Also thos signs
are very distracting .
See my first comment
We have a lot of problems with existing light pollution and this helps keep the businesses focused on preventing
it.
I am a strong proponent of downlighting and reducing our city's impact on light pollution. I would like to also see
a Millcreek ordinance on street lights (decorative and otherwise) that uses 180 degree or greater caps for
downlighting.
I agree with the preservation of R zones, and want to keep light low.
Electronic signs are distracting to drivers.
Let's keep our skys dark
We need fewer distracted drivers and safer roads for pedestrians.
No ice.
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9. It has been proposed that a new section concerning temporary signs be added. The proposed section

discusses the use, material, size, condition, and type of temporary signs. How do you feel about this change?

10. Why do you feel this way? (Optional)
Safety
Temporary signage are necessary for seasonal business
Temporary signs can look ugly and can create safety hazards. I'm in favor of a new section for temporary signs.
Who is wanting the changes? Keep the ordinances the same. They are fine. You are hearing from a few vocal
people and the majority think everything is just fine. Don't change anything.
OK
It is often thought restricting temp signs to a permit is wise. IT NEVER IS! Is this California? No way
Sound logic.

18

ZT-18-014 Survey Results
IT DOESN’T GO FAR ENOUGH! Get rid of these horrible banners that are pock marks throughout our community
and serve absolutely no worthwhile purpose. The internet serves as a resource for employment opportunities,
rentals, sales, etc. These banners also pose a significant safety hazard. As someone who has no car and therefore
walks a great deal in the community, I can report that these signs are often pulled from the ground and laying over
the sidewalk. The tall ones lean precariously over the walkways or have also blown over onto the walkway. The
wooden “For Rent” sign at 852 E 3900 S, has been up for many months. It’s unsightly and unstable. Banners
strapped to the facades of businesses advertising office hours, help wanted, rentals available, etc should also be
outlawed.
.”
Safety and preservation of the public right of way. Only very limited and temporary signage should be allowed on
publicly owned and maintained property.
Same
The 5 ft set back should be from the road not the sidewalk. I do not agree with one sign per location. The size of
the property matters here. Having a small building allowed one sign looks good but when you allow one sign on a
big property you may as well not even have one as it will get lost in the large frontage.
Regulating temporary signs is necessary.
The current use of temp signs in Millcreek often looks pretty trashy.
Safety; looks
Some temporary signs hang around until they look terrible.
Too much clutter
I think 6 months is too long
Seems logical.
Again this seems aimed at pedestrians and I'm confused where said pedestrians are. Seems like over regulation.
Feels like too much oversight. I think the negatives of Millcreek businesses disgruntled with certain code changes
would outweigh the positives proposed by the code change.
Seems needlessly complicated. How enforceable is it? Why dont you just enforce the current no temp sign code.
Need some regulations to control what is posted on a temporary basis.
Seems reasonable
Safety visibility is important, also lack of clutter. I’m surprised at the length of time allowed for “temporary” signs.
People tune them out after a couple of days or a week. I recommend you revisit the timelines. For example, three
months is a long time for supposed Grand Opening. Banner signs don’t need to be up for six months. They are ugly
and don’t convey new information after about a week. Rethink what their purpose is and devise a compatible
ordinance.
I think to allow for 6 months is excessive. Two to at most 3 months should be the maximum.
remove the need to permit temporary signs
Temporary signs like the flags in the image above look very trashy. They aren’t good for business and they even
distract drivers.
Signs are ugly.
Temporary signs are everywhere and are very distracting and cheap looking.
I'm a Realtor and will put small signs up for 2-3 hours at a time. As long as they are removed and not put on the
sidewalk I see no issue.
Stupid having to get a permit for this, what is this communist Russia. I dont like the aproch this city is taking kinda
feels like our rights are being taken away not giving us more.
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Seems like a garage sale sign being lumped in with a large advertisement flags are two very different things.
I agree 100%. I am a Realtor, and even I can not stand all the "For sale" directional signs.
temporary signs look junky
This code seems more restrictive than the other proposed sign changes. Five feet is far from a pedestrian walkway
or ROW. Enforcement of the time allotment for temporary signs seem hard to track and enforce, and the
regulation may be deemed irrelevant if left untracked.
This is a lot to decide upon. It would be nice to see more graphic representations to make a decision.
Big temporary flag signs are ugly.
11. I am a
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12. Do you think Millcreek should hold an open house about these proposed changes?

Other write in responses (optional):
•
•
•

Only if more feedback is desired or needed
Neutral
no opinion

13. Do you have any other comments?
I think these regulations would be best encouraged but not required. More regulations do not help small businesses
grow.
No open house if the new ordinance will pass without one.
Thanks for asking. I like the new ordinance.
What is wrong with the current rules? I am so hesitant when beauracrats who do not run businesses start making
abritrary rules that impact those who do. This proposal seems overly restrictive.
I appreciate the City of Millcreek considering this changes and requesting feedback from business owners and
residents of the City.
What a huge pile of regulations! No wonder government costs so much!
Would like to see all new ground/pole signs prohibited from Millcreek, no matter what the height or square footage.
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You may want to consider a "painted wall" sign category. I still mourn the loss of the beautiful Dragonfly Cafe sign in
my ole Liberty Wells neighborhood to a petty interpretation of the ordinance, which produced a blank wall that was
tagged within a month.
Millcreek is turning into bureaucracy nightmare.
Getting to be like communist China.
No respect for private property rights.
Regarding open houses, hearing points and talking through issues on all sides of an argument makes for much less
anxiety and resentment. More discussion is rarely a bad thing!
It’s important to make decisions that do not serve special interest groups, but are in the best interest of the health
and safety of the entire community. Neighborhood aesthetics have been proven to enhance the quality of life for
residents.
A rule of thumb...“Recognize the connection and relationship between people and their spatial setting and the role
that attractive public spaces plays in creating a sense of place and promoting an individual’s wellbeing.”
On all signs, do we really need to have them running 24/7. Can't we preserve some of the night sky and cut down on
our light pollution. It would be nice
Are there additional ordinances regulating advertising on off premise billboards? These are a major source of visual
pollution, and in some cases just a complete "eye sore." They are a distraction along the roadways, and are not as
effective as some sign companies claim. I avoid looking at them while driving, and intentionally avoid the businesses
they promote when I do see their messages.
I agree with what the city is trying to achieve but I do not agree with one size fits all when it comes to property size. I
also do not agree with large set backs.

Are you going to charge enough to cover the cost of administration and enforcement? I believe you should.
Are you proactively enforce it or just wait for complaints? I believe you should actively assure enforcement.
THANK YOU for working to make Millcreek safe and beautiful!
Some of these seem fine. Especially the lit signs and heights or bulk. The reasoning as to why we want to change them
is odd however. Seems to be just over regulation by the government instead of focusing on other things like actually
finishing the general plan and working on infrastructure and housing shortages.
I think the most important part of a sign ordinance is to make sure that Millcreek doesn't end up having a SLC or Orem
State Street problem: where it's a concrete desert with parking lots, signs everywhere, and blighted businesses.
Millcreek, as incorporated, is not like communities that developed as communities. It is made up of different areas
that developed without a community theme, like Holladay. Now that the new Millcreek City is trying to project an
image of a well planned community, which would benefit both residential and property owners, sign ordinance
changes which help with this new image are welcomed.
Not regarding signs. This survey software is terrible. I cannot see the type as it is black type on a black background.
The shorter, smaller, fewer, simpler in design, the better.
This isn’t West Valley. We need to class up our city.
Thanks for addressing this issue.
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I wish phone poles and signs were away from the roadside and sidewalks. Some driveways you can’t even see
oncoming traffic because of signage and the like.
Thanks for gathering public input!
I believe that existing signs should eventually follow the updated changes. A grace period of 24 months could be
allowed.
But it is not fair to new business owners that they have to follow one set of rules and established owners do not.
If we want Millcreek to be safe and nice looking, everyone should be treated the same.
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3330 South 1300 East
Millcreek, UT 84106
801-214-2700
millcreek.us
File #

ZT-18-014

Survey – Results and Analysis
Dates Available to Public:
Noticed through:
Staff:

December 26 - Ongoing
Website and City Newsletter, Facebook, Sent to 300 Millcreek Business License
Applicants,
Erin O’Kelley

SUMMARY
Staff was asked to collect public feedback about the proposed text amendment application regarding Millcreek sign
code. The goal of this survey was to understand how Millcreek residents feel about the proposed changes to the sign
ordinance.

SURVEY QUESTIONS
Question

1. It has been proposed that maximum sizes for sign be
reduced. How do you feel about this change?

Available Answers

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

2. Why do you feel this way?

Write in response

3. It has been proposed that maximum sign heights
be reduced how do you feel about this change?

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

4. Why do you feel this way?

Write in response

5.It has been proposed that all setbacks for signs

Strongly Disagree
1
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creased to 5 feet from the public right of way. (1 ft
for A frame signs) How do you feel about this
change?
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

6. Why do you feel this way?

Write in response

7. It has been proposed that a few changes in the
electronic message center section be made. It is also
proposed that EMC signs be approved over the
counter as opposed to the public hearing process.
How do you feel about this change?

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Disagree

8. Why do you feel this way?

Write in response

9. It has been proposed that a new section
concerning temporary signs be added. The proposed
section discusses the use, material, size, condition,
and type of temporary signs. How do you feel about
this change?

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

10. Why do you feel this way?

Write in response

11. I am a

Millcreek Resident
Millcreek Business Owner
Other (With write in option)

12. Do you think Millcreek should hold an open
house about these proposed changes?

No
Yes
Other (with write in option)

13. If you would like to receive updates about the
sign ordinance please fill out the following

Name (Write in option)
Email (Write in option)
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14. Do you have any other comments?

Write in option

SURVEY RESULTS
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1. It has been proposed that maximum sizes for sign be reduced. How do you feel about this change?

2. Why do you feel this way? (Optional)

Reduction of sign size is good for the community.
Business promotion signs help the community and economy. Millcreek should worry more about other things
like fixing potholes, cleaning up homes that are run down etc... Worrying about how big a sign is a waste of tax
payers money. Find something else that will help the economy.

More homey less industrial
I get concerned when MORE restrictive ordinances come along. What one maybstrongly agree to would work for
their businesss but other businesses that need larger signs he are put at a disadvantage by others. The email
states the “unique” needs of the community. Are those needs defined? These types of approaches reminds me
of HOA regs and seem overly restrictive.
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It's not clear to me, and the brief information provided does not specify, how excessive use of pole signs does
not align with the overall vision for the community as per the general plan. Without more specific information, I
wouldn't feel comfortable agreeing with proposed changes.

Keep the ordinances the same.
Billboards are nothing more than eye pollution. When I moved to Utah I was amazed at how many bill boards
exist on surface streets.
Signs can be an important part of running a business. However, there is more to consider than just the interests
of the business. Every sign has an impact on the community and that impact must be considered and balanced
against the benefits for the business.
Would like to see all new ground/pole signs prohibited from Millcreek, no matter what the height or square
footage.

Not certain if it would help or hurt.

I agree that pole signs need to be shorter, but I'd be ok with Window cling signs covering 100% of a window.

We need more electronic signs.

Smaller signs will make community more visually appealing. Millcreek should focus on nature, not man made.
Signs are an eye sore. I only put "agree" because I think a 200'ft pole sign is too big. There shouldn't be any pole
signs.
I am encouraged that the City of Millcreek recognizes the need for improvement, but feel it doesn’t go far
enough. Old signage should not be grandfathered in. Existing signage should be brought into code within five
years of of the signrd ordinance. 50% for window signage is WAY TOO MUCH. Window signage looks shabby and
serves little purpose. It spoils the aesthetics of our community. One example is that horrible window Owl in
Western Governors University.
I think signs, while they may attract business, are a huge distraction and also contribute to light pollution. If they
can be reduced, I am all for that.

Sight pollutions

Visual clutter detracts from the architecture and character of the area.
While signs are important for business identification and advertising, they do not need to "shout" their message
in competition for our attention. Well designed messages which complement their surroundings are far more
effective in contributing to a well planned community.
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I do not believe that pole signs belong in our neighborhoods or around small business areas. They distract from
the beauty of our city. I think they should be outlawed. Thank you for allowing me to express my feelings.

Too many signs and they are too big. Really hate the large billboards along 3300 south & Wasatch Blvd.
Currently, signage is overwhelming and visually distracting. In an effort to grab the consumer eye, businesses
and non-businesses create an unpleasing mixture of design , height and size,

Just take a drive thru west valley via 33 or 39 south and that says it all
I really feel that sign size should be considered with property size as well. A large parcel and or building should be
able to have a large size sign. I would prefer to see the size adjust this way so small foot print has a smaller sign
and so on.

Because I believe anything that reduces the impact of signs is good.

The area of Millcreek has a lot of mountain vistas, large signs tend to distract the vistas.
Unless you are on the freeway looking for a business (like a gas station) the signs don't need to be so tall to be
seen

I hate to see Millcreek so littered with huge signs
I would like to see more 25 mph speed signs in residential areas, there is to much speeding going on! Example 29
south between 23 &27 east . I am retired and walk a small dog on this street twice a day I see 40 & 45 mph a
couple of times a day,people in a hurry to and from work and lunch break! We need to stop this! And by the
way they still put their cars in the street on snow days, I have talked to the blow drivers they hate this!

Large pole signs negatively impact the beauty of our community.

Signs are often a form of blight, especially the larger ones. I would like to see signage be as discreet as possibe.
Aside from the fact that most of the signs lack good design, they make most of the city's commercial areas feel
chopped up and trashy. Additionally, most businesses are discovered online now and the signs seem excessive.

I am VERY supportive of protecting the look and feel of our city.

smaller more discrete signs are more attractive.
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Large signs ruin and clutter views.
Smaller pole signs will keep Millcreek attractive and help with future property values if the city can stay highclass

I agree that pole signs are used excessively and obstruct views.

Big huge signs are unnecessary
Large pole signs are borderline billboards, which frankly are ugly because they stick out too much and don’t
blend in.

I think large signs are ugly.
Limitations need to be imposed especially on pole signs on 33rd South. Too bad the limits cannot be imposed
retroactively.
Pole signs tend to distract drivers from keeping their eyes on the road, because the driver has to look up at the
sign. I would eliminate 'pole' signs because drivers looking at them are distracted from paying attention to what
is happening on the road. I have observed that in well planned communities in California, and also in Fort Collins
Colorado, which want to project the image of a well planned community, you don't see many signs that are high
in the air. Millcreek does not exist to make more money for the owners of pole signs.

I would like to see pole signs eliminated.

Should beautify Millcreek as much as [ossible.

It reduces the sign's dimentions.
Signs are intrusive on our view shed and make the neighborhood look cluttered, tacky, and unaesthetic. Signs
should be sufficient for information and not serve as advertisement.

They’re eyesores

Signs arean eyesore. Limiting their size would help.
Signs interfere with vision and can be a hazard. They detract from beauty and can be in the way of important
landmarks.
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There are too many signs.
Any ordinance that reduces the blight of large, obnoxious signage is welcome. I wish we could go back and
correct prior decisions. We have such a beautiful landscape. It is a shame that it is often marred by billboards.

Large pole signs are not consistent with community values
Seems like stores get more space in some instances, like the 50% of window rule.
This should reduce signage in almost all cases. I don't want stores that previouly were restricted to 16sq ft
window signs to be able to now have 50 sq ft window signs

The natural beauty of Millcreek is often diminished by massive signs.

Excessively large signs pollute the landscape of our city. They are over the top and unnecessary.

Signs are ugly.

Big signs are visually unappealing and create a feeling of chaos and overcrowding the streets and skylines.

No pole signs should be allowed.

There are too many tacky signs all over Millcreek. A streamlined look will look more upscale.

Government regulation can screw stuff up, its not an issue anyway.
Signs shouldn't be billboards. The smaller the better! And on that note, I wish we would outlaw billboards in the
city also

Smaller signs will preserve the beauty of the skyline.
Changes the view from the road way and cuts down on visual clutter. If signs are illuminated smaller and Lower
heights will cut down on light pollution.
Millcreek city, especially the 3300 south corridor and also parts of Highland Drive are just a mess! 3300 South
looks so trashy! I support any and all changes that will clean up our streets of signs. Millcreek is beautifully
situated at the base of Mt. Olympus of the Wasatch Front. Wouldn't it be incredible if we could see all the
beautiful trees, landscaping and mountains rather than ugly signs?
Signs are just visual pollution to our beautiful city. I know the proposal states it would only effect new signs but I
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would also support new guidelines for older signs. Some businesses are not taking care of their signs. They need
cleaning and painting. Thank you for addressing this long over due issue.

We already have too many billboards and signs and they are too large. Anything that can be done to reduce
existing or curtail future signage is a good thing.
I generally just don't like large obnoxious advertising. They also all look so different that an area can look overrun
with ads

It seems to reduce the size of signage overall.

Pole signs are obnoxious and ugly.
I don’t believe bigger is always better. There are big signs along 33rd South, and they could be seen just as well
smaller.

Large signs and excessive use of pole signs can make the area look cluttered and trashy.

The pole signs mar the landscape and disrupt a cohesive feel to the city.
This is just what the city needs. Millcreek needs to focus on planning and development to ensure future success.
The prime location and increasing property values gives the city opportunity to change course and become a
place we can all be proud of. No more eye sores. Let’s set the standards higher and start to benefit as a
community. Walkable communities, signage that doesn’t make our streets look like I-15 and make driving safer,
etc.

Especially the obnoxious pole signs.
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3. It has been proposed that maximum sign heights be reduced how do you feel about this change?

4. Why do you feel this way? (Optional)
As traffic becomes heavier, I think drivers need to be able to clearly and easily locate what they are looking for, so
signage still needs to be large enough to read at a glance.
Business promotional signs help drivers find a business without last minute lane changes. Not many pedestrians are
walking and shopping. Millcreek should worry more about other things like fixing potholes and looking for bushes that
block the view when merging onto busy streets like 700e, 800e etc... I've personally went to the city and asked about
2 areas of concern. Theses issues still have gone unseen. If a sign is blocking the view of a merging road, I understand
asking the business to adjust but, creating some regulation just to update your file or, because you feel that a business
sign is an eyes sore in your jurisdiction is a waste of tax payer tax money and time. Find something else that will help
with citizens safety, economic standing and help local business visibility.
pedestrian traffic,
Sounds like the approach is just to make things smaller as if that is some great new way to approach commercial
signage.
I like the idea of improving the look of commercial corridors as well as signs that emphasize pedestrian traffic, in
addition to cars.
Keep the same ordinances.
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Billboards are nothing more than eye pollution. When I moved to Utah I was amazed at how many bill boards exist on
surface streets.
OK
Would like to see all new ground/pole signs prohibited from Millcreek, no matter what the height or square footage.
Knee jerk reaction is to make smaller or prohibit, not certain that is correct as it negatively impacts commerce and is a
taking of rights of a property owner, need to make sure moderate and less impactful than more are completed.
Private property rights need to be respected
See above.
Again, an eye sore. 20' is too high for a sign. So is 10' off the ground for a blade sign. I prefer the mush stricter laws of
places like Coral Springs, FL.
A good first step. Does it go far enough? Need more information e.g. a description of the zone types.
Same as above.
Esthetics
Again the view and sight line obstructions disrupt the area and ruin the architectural views
While some businesses like to attract "outside" business by putting their name above the tree tops, I purposely avoid
such establishments while favoring establishments which cater to our community and its residents.
It is hard for me to visualize how much difference this change would make, but it is a step in the right direction.
See above. We need another Lady Bird Johnson
Same reason as above.
Protect the mountain vistas, both of the Wasatch Range and the Oquirrh Mountains.
Most of us need signage we can see from a car.
Same as above
One more comment please stop the Mc mansions from ruining the look of our old neighborhoods!
Tall signs make an area feel industrial not residential.
Aesthetics.
The tall signs along 33rd South make it feel like a freeway. Nobody wants to live next to a freeway.
I don't see what the sign size has to do with walkability, but in general I'm in favor of fewer and/or smaller signs in
order to improve views and minimize clutter.
Are there really that many pedestrians taking advantage of this change? What difference does sign size have to a
pedestrian, they can just look up, having cars slam on breaks and swerve to make a turn cause signs are smaller
doesn't make sense if its "for pedestrians"
It would be good to have signs that are emphasized for both pedestrian and car traffic, but Millcreek is still a carcentric city. It will take many years, or maybe even decades, to change the makeup of the city to be more walkable
and pedestrian friendly. I think this proposed sign change should be delayed until we are closer to a walkability
realization.
Large signs are ugly
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Reductions are reasonable.
The change would help the image of Millcreek as a 'high quality' community.
Seems reasonable, but the wording of "property sign" is vague and is unclear where that would be applied.
See above
See above comments. Also, higher signs are visible blocks away and negatively impact residential areas beyond the
commercial areas.
Too large. Take up too much room and block views of businesses and traffic
Once again, it will improve beauty, needed communication, and create greater ambiance in the community.
See above.
4 ft is too easily overwhelmed by landscaping and traffic to allow for easy visiblity along the street
See above, the less visual space signs take up, the better the visual experience will be in the city
Excessively tall signs pollute the landscape of our city. They are over the top and unnecessary.
Signs are ugly
Big signs are trashy looking and don't create a feeling of small town, suburban life. It feels like a trashy big city with big
signs.
No pole signs of any height should be allowed.
Same reasons as above - less obtrusive signs look better.
Better to be higher than lower. This is a stupid thing for you to be worring about.
See my first comment
I generally just don't like large obnoxious advertising. They also all look so different that an area can look overrun with
ads
Tall signs just clutter the sky and landscape.
I like the trend to smaller signage overall and these are improvements
Signs that are too big are just ugly anyway.
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5. It has been proposed that all setbacks for signs creased to 5 feet from the public right of way. (1 ft for A

frame signs) How do you feel about this change?

6. Why do you feel this way? (Optional)
No one will even see a sign of this type set back 5 feet.
I live on 700 e, it's not the signs, it's the bushes. I've asked on multiple occasions to fix this issue with a few
homes on 700 e. Nothing has been done. I understand signs can be an issue but, it should be a case by case
issue. If someone complains, do something about it, not just write some paper and SAY you're going to do
something.
Safety
Makes it less visable
I'm in favor of improving safety by not having signs that prevent pedestrians from being clearly seen. I'm also
in favor of providing clearer views for exiting vehicles.
A frame signs are put out temporarily and definitely bring in more business when they are closer to the street.
There isn't enough foot traffic on the side walks by the businesses to make a change to move them back. Look
at the foot traffic and there is hardly any on 33rd south. It's all cars. We need more people to shop in
Millcreek to keep the viable tax base from the businesses.
OK
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Agree with philosophy.
Ibid.
Millcreek needs to continue to view itself as wanting to be a walkable community
See above
See above
This will make things look less cluttered and, frankly, classier.
Not sure that 5 feet is enough setback.
Pedestrian comfort
Safety and reduction of visual noise
Pure and simple -- safety!
I think free standing signs should be located near the business establishment or the business should have
attached signage that attracts customers.. 5 feet does not seem like enough of a distance. These types of
signs add to the clutter of the pathway.
Same
5 ft from the street is ok but not 5 ft form the sidewalk
Same reason as above
Safety
It's a safety issue
There are people that don't trim their trees that are more of a hazard then signs, on a busy sidewalk!
Pedestrian safety is important.
For said reasons.
This makes sense to keep residents safe.
5 feet seems like it would defeat the purpose of the A-frame sign. If they are allowed at all, they should be
allowed to be effective. I'm more concerned with them blowing over and getting in the way of pedestrian
traffic.
This change makes signs like this useless. Millcreek doesn't have a city center area where much walking is
happening making a change like this useless. Signs like this are used to promote business.
As both a pedestrian and driver, I can attest that they are unsafe by blocking views.
Seems much safer for pedestrians
It would improve visibility and driving safety.
Safety of pedestrians
Safety.
Traffic safety & pedestrian safety would be improved
5 feet seems too far. How about 3 or 4 feet?
See above
It has been very hard to enter busy streets when the view is blocked by these types of signs. Unfortunately, the
Tagge fruit stands are a big culprit, but there are others. This is a good safety modification.
Have almost been in many accidents due to not being able to see around a sign
It keeps signs from obstructing important traffic information and better beautifies the city.
signs set close to the roadway also interfere with navigation of traffic
Signs are ugly
Better visibility.
Seems safer all around.
Give actual examples.
Pedestrian safety needs to be a top concern. Millcreek needs to continue work in creating a walkable
community.
5feet seems to defeat the purpose of that sort of sign, and besides pedestrians should walk smarter.
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Safety
See my first comment
This is a safety issue that we already have a lot of trouble with. Good proposal.
It is so hard to see into sidewalks or traffic when trying to pull out of a lot that has a sign close to the
sidewalk/road. Same with turning corners where these signs exist.
Ped. friendly community is important!
This seems like common sense for the safety of drivers and pedestrians.
This would help pedestrians.
Safety of pedestrians is important
Because many of these signs are at entry/exits to parking area,which can make it difficult to see traffic and
pedestrians when pulling out onto a road
I don’t even get this one.
7. It has been proposed that a few changes in the electronic message center section be made. It is also

proposed that EMC signs be approved over the counter as opposed to the public hearing process. How do
you feel about this change?

8. Why do you feel this way? (Optional)
I feel the current regulation is fair
15
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Night sky
Now there is only so much light allowed as measured by a meter? This has restriction written all over it!
I think EMC signs should go through a public hearing process, if this is consistent with other cities similar to
Millcreek.
Keep the same ordinances. No changes.
OK
Are you kidding me? Too bright and distracting electronic signs are a SIGNIFICANT issue. Who wrote and
proposed this, are you on Reagan signs payroll?
I agree, but the minimum image display needs to be extended (perhaps to 30 sec) so that drivers are not as
distracted by changing text/images in signs,
I want to see the stars at night. Millcreek needs to eliminate light pollution!
Signs are becoming horribly bright. This is a great way to mitigate the eyesore.
For all the reasons you articulate.
Brightness
I'd go even further in their texuction and brightness. They are a driver distarction and increase danger
Electronic message centers are more of a distraction than a help. They contribute to significant visual pollution.
Too much light pollution.
Driving distraction
I am ok with this as long a someone can still go through the permit process if they want o go outside of the
above proposed rules. The reason being is that one size does not always fit all and there should be an option to
petition this.
Not sure why dropping the public hearing process is a good thing.
Distractive to drivers and pedestrians and night time light pollution are main concerns.
I think scrolling messages are a tragic hazard.
Not fond of electric signs in general. I would like to see a reduction in light pollution.
Decrease light pollution
I hate the look of these signs.
I am generally not in favor or EMC signs as I feel they are not attractive and they are distracting to drivers.
Drivers have enough distractions and don't need to try and read changing text or information to the side of the
road. EMC signs use energy. I would hope the city is trying to encourage saving energy?? I think the public input
process should remain for signs near residential areas.
I am concerned about light pollution. I like the idea of the lights dimming depending upon ambient lighting and
also having lighting point down.
Signs should be complimentary to the neighborhood.
Seems fine. It would be annoying to have light shining in your home.
electronic reader signs are too distracting and should no longer be allowed at all (no new ones permitted).
Reserve this type of signage for temporary emergency or public safety situations.
It seems like a good compromise so that illuminated signs aren't annoying residents in their homes.
Would better control light pollution from signs and help residents who live near to electronic signs.
Yes, most of these signs are too bright.
Reduction in number of complaints is a reduction in time utilized in this issue.
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I live two blocks away from a lighted billboard that spoils my view of Mt Olympus. It is a new installation, not
there when I bought my house almost 20 years ago. I am furious at this intrusion to my backyard, view, and
sense of being in a surban neighborhood rather than in a commercial area. This should be prohibited. Billboards
and other signs, especially lighted signs, should not be visible except along and in commercial areas! And they
should not impact bird and pollinator activities or migration!
The flashing is distracting
Safety, ambiance, other reasons.
Staff approval seems somewhat removed from accountability.
keep the conditional use permit
again i would feel better if these were even more restricted.
Signs are ugly
Signs are too bright and big and make the area look cheap and trashy.
I highly disagree with any Emc signs - I believe they should be further restricted.
Our neighborhood keeps getting lighter and lighter at night because of all the businesses moving. Also thos signs
are very distracting .
See my first comment
We have a lot of problems with existing light pollution and this helps keep the businesses focused on preventing
it.
I am a strong proponent of downlighting and reducing our city's impact on light pollution. I would like to also see
a Millcreek ordinance on street lights (decorative and otherwise) that uses 180 degree or greater caps for
downlighting.
I agree with the preservation of R zones, and want to keep light low.
Electronic signs are distracting to drivers.
Let's keep our skys dark
We need fewer distracted drivers and safer roads for pedestrians.
No ice.
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9. It has been proposed that a new section concerning temporary signs be added. The proposed section

discusses the use, material, size, condition, and type of temporary signs. How do you feel about this change?

10. Why do you feel this way? (Optional)
Safety
Temporary signage are necessary for seasonal business
Temporary signs can look ugly and can create safety hazards. I'm in favor of a new section for temporary signs.
Who is wanting the changes? Keep the ordinances the same. They are fine. You are hearing from a few vocal
people and the majority think everything is just fine. Don't change anything.
OK
It is often thought restricting temp signs to a permit is wise. IT NEVER IS! Is this California? No way
Sound logic.
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IT DOESN’T GO FAR ENOUGH! Get rid of these horrible banners that are pock marks throughout our community
and serve absolutely no worthwhile purpose. The internet serves as a resource for employment opportunities,
rentals, sales, etc. These banners also pose a significant safety hazard. As someone who has no car and therefore
walks a great deal in the community, I can report that these signs are often pulled from the ground and laying over
the sidewalk. The tall ones lean precariously over the walkways or have also blown over onto the walkway. The
wooden “For Rent” sign at 852 E 3900 S, has been up for many months. It’s unsightly and unstable. Banners
strapped to the facades of businesses advertising office hours, help wanted, rentals available, etc should also be
outlawed.
.”
Safety and preservation of the public right of way. Only very limited and temporary signage should be allowed on
publicly owned and maintained property.
Same
The 5 ft set back should be from the road not the sidewalk. I do not agree with one sign per location. The size of
the property matters here. Having a small building allowed one sign looks good but when you allow one sign on a
big property you may as well not even have one as it will get lost in the large frontage.
Regulating temporary signs is necessary.
The current use of temp signs in Millcreek often looks pretty trashy.
Safety; looks
Some temporary signs hang around until they look terrible.
Too much clutter
I think 6 months is too long
Seems logical.
Again this seems aimed at pedestrians and I'm confused where said pedestrians are. Seems like over regulation.
Feels like too much oversight. I think the negatives of Millcreek businesses disgruntled with certain code changes
would outweigh the positives proposed by the code change.
Seems needlessly complicated. How enforceable is it? Why dont you just enforce the current no temp sign code.
Need some regulations to control what is posted on a temporary basis.
Seems reasonable
Safety visibility is important, also lack of clutter. I’m surprised at the length of time allowed for “temporary” signs.
People tune them out after a couple of days or a week. I recommend you revisit the timelines. For example, three
months is a long time for supposed Grand Opening. Banner signs don’t need to be up for six months. They are ugly
and don’t convey new information after about a week. Rethink what their purpose is and devise a compatible
ordinance.
I think to allow for 6 months is excessive. Two to at most 3 months should be the maximum.
remove the need to permit temporary signs
Temporary signs like the flags in the image above look very trashy. They aren’t good for business and they even
distract drivers.
Signs are ugly.
Temporary signs are everywhere and are very distracting and cheap looking.
I'm a Realtor and will put small signs up for 2-3 hours at a time. As long as they are removed and not put on the
sidewalk I see no issue.
Stupid having to get a permit for this, what is this communist Russia. I dont like the aproch this city is taking kinda
feels like our rights are being taken away not giving us more.
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Seems like a garage sale sign being lumped in with a large advertisement flags are two very different things.
I agree 100%. I am a Realtor, and even I can not stand all the "For sale" directional signs.
temporary signs look junky
This code seems more restrictive than the other proposed sign changes. Five feet is far from a pedestrian walkway
or ROW. Enforcement of the time allotment for temporary signs seem hard to track and enforce, and the
regulation may be deemed irrelevant if left untracked.
This is a lot to decide upon. It would be nice to see more graphic representations to make a decision.
Big temporary flag signs are ugly.
11. I am a
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12. Do you think Millcreek should hold an open house about these proposed changes?

Other write in responses (optional):
•
•
•

Only if more feedback is desired or needed
Neutral
no opinion

13. Do you have any other comments?
I think these regulations would be best encouraged but not required. More regulations do not help small businesses
grow.
No open house if the new ordinance will pass without one.
Thanks for asking. I like the new ordinance.
What is wrong with the current rules? I am so hesitant when beauracrats who do not run businesses start making
abritrary rules that impact those who do. This proposal seems overly restrictive.
I appreciate the City of Millcreek considering this changes and requesting feedback from business owners and
residents of the City.
What a huge pile of regulations! No wonder government costs so much!
Would like to see all new ground/pole signs prohibited from Millcreek, no matter what the height or square footage.
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You may want to consider a "painted wall" sign category. I still mourn the loss of the beautiful Dragonfly Cafe sign in
my ole Liberty Wells neighborhood to a petty interpretation of the ordinance, which produced a blank wall that was
tagged within a month.
Millcreek is turning into bureaucracy nightmare.
Getting to be like communist China.
No respect for private property rights.
Regarding open houses, hearing points and talking through issues on all sides of an argument makes for much less
anxiety and resentment. More discussion is rarely a bad thing!
It’s important to make decisions that do not serve special interest groups, but are in the best interest of the health
and safety of the entire community. Neighborhood aesthetics have been proven to enhance the quality of life for
residents.
A rule of thumb...“Recognize the connection and relationship between people and their spatial setting and the role
that attractive public spaces plays in creating a sense of place and promoting an individual’s wellbeing.”
On all signs, do we really need to have them running 24/7. Can't we preserve some of the night sky and cut down on
our light pollution. It would be nice
Are there additional ordinances regulating advertising on off premise billboards? These are a major source of visual
pollution, and in some cases just a complete "eye sore." They are a distraction along the roadways, and are not as
effective as some sign companies claim. I avoid looking at them while driving, and intentionally avoid the businesses
they promote when I do see their messages.
I agree with what the city is trying to achieve but I do not agree with one size fits all when it comes to property size. I
also do not agree with large set backs.

Are you going to charge enough to cover the cost of administration and enforcement? I believe you should.
Are you proactively enforce it or just wait for complaints? I believe you should actively assure enforcement.
THANK YOU for working to make Millcreek safe and beautiful!
Some of these seem fine. Especially the lit signs and heights or bulk. The reasoning as to why we want to change them
is odd however. Seems to be just over regulation by the government instead of focusing on other things like actually
finishing the general plan and working on infrastructure and housing shortages.
I think the most important part of a sign ordinance is to make sure that Millcreek doesn't end up having a SLC or Orem
State Street problem: where it's a concrete desert with parking lots, signs everywhere, and blighted businesses.
Millcreek, as incorporated, is not like communities that developed as communities. It is made up of different areas
that developed without a community theme, like Holladay. Now that the new Millcreek City is trying to project an
image of a well planned community, which would benefit both residential and property owners, sign ordinance
changes which help with this new image are welcomed.
Not regarding signs. This survey software is terrible. I cannot see the type as it is black type on a black background.
The shorter, smaller, fewer, simpler in design, the better.
This isn’t West Valley. We need to class up our city.
Thanks for addressing this issue.
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I wish phone poles and signs were away from the roadside and sidewalks. Some driveways you can’t even see
oncoming traffic because of signage and the like.
Thanks for gathering public input!
I believe that existing signs should eventually follow the updated changes. A grace period of 24 months could be
allowed.
But it is not fair to new business owners that they have to follow one set of rules and established owners do not.
If we want Millcreek to be safe and nice looking, everyone should be treated the same.
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Minutes of the
Millcreek Planning Commission
December 19, 2018
5:00 p.m.
Regular Meeting
The Planning Commission of Millcreek, Utah, met in a regular public meeting on Wednesday,
December 19, 2018 in the City Hall Annex, located at 3330 S. 1300 E., Millcreek, UT 84106.
PRESENT:
Commissioners
Tom Stephens, Chair
Fred Healey, Vice Chair
David Allen
Russ Booth
Dave Carlson (arrived at 5:18 p.m.)
Scott Claerhout
Shawn LaMar
Mark Mumford
Heather Wilson (left at 8:48 p.m.)

City Staff
Francis Lilly, Community Development Director
Blaine Gehring, Planner
Erin O’Kelley, Planner
Alexandra Muller, Law Clerk
Elyse Greiner, City Recorder
John Brems, City Attorney
John Geilmann, City Manager
Robert May, Planner

Attendees: Mayor Silvestrini, John Janson, Jim Carter, Vivian Wilson, Loren Mott, Steven
Fullmer, Chad Pehrson, Terri Tyner, Jane Young, Rob Peterson, Brigham Wilcox, Jason Mott,
Stephanie Steele, Hal Sharp, Juston Puchar, Bela Vastag, Scott Steed, Carolin Cady, Holly
Tuckett, Ellen Greeneisen, Bob Greeneisen, Tina Grant, Lisa Bagley, Melissa Stephens, Don
Kaczmarek, and Diane Wenzl.
REGULAR MEETING – 5:00 p.m.
TIME COMMENCED: 5:04 p.m.
Chair Stephens read an opening statement explaining the duties of the Planning Commission.
1. Public Hearings
1.1 Consideration of CU-18-019, Conditional Use Permit for Multifamily
Development Consisting of 18 Townhome Dwellings Location: 2272 E. 3280 S. (Mott
Dr.) Applicant: Loren Mott Planner: Blaine Gehring
Blaine Gehring said the applicant would like to build eighteen additional townhome
apartments as part of the existing Mott Townhouse Apartments. The new townhome
apartments would consist of eighteen 3-bedroom units in two 3-plexes and three 4-plexes
on 1.5 acres. The property is vacant except for a few old outbuildings and it is adjacent to
the existing Mott Townhouse Apartment to the west. The project consists of five
buildings fronting on Mott Drive with side and rear yards of 20 feet. The five buildings
are two stories high with 3-bedroom apartments and a 1-car garage on the first level.
There is space for two stalls in the driveway in front of each of the units providing for the

Millcreek Planning Commission Meeting Minutes

19 December 2018 Page 2 of 18

required guest parking stalls. The proposed building height is 29’8” and 30 feet is the
required height limit in the R-M Zone when within 100 feet of a residential zone. An
open house was held on December 11, 2018 at the City Hall Annex in lieu of the Canyon
Rim Citizens Association meeting because they did not meet in December. Two adjacent
neighbors attended and were supportive of the project. Planning Staff recommends
approval of the conditional use permit with the following conditions:
1. The applicant shall provide a project parking ratio of 2.5 stalls per residential unit, plus
0.33 stalls of visitor parking, for a minimum total of 51 parking stalls.
2. The applicant shall provide the proposed exterior detailing/finishes as provided for in the
application drawings.
3. The development will be limited to the eighteen three-bedroom units.
4. The side and rear yards shall be 20 feet.
5. The proposed building height is no more than 30’.
6. All service and mechanical equipment must be screened by landscaping or other methods
as set forth in section 19.77.070 of the zoning ordinance.
7. Signs will require separate building permits and staff review for zoning/land use
compliance.
8. No light source (light bulb, fluorescent tube, or other direct source of light used to
illuminate a parking area) shall be visible beyond the property line of any off-street parking
area as required by Section 19.80.030 of the zoning ordinance.
9. Any modifications to these approved plans must be approved by the Planning Department,
in writing, prior to the changes being implemented in the field.
10. Landscaping shall be installed in compliance with Chapter 19.77 Water Efficient
Landscape Design and Development Standards. Any revisions to the landscape plan package
shall be reviewed and approved in writing by the director or designee prior to commencement
of construction. Re-certification of compliance with the requirements of the landscaping
ordinance shall be provided by the qualified professionals who prepared and submitted the
11. The applicant will comply with all requirements established through the technical review
process prior to receiving final conditional use approval.
12. The applicant will comply with all requirements of the Unified Fire Code, subject to
approval by the Fire Marshal.
13. The applicant shall install “No Parking” signs in the fire access lane.
14. The applicant shall obtain a complete review for an approved building permit and shall
continually comply with the requirements of Millcreek City, Salt Lake City Department of
Public Utilities, and the S. L. City Suburban Sewer District.
15. The applicant and its successors shall properly and continually maintain all required
landscaping, fencing, buildings, and roads.

Commissioner LaMar asked about guest parking locations. Gehring said they are in the
driveways; there is a single car garage and two spots on the driveways. There are 51
required parking stalls and 54 have been provided. Commissioner LaMar said each unit
gets 2.5 parking stalls then asked how there can be a .5 guest parking stall. Chair
Stephens said the parking count meets code. Francis Lilly said the existing buildings have
excess parking and they are applying that to the new buildings. Chair Stephens asked
about fencing to the north. Lilly said that was a question for the applicant. Commissioner
Mumford asked about the 30-foot height limit when the summary table says 40 feet.
Gehring said the zone allows 40 feet except for when it is within 100 feet of a residence.
Loren Mott, 3245 S. 2125 E., said the fencing on the north border will be a six-foot solid
wood fence supplemented with landscaping. Mott said the current buildings are two 6plexes and parking there can be utilized as guest parking for the new buildings.
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Commissioner Mumford asked how wide the access to the project was. Mott said 26 or
28 feet. Commissioner Claerhout said the gutter is in bad repair. Mott said it is an
irrigation ditch, there is no gutter. The developers are waiting on UDOT to do something
with 3300 S. in general, so they do not install something that gets taken out. Mott said
they can put something in if required to. Mott said the property is family-owned and he
lives adjacent to the property.
Chair Stephens clarified that the Canyon Rim Citizens Association has not seen the
application. Gehring confirmed and said that is why the open house was held.
Chair Stephens opened the public hearing.
Robert Peterson, 3205 S. 2190 E., said he is an adjacent property owner, so an affected
neighbor, but he is also on the Canyon Rim Citizens Association. He said he enjoyed the
rural property there but feels that higher density is a fitting solution. He thought that the
applicant has done a good job at mitigating effects.
Chad Pehrson, 3354 S. 1940 E., said there are a number of utility poles at the entry to the
project on 3300 S. The sidewalks are not great, and the entry area is dangerous. The
project looks nice and the height is appropriate for a project like this.
Melissa Stephens, #6 of existing building Mott Townhouse, said the applicant is a kind
man. She said she did get a phone call from the landlord asking her to give up her second
parking spot as the only single tenant. She said a car hit a power pole outside the entrance
to the project and it affected her power. She thinks the density is the best way to use the
land, but the access and parking would be a concern.
Chair Stephens closed the public hearing.
Commissioner Mumford asked if the fire marshal approved the plans. Gehring said yes
and pointed out a fire hydrant in the project site plan; it meets all the fire requirements.
Lilly said the access road does meet code. He thinks it is within the scope of the City to
require the applicant to fix the gutter. He welcomed the Commission to include that as a
condition.
Commissioner LaMar said he was concerned that there is no guest parking. He thinks
there needs to be a shared parking bank for guests; it is not appropriate to look at the sum
of spaces. Lilly said he does not think the existing guest parking stalls are used all the
time and it would be used for the entire development, which is allowed by code. The
intent of the multifamily ordinance ought to be that guest parking be designated in a
manner such that the parking in front of the garage should not be counted. Lilly said the
existing building has more stalls than they need. Commissioner Healey clarified that the
51 stalls that are required are for both the old project and the new project and the
developer exceeds that requirement by three stalls. Lilly said yes. Gehring said for every
three units there is one guest stall. Commissioner LaMar said you cannot park a vehicle
on a half space. Commissioner Mumford said he lived in a similar complex and there is
not enough space for street parking and traffic in the PUD. Commissioner Allen said if
there is overflow parking, there is no place to go off site because there is no
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neighborhood to spill into. He said it would be nice to be able to consider off-street
parking for high density developments. Lilly said parking would be a management
problem for Mr. Mott to solve. The parking ordinance does not assume there will be
multiple parties occurring simultaneously which would require an abundance of parking
stalls. He would like an update to the code to not allow parking in front of a garage.
Staff’s rationale is that the existing parking is not going to be used and is therefore
adequate. Commissioner Allen said people will park in the hammerheads where the
public safety vehicles need to go. He also expressed concern about 30 units that are
accessed only by a little alleyway. Commissioner Healey asked Melissa Stephens how
many times she had seen all the parking stalls used. She said 4-5 guests could park there,
there is always space. Commissioner Carlson said the Commission spends a lot of time
talking about parking and it gets arbitrary trying to substitute the Commission’s
judgement against the code every time they get a project. He said there are studies for this
issue, so when the Commission applies the ordinance and it does not feel right, the
problem is with the ordinance, not the development.
Commissioner Healey this is not a typical high-density project, it has a lot of green space.
Commissioner Wilson said there are pluses to this being a more family-friendly
development. She thinks there will be children activity happening in the road which will
keep traffic at bay. Chair Stephens said this project does meet the current parking
ordinance.
Commissioner Healey moved to approve the conditional use permit, CU-18-019, an 18-unit
townhome addition to the Mott Townhouse Apartments at 2272 East 3280 South with the
conditions listed in the staff report and to fix the access driveway and approach so that it
meets current standards and is not a difficult access. Commissioner Mumford seconded.
Chair Stephens asked for clarification on the improvements on the access drive. Lilly
recommended per the City Engineer’s specifications and that the Commission sees this as a
detrimental effect of new development that can be reasonably mitigated. Commissioner Healey
changed his motion to meet staff recommendation by the Engineer and that staff mitigate
any ill-effect that might have on the project. Commissioner Mumford seconded the
amended motion. Commissioner Booth said he liked the project, but in his experience, there
were always three cars at the 3-bedroom units because they would fill with single people, not
families. Chair Stephens called for the vote. Commissioner LaMar voted no and the other
Commissioners voted yes. The motion passed.
1.2 Consideration of SD-18-014 / CU-18-010, 8 Unit Townhome Planned Unit
Development Location: 3252 Melbourne St. Applicant: Brigham Wilcox Planner:
Robert May
Robert May said in June there was an application that came before the Commission for a
conditional use permit and it morphed into a PUD, which explains the two file numbers.
May showed pictures of the property to the Commission it its current state. He said there
was a neighborhood meeting in July and residents were interested in height, ownership of
units instead of rentals, the structures blocking cell phone service, traffic impacts on
Melbourne Street, and garbage location. The Planning Commission heard and continued
the application in July. A traffic study was commissioned by Millcreek and conducted by
Avenue Consultants. The results stated the traffic would minorly change traffic patterns
on Melbourne Street, a traffic signal at this location may mitigate some of the existing
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traffic congestion issues, and historical Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT)
growth trends on 3300 S. state that it is unlikely that a signal will be warranted by the
northbound and southbound peak hour traffic volumes for some time. The Canyon Rim
Citizens Association voted to recommend the 8-unit planned development project in
August. The planning staff held a second neighborhood meeting in October. There was
no public concern about the project, but one neighboring property owner inquired about
the easement on her property. May showed renderings of the buildings to the
Commission. May went through the project information summary table which stated that
the proposed project would: be 27-37 feet in height; have 2300 square foot units; have a
15 foot front yard setback, 20 foot setback on 3300 S., 15 foot setback on the north
property line, and 30 foot rear yard setback; be 100 feet wide on Melbourne Street and
160 feet wide on 3300 South; have 21 parking stalls; have 50% open space and 30% lot
coverage; and have one barbecue/picnic area. Commissioner Allen asked about the
density. May said the RM Zone requirement is 3500 square feet for multifamily. Chair
Stephens said it is the gross square footage per acre. Commissioner Allen said the math
added to 3300 square feet. May said there may be a typo on the PowerPoint.
May said the applicant has mitigated the detrimental effects and staff recommended
approval of the conditional use permit and preliminary plat approval. He suggested that
there be a condition of no guest parking on Melbourne St. then went through the
following list of other conditions:
1. Any modifications to these approved plans must be approved by the Planning
Department, in writing, prior to the changes being implemented in the field.
2. The applicant will comply with all requirements established through the technical
review process prior to receiving final plat approval including all necessary bonding
and addressing requirements.
3. The applicant will prepare and record Declarations that are approved by Millcreek
before recording subdivision plat.
4. The applicant will include in the Declarations that no guest parking will be allowed
on Melbourne street.
5. The applicant will pay all required fees associated with final plat approval.
6. All applicable zoning, building, health, fire and safety requirements must be met
prior to receiving final approval of a building permit.
7. All items of the staff report.
8. Any items included by Planning Commission
Chair Stephens asked about the width of the driveway. May said the City standard is a
20-foot minimum. Commissioner LaMar asked how wide the units are. May said PUD
code requirements for parking on the main floor has to be 20’ x 22’ without obstruction.
Commissioner LaMar asked about the stairwell depicted in the rendering obstructing the
depth requirement. May said the applicant could respond to that question. Commissioner
Carlson clarified that the change between this proposal and the first time the Commission
saw the proposal was two less units and a shift of the parking stalls. May confirmed.
Commissioner Healey asked about the green space. May said the project has 50% open
space.
Brigham Wilcox, applicant, said the drive would be 22 feet wide. He said the 20’ x 22’
garage requirement has been complied with. Wilcox said he did not draw up the plans but
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made sure they complied with that standard. Chair Stephens said that issue can be
reviewed in the technical review process with staff. May said the Commission could add
that to the conditions if requested. Wilcox said the neighbors requested ownership of the
units and he did change the focus from being a rental unit to a for sale unit. He said it was
important to keep the roof deck on the south five units. He said it is the owners’ private
outdoor space. He said they could potentially get closer to 36-37 feet in building height.
Chair Stephens opened the public hearing.
Steven Fullmer, 3226 S. Melbourne Street, said he did not object to the project except for
it exiting onto Melbourne Street. He said the developers already have an access on 3300
S. with UDOT. He reiterated that the only thing the neighbors object to is the access on
Melbourne Street and they originally expressed that in the first meeting during the
summer. He said that two cars at the stop sign on Melbourne St. and 3300 S. would block
access to this development.
Lisa Bagley, 3387 Honeycut Road, said she was in favor of the project except for the
height. She expressed appreciation for the staff’s work on the project. She said one
analysis for the project is character. She said the surrounding properties have two stories,
a lot of green space, and there are historical places, so the third story on this project
would be out of character with the neighborhood.
Chad Pehrson, 3354 S. 1940 E., said he thought the public notice radius should be
extended from 300 feet. He said the Commission’s job is to assess detrimental effects and
whether conditions can be imposed to mitigate those effects or if no conditions can be
imposed, then the conditional use permit ought to be denied. His concerns with the
project are incompatible design in terms of use, scale, intensity, and height. The City
Council amended the RM zone in July to limit height to 30 feet when within 100 feet to
an R-1 property. He said the Commission has statutory conditions to consider with
whether this height is compatible with the neighborhood. He said moving forward with
similar parcels, the height limit is 30 feet tall. He said the Commission could impose a
condition that this project be 30 feet tall to be consistent with the neighborhood. He said
the crosswalk on 3300 S. is dangerous and the Commission could impose a condition for
the applicant to put a traffic light in on the intersection of 3300 S. and Melbourne Street
to keep pedestrians safe.
Tina Grant, 1235 E. Elgin Avenue, echoed comments on the safety of the crosswalk and
asked for a traffic signal. She said the speed on a 5-lane road (3300 S.) should warrant a
signal if the traffic does not.
Chair Stephens closed the public hearing.
Chair Stephens agreed that the crosswalk is dangerous, but it was not a burden that could
be placed on the applicant. Lilly said he would pass the message to engineering to then
pass to UDOT that safety was brought up in a public meeting because they pay attention
to public comment. The State controls the road, not Millcreek. Commissioner Carlson
said when he was on the Millcreek Community Council when there was discussion with
UDOT and they were not willing to consider a traffic signal because of the proximity to
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the signal on 2000 E., but they did put the crosswalk signal in then. Mayor Silvestrini
said the City has been in discussion with UDOT about that crossing and they are not in
favor of a traffic signal there but are exploring a hawk crossing.
Commissioner Healey asked what the justification was for the 40-foot height when the
project was so close to residential. May said the RM Zone code changed in August. The
old RM Zone allowed for 40 feet in height and the applicant filed the application under
the old ordinance. Lilly said the conditional use process does talk about detrimental
effects in terms of height and it involves height transitions against residential. The
applicant addressed past concerns about rooftop gardens facing living residents. He said
the fire station is close to 40 feet and the gymnastics building is in excess of 40 feet. The
ordinance asks for the impacts of height against surrounding residents be mitigated and
this project accomplishes that. Commissioner Healey said a neighbor was concerned
about access location. May said there was no access from UDOT to be granted. The
referenced easement is on someone else’s property which cannot be used for access for
this project. May said Melbourne St. is the only place for access. Commissioner Booth
asked about approvals for residential units at this height since Millcreek became a city.
Lilly said there have been projects approved at this height. He said this project is vested
appropriately and it complies with the old RM zone. May said the immediate neighbors
were not concerned about the height. Commissioner Wilson said the current crosswalk is
inadequate and she would love to see a better one. She said the balconies are not solid, so
the height is relatively well mitigated with activity on the roofs and considers this a wellbalanced development.
Commissioner Wilson moved to grant the conditional use and preliminary plat approval of
files numbers CU-18-010 and SD-18-014 subject to the conditions found in the staff report
with the addition of further communication with UDOT about the condition of the
crosswalk at the corner of Melbourne Street. Commissioner Claerhout seconded.
Commissioner LaMar asked to add to the motion that the units must have the unobstructed space
in the garage. Commissioner Wilson accepted the amendment to the motion. Commissioner
Claerhout seconded the amended motion. Chair Stephens called for the vote. The motion
passed unanimously.
The Commission took a break from 6:43 to 6:51 p.m.
1.3 Consideration of GP-18-001, Adoption of the Millcreek General Plan Planner:
Francis Lilly
Jim Carter, Senior Planner with Logan Simpson, said the consultants have been at this
process for over a year and half. He went through the plan process that started in late
summer 2017 and ended in fall 2018. The public process involved; 912 online survey
responses, more than 22 outreach opportunities, 2,000 in person participants, and 7
Envision Committee meetings. He said there were a variety of ways for people to be
involved in the planning process. The consultants tried to piggyback on existing
community events to engage with people. They interviewed over 30 stakeholders and met
with groups that do not typically show up to public meetings. He said they gathered
relevant information from the public and reviewed ideas on what other cities had done in
big ideas workshops then took the draft plan to the Venture Out event series. Logan
Simpson brought that information back to the Envision Committee where they drafted the
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Vision themes; Unique Neighborhoods, Vibrant Gathering Places, Thriving Economy,
Great Connections, Health and Environment, Outdoor Lifestyle, and Enhanced Culture.
He said the plan is a customized plan drafted, revised, and adopted by the community.
John Janson, contracted planner for Millcreek, said there was a lot of input provided on
the future land use map. At a workshop last month, the Planning Commission went
through the land use map in detail. He said since then, the Millcreek Community Council
recommended that the residential Neighborhood 1 along 700 E. be changed to
Neighborhood 2. He said their reasoning was to have more flexibility along a major
arterial street. They also suggested a change on 900 E. from 4500 S. to the north on the
east side of the street to be Neighborhood 2 because Mixed Use was too intense. Chair
Stephens said the intent of the meeting tonight was not a workshop but to give a
recommendation to the City Council. Commissioner LaMar said the map looked the same
from the November draft and wondered about the reflected changes. Janson corrected
himself and said 700 E. ended up as Mixed Use 1, not Neighborhood 2. Janson said the
new functional road classification map shows principle arterials which are generally
UDOT controlled. This is an important tool for the City because it suggests what the
right-of-way’s ought to be and it provides typical road cross-sections. Janson said there
was some discussion going on with the city center study about major and minor
collectors.
Francis Lilly said chapter 4 identifies a plan to move forward with the top priority general
plan goals and accompanying strategies for each of the seven vision themes. He said the
themes influence the day-to-day operations for the community development department.
Lilly then went through each of the seven themes: Unique Neighborhoods, Vibrant
Gathering Places, Great Connections, Health and Environment, Outdoor Lifestyle, and
Enhanced Culture. He said the community development department would brief the
Planning Commission periodically on the progress staff is making with the general plan
priorities and they will provide the Commissioners with a spreadsheet. He said the
general plan is not just a planning document, but a city document.
Chair Stephens opened the public hearing.
Vivian Wilson, 4599 S. 700 E., asked the Commission to consider as increase in density
in the area of 700 E. and Van Winkle. She feels the area would be better served with
townhomes.
Carolin Cady, 1065 Granite Mill Court, representing Granite Mill Home Owners
Association, expressed appreciation for Granite Mill being removed from mixed use to
the residential designation. She said having mixed use directly around them though does
not make sense and asked the Commission to redraw the area. She felt that Mixed Use 1
or Residential 2 would make more sense. Chair Stephens said if the general plan was
adopted without her recommendation, she can petition for change at a later date, the plan
is not set in concrete.
Diane Wenzl, 3240 S. 1000 E., expressed concern about changing the Mixed Use 1 to
Mixed Use 2 in her neighborhood with regard to height. She said the surrounding area is
single story. The greater density will increase traffic, and 3300 S. is already a dangerous
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street. She asked the Commission to reconsider the high-density portion of the plan in the
area from 900 E. to 1100 E. on 3300 S. because the homes to the south of 3300 S. are
single family homes. She then submitted a letter to the Commission for their review.
Tina Grant, 1235 E. Elgin Avenue, echoed the comments from the last two speakers
about changing the future land use map to Mixed Use 1 along 3300 South. She expressed
concern about parking with high density and no on-street parking being allowed.
Chair Stephens closed the public hearing.
John Brems clarified to the Chair that this was a public hearing, not public comment
period. Commissioner Allen said there has been great work done on the plan and he did
not feel he could amend what had been presented. Janson said the motion could include
amendments and the consultants would study them before taking the plan to the Council.
He said he had not heard concerns about the 900 - 1000 E. before tonight. He said they
gave it higher density because of the lot depths off 3300 S. He insisted that the plan
suggests what can happen, but the ordinances govern what goes in. Commissioner Wilson
said the general plan has taken as much public comment into consideration as necessary
at this point. She said the plan is a way for the City to point toward what it might like to
see in the future, but it is not set. Lilly said the land use chapter had prefatory language
on how the Planning Commission needs to treat outer bound limits of 2-4 stories. The
language gives staff the scope in the general plan change to allow heights up to 4 stories,
it does not mean they will allow it; it articulates an upper bound, not median or lower.
The height can be regulated through a rezone or development agreement.
Commissioner LaMar, regarding file number GP-18-001, moved to recommend to the City
Council the adoption of the general plan. Commissioner Healey seconded.
Commissioner Claerhout said he would like to look at solar panels in future ordinances.
Chair Stephens called for the vote. The motion passed unanimously.
2. Continuing Business
2.1 Consideration of ZT-18-011, Residential Dog Boarding Code Amendments
Planner: Francis Lilly
Francis Lilly said at the last meeting the Planning Commission continued the petition to
establish an ordinance regulating residential dog boarding in a single-family zone. At that
meeting, the Commission discussed vaccination requirements, insurance requirements,
separation requirements for each business, and minimum size requirements. Lilly said
this was the applicant’s proposal, but the Planning Commission was free to craft any
recommendation to the Council. The recommended changes staff has made to the
proposal were the following:
1) Maintain a minimum lot size requirement, such that no dogs may be boarded on lots smaller
than 6,000 square feet, that no more than 2 dogs be boarded on lots up to 8,000 square feet,
and that no more than 4 dogs be boarded on lots greater than 8,000 square feet in size.
2) The applicant must obtain a license through Salt Lake County Animal Services. This
requirement covers the vaccination and record-keeping requirement. Currently, SLCAS
requires at least three vaccines and that records be kept for three years. Staff recommended
using the same reporting and vaccination standards that SLCAS uses for small kennels.
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3) Per the recommendation of a member of the Millcreek Community Council, staff proposed
to define residential dog boarding in a way that a fee is taken for boarding for at least three
days in a six-month period.
4) Staff added a requirement that dog waste be picked up daily and stored in an enclosed
container prior to being disposed of properly.
5) Staff proposed that a 1,000-foot separation apply only in instances where an accessory
building is being used for a shelter. If the sheltering is occurring within the primary
residence, then a 1,000-foot separation should not be necessary, since there is no limit to the
number of dogs a household may own.
6) The separation requirement for the shelter adjacent to neighboring structures is 40 feet – the
same standard used in Millcreek for chicken coops.
7) Staff added a standard for the humane treatment of animals. This allows for a license to be
revoked on the basis of inhumane or cruel treatment of animals. Notably, the standard
contract rover.com uses with its dog and cat hosts does not discuss the humane treatment of
animals.
8) Finally, staff recommended a limit to the number of licenses by community council district.
Staff believed that such a limit will be more effective overall than an arbitrary separation
requirement for each business. Their recommendation is that each community council
district (or community district in the parlance of our code) be allowed a base of four permits,
plus one additional permit per 300 single-family residences in each district. Millcreek would
get 17 licenses, East Mill Creek would get 15, Canyon Rim would get 14, and Mount
Olympus would get 12.

Lilly said on rover.com last week, there were 60 existing dog boarders in the City. Some
of the boarders are in apartments, but the proposed standard is only for single family
residences. He said he had only received one complaint on the issue of residential dog
boarding which resulted in this ordinance petition. He said nearly 60 Millcreek residents
are boarding dogs through rover.com. In light of the City’s current policy that there be no
limit to the number of household pets a person can own, the question of the potential
adverse impacts to a neighborhood for boarding a dog should be evaluated against the
known impacts of dog ownership, for which there is no limit. Salt Lake County Animal
Services preferred no limit of dogs in the City because people will get what they want
anyway and not license them; the current method serves as a more successful relationship
with licensing. Chair Stephens asked who would serve a nuisance complaint with dog
ownership, not a boarding arrangement. Lilly said Salt Lake County Animal Services
would enforce it. Chair Stephens clarified that a boarder would require two licenses; city
business license and animal services license. Lilly confirmed and said the business
license code offers an enforcement tool to revoke licenses.
Lilly went through the proposed text changes, which included: adding the definition of
“residential dog boarding” and removing “kennel.” To amend Chapter 19.14.030 R-1
Zone Permitted Uses to include the following:
Residential Dog Boarding, subject to the following standards:
1. Limitation on number of dogs boarded based on minimum lot area:
a. Boarding of dogs on lots less than 6,000 square feet is prohibited.
b. For residential lots between 6,000 square feet and 8,000 square feet, no more than two
dogs may be boarded at a time.
c. For residential lots 8,000 square feet in area or greater, no more than four dogs may be
boarded at a time.
2. Pick up and drop off of dogs must occur between the hours of 7:00 am and 7:00 pm.
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Residential dog boarding businesses shall maintain a Millcreek Business License, which is
predicated on meeting all the requirements below. Failure to adhere to these requirements or
any other applicable law or regulation may be grounds for suspension or revocation of the
business license, pursuant to MKC Chapter 5.07.
3. Residential dog boarding businesses shall maintain all licenses required Salt Lake County
Animal Services.
4. Residential dog boarding businesses shall continually comply with the Millcreek Animal
Code.
5. Residential dog boarding businesses shall have in force business liability insurance, separate
from a homeowner’s or renter’s insurance policy, adequate to protect third parties from the
consequence of bodily injury or property damage arising from the dog boarding business.
6. Dogs that are boarded shall not constitute a nuisance as defined by 8.01.010 of the Millcreek
Code.
7. Dogs must be licensed within the origin of their jurisdiction. Operator shall have record of
license and current vaccination records of all dogs in its care, as required by Salt Lake
County Animal Services.
8. Residential dog boarding businesses shall dispose of all solid animal waste daily and place
the waste in an enclosed container.
9. With the exception of pick up, drop off, or walking on public rights-of-way, outdoor
activities for dogs while being boarded shall be limited to rear yards only.
10. The rear yard shall be fully enclosed with an opaque fence material that is not incompatible
with designs in terms of fencing materials used by residential properties within 300 feet of
the applicant’s property. Fencing must be secure, including self-closing gates, to prevent
escape.
11. Residential dog boarding businesses shall provide an enclosed shelter, with climate control,
and smooth walls to protect the dogs from weather conditions and minimize noise. Shelters
shall be constructed of materials that are water-resistant and can be readily cleaned and
sanitized.
12. Shelters may be within the primary residence in an accessory building in a rear yard only,
provided that the accessory building is set back at least 40 feet from any human dwelling,
school or church located on an abutting property not owned by the licensee, and 1,000 feet
from any other accessory building used as a shelter for a dog boarding business. Distances
are to be measured from the edge of the shelter to the nearest edge of any human dwelling,
school or church.
13. While outside of an enclosed shelter, dogs must be supervised by either the licensee or
designee, so as to prevent nuisances caused by the dogs, including, but not limited to, noise
and odor. Dogs shall be treated in a humane matter, including, but not limited to, adequate
opportunity for exercise, freedom from restraints, hydration, food, protection from weather
and extremes of temperature, and protection from other animals.
14. Dogs shall be treated in a humane matter, including, but not limited to, adequate
opportunity for exercise, freedom from restraints, hydration, food, protection from weather
and extremes of temperature, and protection from other animals.
15. Limited Number of Residential Dog Boarding Businesses in Millcreek. The total number of
residential dog boarding business licenses issued within Millcreek shall be limited as
follows:
a. The maximum number of residential dog boarding businesses shall be calculated for
each Community District within Millcreek. Each Community District shall have a
minimum base of four (4) residential dog boarding businesses plus one (1) permit for
every 300 single-family detached dwellings within each Community District Boundary.
b. The total number of available licenses shall be recalculated biennially based on an
estimated number of single-family dwellings within Millcreek derived by the Community
Development Department.
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c. If a complete application meeting all other requirements for approval is received after
the maximum number of licenses has been issued within the Community District the
proposed residential dog boarding business is located within, the application shall be
placed on a waiting list in order of the date of receipt of a completed application. The list
shall be reviewed on an annual basis. No fees will be due until a license becomes
available. An application is deemed complete by the Business License Official upon
completion of all information required by the provisions of this chapter, the Millcreek
Animal Code, and the Millcreek Business License Code.

Commissioner LaMar asked for clarification on the 40-foot requirement of the accessory
building from a human dwelling and whether it included the boarder’s home. Lilly said it
did not. Commissioner LaMar clarified that the 1,000-foot separation from other
businesses is from boarding businesses. Lilly said it would prevent another similar
business from using an accessory dwelling in that 1,000-foot range and it would be
measured from the edge of the shelter to the nearest edge of the other business.
Commissioner Mumford asked about an accessory structure in the front yard. Lilly said
they are only allowed in the back yard. Commissioner Carlson asked about the ordinance
going in the land use code or business license code. Lilly said land use, and it was
derived from other cities’ regulations in other states. Commissioner Carlson said the
proposed ordinance was a lot of regulation for a simple activity. Lilly said the community
councils expressed concern about regulation but wanting to preserve property rights and
this ordinance strikes a good balance for business and property rights. Commissioner
Carlson appreciated the limit of licenses in an area but said the no limit on owning dogs
issue needed to be addressed. Commissioner Mumford agreed with Commissioner
Carlson and said he wanted a pet limit for the City to have a grounding base going
forward. He referred to this as a commercial business in a residential neighborhood. Lilly
said this was not a commercial business, a commercial kennel is entirely different.
Chair Stephens opened the item for public comment.
Jane Young, 4589 S. Westview Drive, said she lives across the street from the applicant.
She said this ordinance originally involved dog walking and dog boarding and it would
be a conditional use. She was concerned that the neighbors will not know this ordinance
is in process because it has changed to a permitted use. She said the ordinance should be
clear about not including dog walking. There are contractors coming and going with the
applicant’s business that are for dog walking. She said making comparisons to dog sitting
on rover.com and boarding is very different. She expressed concern that these proposed
changes were too big of a leap. She posed that if there were not negative effects to the
neighbor, why would the City limit the number of dogs. She said she was okay with
boarding a couple dogs overnight in a house, but the extent that the proposal makes
would be better suited in a commercial area.
Terri Tyner, 4590 S. Westview Drive, said she does not know how rover.com was picked
for a standard with this ordinance. She said this type of business is more commercial. She
said the dog walking and dog boarding businesses provide for constant drop off and pick
up.
Bela Vastag, 4589 Westview Drive, said he has witnessed the direct impact of the
applicant’s business. He expressed concern about the proposed ordinance allowing too
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much impact on the neighborhood. He said the ordinance would allow the applicant’s dog
walking portion of the business to resume with no changes. He mentioned that the
activity at the applicant’s home has dramatically changed since she moved in. He said
this business is quite different from rover.com. because the dogs do not sleep in the
house. He said the exterior building provision and square footage to dog ratio do not
make sense. He said the business is allowed to have employees come and go and that
increases the impact on the neighborhood. He brought up that he had inquired what
Holladay City’s rules were on this issue. He said Holladay told him that they did not have
any record of the applicant’s business having a license, and they probably would not have
granted one based on the amount of traffic it produced. Vastag recommended the City
work with Holladay on best practices.
Don Kaczmarek, 4590 S. Westview Drive, said he lives next door to the applicant. Has
expressed concern about comparing rover.com to this ordinance. He said rover.com has
people who are doing “gig” jobs, which are part time jobs. He said the applicant’s
business is mostly dog walking not boarding. He said this was a commercial business and
he wanted to know why the word kennel was being removed from the ordinance.
Bob Greeneisen, 4594 Westview Drive, said they have three teenagers with cars, so that
increased traffic in the neighborhood. He said they have not had any noise complaints
from the neighbors and there were at least four dogs in the neighborhood who bark all the
time.
Ellen Greeneisen, 4594 Westview Drive, applicant, said it was important to understand
the ordinance is about Millcreek, not just her. She said change happens; it is important for
rules and regulations to create a baseline for the City. She does not feel the proposed
ordinance is over-regulating.
Commissioner Allen feels the Planning Commission has spent too much time on this
issue. He expressed favor of what staff has proposed because it was a start on the issue,
but he does not like limits per district because it seems random and he is not sure what it
accomplishes. He said the City should consider the total number of dogs in a day not just
at a time. Commissioner Booth said he would like to first start with the limit on dogs that
residents can own and make it part of the discussion. He said the Commission was using
a concern to justify a law and it felt awkward. He said dogs do have an impact on
neighborhoods and he was not in favor of approving the ordinance tonight.
Commissioner Wilson said this was a business license code issue not a zoning code issue.
Commissioner LaMar said he was in favor of the ordinance limiting hours of operation.
Lilly said there is a land use component to this issue in addition to licensing.
Commissioner LaMar said he heard about the coming and going of contractors and would
like to address that in some fashion. Commissioner Carlson said he was conflicted on the
issue, but the Commission must be vigilant about home occupations and not allow
anything to change the character of the neighborhood. He said if they let business creep
into a residential neighborhood, they have to be very careful. He said he was not aware of
any home occupation that allows the business to be conducted outside of the home. The
Commission listed some uses, such as childcare. Commissioner Carlson said the issue
was similar to what people do with their own pets aside from the traffic. Commissioner
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Healey said he was not conflicted by the ordinance but set against it because it takes
away rights of an individual homeowner and giving them to someone else. He said he
would like to set boarding limits to the following: no dogs on lots less than 8,000 square
feet, 2 dogs for lots from 8,000-12,000 square feet, and lots with 12,000-15,000 square
feet would be limited to 4 dogs. Commissioner Healey said he has talked to neighbors
where this type of business occurs, and they said they do not like the business being in
their neighborhood but do not complain about them to the City so as not to create angst in
the neighborhood. He said if anyone takes renumeration for taking on a pet, that it was
considered a business and the code should define boarding as that.
Commissioner Healey moved to recommend to the City Council to adopt the plan as
proposed by Francis Lilly with the modifications of boarding not being allowed on lots less
than 8,000 square feet, 2 dogs allowed between 8,000-12,000 square feet, and 4 dogs allowed
on lots more than 12,000 square feet and that boarding be defined as “any renumeration
for taking a pet for walking, overnight stay, or grooming.” Commissioner Allen seconded.
Commissioner Mumford asked Commissioner Healey to consider adding to the motion that staff
begin studying pet limitations in the City and make sure boarders and the like are brought in to
that to keep consistency. Commissioner Healey accepted the amendment to the motion.
Commissioner Allen seconded the amended motion.
Commissioner Allen said this was the best chance to forward a positive recommendation to the
City Council. Commissioner Mumford said the City would still have a hard time enforcing
violations. Chair Stephens said enforcement would be easier to not allow the activity.
Commissioner Allen said if there was no ordinance saying residents cannot have this business, it
will continue. Chair Stephens asked if rover.com boarders would be out of compliance if this
ordinance took effect. Lilly said he does not know property specifics with boarders on that site
but believed they would be out of compliance with the proposed code. Lilly said they would be
subject to the new requirements. Commissioner Allen said if the Planning Commission does
nothing, the boarders are still not in compliance.
Chair Stephens called for the vote. Commissioners Carlson, Stephens, and Wilson voted
no. Commissioners Claerhout, Allen, Booth, Mumford, LaMar, and Healey voted yes. The
motion passed.
The Commission took a break from 8:44 to 8:54 p.m.
2.2 Consideration of ZT-18-012, Sign Code Amendments Planner: Erin O’Kelley
Erin O’Kelley said the Millcreek general plan triggered the need to update the sign
ordinance as well as it being outdated. She said the updated ordinance would increase
safety and design of public corridors and create a unique and consistent look for
Millcreek’s commercial areas. John Janson said the electronic message center section of
code was relatively new. The general plan says that the City will support business
diversity, enhanced culture, unique neighborhoods, and thriving economy. She showed
the Commission a map of the areas on the future land use map that would allow signs,
and they are on populated corridors. The proposed changes would be to the height of
signs, size of signs, setbacks for all signs, electronic message center signs, and temporary
signs. Per the request of the community councils, staff sought the response of the
community on the proposed changes through an online survey that was distributed to
residents, business owners and sign companies. She said 21 people took a survey of the
40 people that it was sent to on the City’s business council.
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O’Kelley provided picture examples of sign code violations in the City. She went through
proposals for temporary signs which included: a 5 foot setback, 50 square foot size of
banner for business, 20 foot maximum height for businesses, 6 month time limit, 3 month
time limit for grand opening, one A-frame permitted 1 foot from the right-of-way which
must be taken indoors at night, a 10 foot height limit for construction signs, and that all
signs must be maintained in good condition. The survey revealed that most people agreed
with theses proposals. O’Kelley went over the proposed changes for size: construction
signs to 64 square feet, ground pole in C-1 zone to 64 square feet, ground pole in C2 and
C-3 zone to 200 square feet, 50% coverage on temporary window signs, 12 square foot
projecting blade sign in the C-2 and C-3 zones, and 50% coverage for window signs in
the M zone. The survey agreed with the proposal. Commissioner Allen asked if all
window signs would be temporary. O’Kelley said the difference is the material.
Commissioner Carlson asked about regulations on the type of film. Janson said the
practice is that you can see from the inside out. Commissioner Carlson said that should be
specified in the ordinance. Commissioner LaMar asked if 12 square feet of blade signs
was in total or on one sign. O’Kelley said one sign and they are limited to one per
entrance. Chair Stephens asked about height and size of signs in the MD zone. Janson
said that zone has its own standard. O’Kelly said she decreased the proposed size and
height of pole signs because they did not have an inviting neighborhood feel. Staff wants
more walking friendly signs in village centers. O’Kelly said the M zone stays the same
except for allowing window signs and reducing height with ground pole signs.
Commissioner Mumford asked about real estate signs for open houses. O’Kelley said
they are temporary signs and they must be on private property. Janson said the consistent
theme is to not allow signs in the public right-of-way, which is in the current ordinance.
Commissioner Carlson asked about what the City will do with nonconforming signs.
O’Kelley said the presentation covered the survey and the proposed changes.
O’Kelly went through the proposed changes for height of signs: property signs to 4 feet,
ground pole in C-1 to 15 feet, ground pole in C-2 and C-3 to 20 feet, projecting blade
sign C-2 and C-3 to a minimum of 10 feet above the ground, and 25 feet for ground poles
in the M zone. The survey results for height changes were favorable. It was mentioned
that campaign signs are regulated in the temporary sign section. O’Kelley said the
proposed setback is 5 feet from the right-of-way for all signs except A-frames.
Commissioner LaMar asked if the setback was for the pole or the edge of the sign. Janson
said it was 5 feet from the leading edge of the sign. Commissioner Healey asked if
existing poles are grandfathered (allowed to remain since it was in before the ordinance
change). Janson said the City does not have a choice on the existing sign unless the
business changes the sign. Commissioner Healey said people can change the face of the
sign as long as the pole does not change. Lilly said with respect to nonconforming signs,
if the business alters, reconstructs, raises, removes, the entire sign (take the sign cabinet
off), the new sign has to come into compliance with code. However, if just the face of the
sign changes, it would not trigger abandonment of the sign. There is a maintenance
requirement for the sign.
Commissioner Carlson said unless the City has an aggressive nonconforming use,
changing the city scape with on-premise signs will not happen. Businesses will maintain
the sign and never change it. He suggested that staff look at what other cities have done
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to change the city scape because there was no incentive for businesses to move from a
larger sign to a smaller sign. Chair Stephens said the sign ordinance change in West
Valley City worked. O’Kelley said in overlay zones there will be a more restrictive sign
ordinance which will create a more definitive neighborhood feel in certain areas. Janson
said West Valley City had a more restrictive provision with the onsite sign ordinance
requiring conformance with changes to businesses, but the practice was ruled to be
illegal. He said their big changes came about because things had to be moved because of
roads widening. Commissioner Mumford asked about natural disasters causing sign
damage. Janson said usually faces that falls out and are fixed was considered
maintenance. Commissioner Carlson said one idea was to advertise how many years a
sign can be maintained before it has to be changed. He said it might be worth it to talk to
sign companies about the vision of the City and their idea to achieve that.
O’Kelly went over the proposals for electronic message center signs which included
specifications for lighting, a new permit approval process conducted by staff, and adding
measurement standards. The survey results agreed with the changes. Commissioner
LaMar asked about existing signs’ compliance with the proposal. Lilly said they would
follow the same conditions of non-conformance. Mayor Silvestrini brought up that some
signs may have vested rights through a conditional use permit.
Chair Stephens asked O’Kelly about staffs’ recommendation for continuance. Chair
Stephens would not recommend having a work session on the matter in the future, but the
Commissioners can instead offer their comments on the proposed changes via email.
Lilly said the new sign code ordinance changes will go to the community councils first
then come back to the Commission. Commissioner Carlson requested more information
on the nonconforming sign ordinance.
Commissioner LaMar, regarding file ZT-18-012, moved to recommend continuance to
another meeting as recommended by staff. Commissioner Mumford seconded. Chair
Stephens called for the vote. The motion passed unanimously.
3. Business Meeting
3.1 Approval of November 20, 2018 Meeting Minutes
Commissioner Carlson moved to approve the November 20, 2018 minutes. Commissioner
Claerhout seconded. Commissioner LaMar asked that he be removed from the vote for
application CU-18-018 because he was not at the meeting when that vote was taken. Chair
Stephens called for the vote. The motion passed unanimously.
3.2 Approval of November 29, 2018 Meeting Minutes
Commissioner Healey moved to approve the minutes. Commissioner LaMar seconded.
Chair Stephens called for the vote. The motion passed unanimously.
3.3 Election of Planning Commission Chair and Vice Chair for 2019
Chair Stephens said he would like to step down as Chair. Commissioner Mumford
nominated Commissioner Healey as Chair. Commissioner LaMar said he would
nominate Commissioner Allen or Commissioner Stephens as Vice Chair.
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Commissioner Mumford moved to appoint Commissioner Healey as Planning Commission
Chair for 2019. Commissioner Carlson seconded. Chair Stephens called for the vote. The
motion passed unanimously.
Commissioner LaMar moved to appoint Commissioner Stephens as Vice Chair for 2019.
Commissioner Allen seconded. Chair Stephens called for the vote. The motion passed
unanimously.
Lilly said Chair Stephens had been the Chair through two different Planning
Commissions. He said Chair Stephens was passionate and engaging, and he
appreciated the work he had done in the position. Lilly presented Chair Stephens with
a book, “Painters of the Wasatch Mountains.”
Chair Stephens brought up billboard ordinances and read the following, "The offpremises sign (billboard) ordinance (19.82.185) has not been revised or updated in
many years and consequently is out of step with other Wasatch Front cities' billboard
ordinances. The City's ordinance is dated and does not reflect the prevailing public
attitude toward billboards, as represented by the vast majority of Wasatch Front
cities' billboard ordinances. The planning commission hereby instructs planning
staff to amend the current ordinance in a manner that will make billboards less
intrusive by requiring lesser height, lesser size, greater separation, avoidance of light
pollution, greater setback and minimum separation from existing pole signs, amongst
other ordinance language that fulfills this goal." Chair Stephens said he did a survey
of billboards in Millcreek, and there are about 43-47 billboards. He said state code
restricts what cities can do with billboards, but it would make sense to update the
City’s ordinance. Lilly requested informal direction from the Commission to move
forward. Commissioner Carlson gave a suggestion to meet with billboard companies
and discuss the matter with them. The Planning Commission gave staff direction to
draft a billboard ordinance to make them less intrusive.
3.4 Adoption of Planning Commission Meeting Schedule for 2019
Commissioner Allen moved to adopt the schedule. Commissioner Booth seconded. Chair
Stephens called for the vote. The motion passed unanimously.
4. New Items for Subsequent Consideration
None.
5. Calendar of Upcoming Planning Meetings
• Canyon Rim Citizens Association Mtg., 1/2/19, 7:00 p.m. at 2375 E. 3300 S.
• East Mill Creek Community Council Mtg., 1/3/19, 6:30 p.m. at 2266 E. Evergreen
Ave.
• Mt. Olympus Community Council Mtg., 1/8/19, 6:00 p.m. at 3450 E. Oakview Dr.
• Millcreek Community Council Mtg., 1/8/19, 6:30 p.m. at 1025 E. 4405 S.
• City Council Mtg., 1/14/19, 5:00 p.m. at City Hall
• Planning Commission Mtg., 1/16/19, 5:00 p.m. at City Hall
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ADJOURNED: Commissioner Healey moved to adjourn the meeting at 9:49 p.m.
Commissioner LaMar seconded. Chair Stephens called for the vote. The motion passed
unanimously.
APPROVED: ______________________________ Date
Tom Stephens, Chair

Attest:

______________________________
Elyse Greiner, City Recorder

3330 South 1300 East
Millcreek, UT 84106
801-214-2700
millcreek.us
File #CU-18-022

Planning Commission Staff Report
Meeting Date:
Applicant:
Property Address:
Parcel ID:
Request:

January 16, 2019
Fox Den, LLC
3360 S. Ararat Street
16-29-354-022
Conditional Use Permit for a 9-unit townhome planned unit
development in an R-M Zone at 3360 S. Ararat Street

Zone:

R-M

Community Council:

Millcreek

Prepared By:

Blaine Gehring, AICP, Planner

SYNOPSIS AND SCOPE OF DECISION
Fox Den, LLC is seeking a Conditional Use Permit approval for a 9-unit townhome planned unit
development in an R-M zone at 3360 S. Ararat street. With the conditional use permit and PUD approval of
the Millcreek City Planning Commission, a multi-family dwelling planned unit development will be allowed
at this location for the development of the nine 2-story 3-bedroom townhomes. The Planning Commission
will grant preliminary approval for a conditional use permit. Final approval will be issued by staff after a
technical review.
Existing
Zoning
R-M

Existing Land
Use
Vacant

Surrounding
Uses and Zones
Commercial,
single-family
and multifamily
residential

Site
Improvements
9 townhome units
in a PUD

Parcel ID
16-29-354-022

Size
.83 acres

Pursuant to Chapter 19.60.020 of the Millcreek Code, the R-M zone allows both multi-family
residential and planned unit development as conditional uses. The Planning Commission is asked to
consider this request considering reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed use for
the neighborhood.

Request: Conditional Use Permit for a 9-unit townhome planned unit development
development in an RM zone

File #: CU-18-022

SITE & VICINITY DESCRIPTION
Figure 1: Aerial Photo
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Request: Conditional Use Permit for a 9-unit townhome planned unit development
development in an RM zone

File #: CU-18-022

Figure 2: Zoning and neighborhood map

Currently the property is vacant, the old single family home that was on the property has been demolished.
It is located on Ararat Street which is a narrow neighborhood street connecting 3300 South and 900 East by
3375 South. There are no existing curb, cutter or sidewalk improvements on the street. There are several
single-family homes along the street with other adjacent uses being commercial to the north and the
Shadybrook Condominiums to the south. There are currently no fault line, grade, or other geologic
considerations to account for. There are also no irrigation or other private water issues that staff is aware of
that need to be addressed at this time.
Planning Commission Staff Report
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Request: Conditional Use Permit for a 9-unit townhome planned unit development
development in an RM zone

File #: CU-18-022

PROJECT INFORMATION
Fox Den, LLC was granted a rezone to R-M in September 2017 with a development agreement to develop a
9-unit townhome planned unit development approved in October 2018. The original request was heard and
recommended by the planning commission in September 2017 prior to Millcreek’s incorporation. Because
of the large amount of work done at that time, staff recommended, and the city council approved the site
plan and building plans which met the R-M Zone at that time.
Proposed Uses. 9-unit townhome planned unit development.
Density. The R-M Zone requires 2,000 square feet of area per unit for projects of 5 units or more. With .83
acres, the density is 4,017.2 square feet per unit.
Site Layout. The buildings cover 8,977 square feet of area (24.6%) with 17,367 square feet of landscaping
(47.6%) and 10,118 square feet of impervious surfaces (27.6%) in driveways and access driveway. The
driveway down the center is 20 feet wide with a hammerhead on the west side between the two 3-plexes
meeting all fire department requirements.

Fencing and Landscaping: Fencing and landscaping, to include specific materials and tree
placement, are illustrated on the site plan. Fencing shall be 8 feet high and materials to match the fencing
on the project at 750 E. 3300 S.
Lighting: No light source (light bulb, fluorescent tube, or other direct source of light used to
illuminate a parking area) shall be visible beyond the property line of any off-street parking area as required
by Section 19.80.030 of the zoning ordinance.
Access. A new curb cut and driveway will be provided off of Ararat Street with curb, gutter and sidewalk
improvements required by the development agreement.
Dedication. No additional dedication is required along Ararat Street.
Parking. As per section 19.80.040 Parking, the applicant is approved for two car garages for each unit, plus
six guest parking stalls, for a total of 24 parking stalls. Two and one-half stalls for each three-bedroom unit,
plus 0.33 stalls per unit for guest parking is required for a total of 26 spaces under the current ordinance.
The 24 spaces provided meet the approved development agreement. However, the DA does require that
each unit be limited to two vehicles only.
Open Space. The site has a 40% open space requirement including parking and landscaping requirements
stated in 19.77 of the MCC, which have been met.
Building Design. The applicant is proposing a contemporary building design with quality materials that will
is compatible with the existing neighborhood. The entirety of the residential space lends itself to a quiet
residential feel with private entry ways and patios. The buildings are 3 stories tall and will have built in 2-car
garages on the first floor. The buildings will be the following as per the development agreement:

Height: 28’ meeting PUD and R-M Zone standards
Setbacks: Front: 15 feet, rear 16feet, 14.5’ and 15’ side yards with a large side yard for the
playground
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Request: Conditional Use Permit for a 9-unit townhome planned unit development
development
in an
RM zone
Materials: The
project
will consist of the following materials.

a.
b.
c.
d.

File #: CU-18-022

Wood siding
Cementitious fiber-board siding
Metal soffits
Rock, stone, or brick wainscots and accents.

Massing: 3, 2-story 3-plex buildings measuring 3,798, 3,798 and 3,626 square feet.
Unit Characteristics. 9 3-bedroom units.
Amenities. The open space will include the following residential amenities:

a. Three raised garden beds located west of the playground, for the growing of vegetables
b. Swing set in playground area with lawn.
c. Barbeque area next to playground.

Utilities and Waste Removal. Applicant will address how and where utilities will be connected. Garbage
cans will be provided for each unit for waste removal stored in each private garbage.
Development Agreement Considerations. The townhome planned unit development is subject to all
provisions in the approved development agreement. (Copy attached)
Exceptions. None
Project Information Summary Table
Requirement
Height
Density
Front Yard Setback
Side Yard Setback
Rear Yard Setback
Lot Width
Lot Area
Parking
Open Space
Amenities

Zone Requirement
28 Feet (RCOZ) 30 feet (R-M)
2,000 sf per unit
25 Feet
10 feet
20 Feet
50 feet
2,000 sf per unit
26 stalls
40%
Residential amenities

Proposed
28 feet
4,017 sf per unit
15 Feet as per DA
14’4” and 15 Feet
16 Feet per DA
79.96 feet
4,017 sf per unit
24 stalls per DA
47.6%.
As per DA

COMMUNITY COUNCIL RESPONSE
At their meeting on January 8, 2019, the Millcreek Community Council voted unanimously to send a
favorable recommendation to the Planning Commission with a recommendation that additional guest
parking be provided in the areas where detention is being proposed. Two adjoining neighbors also
spoke in favor of the project.
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STANDARDS FOR APPROVAL
Per §19.84.060 of the Millcreek Code, All Conditional Use Permits run with the land and may require the
applicant to record documents to that effect. The Planning Commission and staff, in their review
capacity, may impose site plan modifications and conditions to mitigate the reasonably anticipated
detrimental effects of a conditional use.
While staff finds that the project is well designed, the final conditional use permit will be evaluated for
potential detrimental impacts established in the Millcreek Code.
Staff identified the following reasonably anticipated detrimental effects on this project, and recommend
the following modifications and conditions to mitigate them:

1. Detrimental effects of decreased street service levels and/or traffic patterns including the need
for street modifications such as dedicated turn lanes, traffic control devices, safety, street
widening, curb, gutter and sidewalks, location of ingress/egress, lot surfacing and design of offstreet parking and circulation, loading docks, as well as compliance with off-street parking
standards, including other reasonable mitigation as determined by a qualified traffic engineer.

Effect:
Mitigation:

Staff finds that changing use or intensity can alter service levels on Ararat
Street.
Providing for new curb, gutter and sidewalk improvements should help with the
service levels on the street. Ararat Street has two dedicated streets that access
3300 South and 900 East.

2. Detrimental effects on the adequacy of utility systems, service delivery, and capacities, including the
need for such items as relocating, upgrading, providing additional capacity, or preserving existing
systems, including other reasonable mitigation as determined by the City’s engineering staff,
contracted engineers, and utility service providers.
Effect:

Mitigation:

It is likely that upgraded water service will be required for this use. As part
of a building permit review, the applicant may be required to receive the
approval of Millcreek City, Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities, and
the S. L. City Suburban Sewer District.
The applicant shall obtain a complete review for an approved building
permit and shall continually comply with the requirements of Millcreek City,
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities, and the S. L. City Suburban
Sewer District.

3. Detrimental effects on connectivity and safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.
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Request: Conditional Use Permit for a 9-unit townhome planned unit development
development
in Connectivity
an RM zone and safety for pedestrians and bicyclists is likely to be impacted
Effect:
by more frequent residential traffic.
Mitigation: Ararat Street and 3275 South are small neighborhood streets which should
continue to ensure the safe movement of pedestrians and bicyclists.

4. Detrimental effects by the use due to its nature, including noise that exceeds sound levels
normally found in residential areas, odors beyond what is normally considered acceptable, within
a neighborhood including such effects as environmental impacts, dust, fumes, smoke, odor,
noise, vibrations; chemicals, toxins, pathogens, gases, heat, light, electromagnetic disturbances,
and radiation. Detrimental effects by the use may include hours of operation and the potential to
create an attractive nuisance.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Not applicable.
Not applicable.

5. Detrimental effects that increase the risk of contamination of or damage to adjacent properties
and injury or sickness to people arising from, but not limited to, waste disposal, fire safety,
geologic hazards, soil or slope conditions, liquefaction potential, site grading/topography, storm
drainage/flood control, high ground water, environmental health hazards, or wetlands, as
determined by City Engineer, City geologist and other qualified specialists.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Waste removal could be a nuisance to the neighbors.
Waste will be managed by the tenants with trash bins in each private garage.

6. Detrimental effects of modifications to or installation of signs and exterior lighting that conflict
with neighborhood compatibility.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Based on the applicant’s proposal for a standard addressing along the
individual unit’s façade, no significant detrimental effects are anticipated.
Not applicable.

7. Detrimental effects arising from incompatible designs in terms of use, scale, intensity, height,
mass, setbacks, character, construction, solar access, landscaping, fencing, screening, and
architectural design and exterior detailing/finishes and colors within the neighborhood in which
the conditional use will be located.
Effect:

Mitigation:

A line of townhomes without defined architectural design without quality
materials may have a detrimental effect to the overall neighborhood
character.
The applicant’s plans reflect a balanced architectural design with the
materials approved in the development agreement.

8. Detrimental effects on the tax base and property values.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Not applicable.
Not applicable.
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9. Detrimental effects on the current level of economy in governmental expenditures.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Not applicable.
Not applicable.

10. Detrimental effects on emergency fire service and emergency vehicle access.
Effect:

Mitigation:

A review by the Fire Marshal is necessary as part of the building permit
process. In order to obtain a building permit, the applicant will need to meet
all fire codes related to the safe occupancy of the development.
The applicant shall be required to continuously comply with all applicable
fire codes.

11. Detrimental effects on usable/functional/accessible open space.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Not applicable.
Not applicable.

12. Inadequate maintenance of the property and structures in perpetuity including performance
measures, compliance reviews, and monitoring.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Poorly maintained buildings and landscaping may contribute to overall
neighborhood decline.
The applicant and its successors shall properly and continually maintain all
required landscaping, fencing, buildings, and access driveways.

13. Detrimental effects on appearance from graffiti. Applicants shall apply an anti-graffiti material or
coating, approved by the City, to building, fence, and other surfaces from ground level to a
height of nine feet. The Planning Commission may approve dense planting or appropriate design
measures in place of anti-graffiti materials. This requirement may be imposed retroactively where
graffiti issues are present.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Not applicable.
Not applicable.

PLANNING STAFF ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
Planning Staff finds that the proposed project is in keeping with the intent of the R-M zone, that it will
enhance an existing residential neighborhood on a high-visibility roadway, provided the above detrimental
effects are appropriately mitigated. The private residential site plan and development design will make a
meaningful enhancement to the character of the area. This project should comply with the City’s general
plan and found to be compatible with land uses in the vicinity. This R-M planned unit development
incorporates innovations of design, amenities, and features along with providing ownership of the units.
Planning Commission Staff Report
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PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND DRAFT MOTION

The applicant’s property at 3360 S. Ararat Street for and 9-unit townhome planned unit development will
facilitate the development of a cohesive zoned area that is appropriate.
Planning Staff recommends approval of the conditional use permit. A draft motion is as follows:
Motion to Approve Conditional Use Permit CU-18-022, a 9-unit townhome planned unit
development at 3672 South 900 East with the following conditions:
1.

The applicant shall provide parking as approved in the development agreement.

2.

The applicant shall provide the proposed exterior detailing/finishes as provided for in the
development agreement.

3.

The development will be limited to the nine three-bedroom units.

4.

The setbacks are as approved in the development agreement.

5.

The proposed building height is no more than 28’.

6.

All service and mechanical equipment must be screened by landscaping or other methods as
set forth in section 19.77.070 of the zoning ordinance.

7.

Signs will require separate building permits and staff review for zoning/land use compliance.

8.

No light source (light bulb, fluorescent tube, or other direct source of light used to illuminate
a parking area) shall be visible beyond the property line of any off-street parking area as
required by Section 19.80.030 of the zoning ordinance.

9.

Any modifications to these approved plans must be approved by the City Council as an
amendment to the development agreement.

10. Landscaping shall be installed as per the development agreement.
11. The applicant will comply with all requirements established through the technical review

process prior to receiving final conditional use approval.
12. The applicant will comply with all requirements of the Unified Fire Code, subject to approval by

the Fire Marshal.
13. The applicant shall install “No Parking” signs in the fire access lane.
14. The applicant shall obtain a complete review for an approved building permit and shall

continually comply with the requirements of Millcreek City, Salt Lake City Department of Public
Utilities, and the S. L. City Suburban Sewer District.
Planning Commission Staff Report
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15. The applicant and its successors shall properly and continually maintain all required

landscaping, fencing, buildings, and roads.
16. All items of the staff report.

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Application
Applicant Letter
Affidavit
CUP Supplemental form
Site Plan
Elevations
Landscape plan
Development Agreement
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When recorded, return to:
Millcreek
Attn: Jeff Silvestrini
3330 South 1300 East
Millcreek, UT 84106
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
This Development Agreement (this “Agreement”) is entered into this 8th day of October,
2018, by and between Fox Den at Millcreek LLC (“Developer”), for the land to be included in or
affected by the project located at approximately 3360 South Ararat Drive in Millcreek Utah, a
municipal corporation of the State of Utah (“City”). The Developer and the City are sometimes
referred to as the “Parties.”
RECITALS
WHEREAS, Developer owns approximately 0.83 acres of real property located at 3360
South Ararat Drive in Millcreek, Utah (“Property”) and intends to develop the Property. A legal
description of the Property is attached hereto as exhibit “A.” The Parties desire that the Property
be developed in a unified and consistent fashion and establish minimum standards for a new
townhome development (the “Project”) on the Property; and
WHEREAS, Developer hereby represent to the Millcreek Council that it is voluntarily
entering into this Agreement; and
WHEREAS, Developer is willing to restrict the Property in a manner that is in harmony
with the objectives of the City’s General Plan and long-range development objectives, and which
addresses the more specific development issues set forth in this Agreement, and is willing to
abide by the terms of this Agreement; and
WHEREAS, the City, acting pursuant to its authority under the Utah Municipal Land Use,
Development, and Management Act, Utah Code Ann. §10-9a-101, et seq., and its ordinances,
resolutions, and regulations, and in furtherance of its land-use policies, has made certain
determinations with respect to the proposed Project, and, in the exercise of its legislative discretion,
has elected to approve this Agreement;
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and conditions contained
herein, the parties agree as follows:
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1.

Affected Property. The legal description of the Property contained within the

Project boundaries is attached as exhibit “A.” No additional property may be added to or removed
from this description for the purposes of this Agreement except by written amendment to this
Agreement executed and approved by Developer and the City.
2.

Reserved Legislative Powers. Nothing in this Agreement shall limit the future

exercise of police power by the City in enacting zoning, subdivision, development, transportation,
environmental, open space, and related land-use plans, policies, ordinances and regulations after
the date of this Agreement, provided that the adoption and exercise of such power shall not restrict
Developer’s vested rights to develop the Project as provided herein. This Agreement is not
intended to and does not bind the Millcreek Council in the independent exercise of its legislative
discretion with respect to such zoning regulations.
3.

Compliance with City Ordinances and Standards. Developer acknowledges and

agrees that nothing in this Agreement shall be deemed to relieve it from the obligation to comply
with all applicable ordinances and requirements of the City necessary for development of the
Project, including the payment of fees, and compliance with applicable City standards.
4.

Specific Design Conditions. The Project shall be developed and constructed as set

forth in the specific design conditions/criteria set forth in exhibit “B.

The Project shall also

comply with all requirements set forth in the minutes of the Millcreek Planning Commission and
Millcreek meetings on this matter.
5.

Agreement to Run With the Land. This Agreement shall be recorded in the

Office of the Salt Lake County Recorder, shall be deemed to run with the Property, and shall
encumber the same; and shall be binding on and inure to the benefit of all successors and assigns
of Developer in the ownership or development of any portion of the Property. This Agreement
supersedes any and all development agreements that have been executed concerning the Property.
6.

Assignment. Neither this Agreement nor any of the provisions, terms or conditions

hereof can be assigned to any other party, individual or entity without the consent of the other
party. This Agreement shall be binding upon any successors and assigns. This restriction on
assignment is not intended to prohibit or impede the sale by Developer.
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7.

No Joint Venture, Partnership or Third Party Rights. This Agreement does not

create any joint venture, partnership, undertaking or business arrangement between the parties
hereto nor any rights or benefits to third parties, except as expressly provided herein.
8.

Integration. Modification, and Entire Agreement. This Agreement contains the

entire agreement between the parties with respect to the subject matter hereof and integrates all
prior conversations, discussions, or understandings of whatever kind or nature and may only be
modified by a subsequent writing duly executed and approved by the parties hereto. Exhibits A
and B are hereby incorporated into this Agreement.
9.

Notices. Any notices, requests, or demands required or desired to be given

hereunder shall be in writing and should be delivered personally to the party for whom intended,
or, if mailed by certified mail, return receipt requested, postage prepaid to the parties as follows:
TO DEVELOPER:

Fox Den at Millcreek LLC
111 West Innsbruck Lane
Midway, Utah 84049

TO CITY:

Millcreek
Jeff Silvestrini, Mayor
3330 South 1300 East
Millcreek, Utah 84106

Any party may change its address by giving written notice to the other party in accordance
with the provisions of this section.
10.

Choice of Law and Venue. Any dispute regarding this Agreement shall be heard

and settled under the laws of the State of Utah. Any Utah litigation regarding this Agreement shall
be filed in the Third District Court in Salt Lake City, Utah. Any federal litigation regarding this
Agreement shall be filed in the United States District Court for the District of Utah in Salt Lake
City, Utah.

11.

Severability. In the event any provision of this Agreement is held to be invalid or

unenforceable, the remaining provisions shall remain valid and binding upon the parties. One or
more waivers of any term, condition, or other provision of this Agreement by either party shall not
be construed as a waiver of a subsequent breach of the same or any other provision.
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12.

Limitation on Recovery for Default – No Damages. No party shall be entitled to

any claim for any monetary damages as a result of any breach of this Agreement and each Party
waives any claims thereto. The sole remedy available to Developer or and assignee shall be that
of specific performance. Notwithstanding such limitation the City may withhold all further
reviews, approvals, licenses, building permits and/or other permits for development of the Project
in the case of a default by Develop or any assignee.

13.

Term of Agreement. The term of this Agreement shall be until December 31,

2023 and shall automatically expire on such date.

14.

Force Majeure. Neither party shall be liable or deemed to be in default for any

delay, failure, or interruption in performance under the Agreement resulting, directly or indirectly,
from acts of God, acts of civil or military authority, acts of public enemy, war, accidents, fires,
explosions, earthquakes, floods, failure of transportation, machinery or supplies, vandalism, strikes
or other work interruptions, or any other cause beyond the control of either party. Both Parties,
however, agree to make good faith efforts to perform under this Agreement in the event of any
such circumstance.

15.

Construction. The Parties stipulate that this Agreement and all agreements or

documents incorporated herein shall not be subject to the rule of construction that a written
agreement is construed against the Party preparing or drafting that Agreement.

16.

Headings. The descriptive headings of the paragraphs of this Agreement are

inserted for convenience only and shall not control or affect the meaning or construction of any of
the provisions hereof.

17.

No Waiver. The failure of either Party to exercise in any respect a right provided

for in this Agreement shall not be deemed to be a subsequent waiver of the same right or of any
other right.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement on the day and year
first above written.
Millcreek

Jeff Silvestrini, Mayor
ATTEST:

Elyse Greiner, CMC, City Recorder

DEVELOPER

By:
Title:
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STATE OF UTAH

)
: ss.
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE )
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ______ day of _______, 2018, by Jeff
Silvestrini and Elyse Greiner as the Mayor and the City Recorder, respectively, of Millcreek, a
Utah municipality.
___________________________________
Notary Public

STATE OF UTAH

)
: ss.
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this
________________ 2018 by ___________.

______________________________
Notary Public
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___ day of

Exhibit A
Parcel No. 16-29-354-022
3360 South Ararat Street
Legal Description
BEG S 330 FT & W 33 FT FR NE COR LOT 9, BLK 20, 10 AC PLAT A, BIG FIELD SUR; W
231 FT; S 244.2 FT; E 109 FT; N 79.2 FT;E 1 FT; N 88 FT E 121 FT; N 77 FT TO BEG. 0.83
AC. 4071-02366117-0345 6604-1361 6520-1144 7402-0289 7630-0845 8227-0711 9091-9252
9288-1496 10521-7036
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Exhibit B

Developer and the City agree that the proposed development will incorporate the following:
1. Height. The height of the building will not exceed 28 feet in height as measured from
original ground surface, as defined by Section 19.04.095 of the Millcreek Code.
2. Setbacks. The setbacks for the building will be as established on the attached site plan,
Exhibit C.
3. Parking. The project will include 24 parking stalls for the development. Guest Parking is
located in common area as indicated in Exhibit C.
4. Common Open Space. The project will consist of open space totaling 40 percent of the
project site.
5. Codes, Covenants, and Restrictions. The project shall be subject to recorded codes,
covenants and restrictions that among other things limit each unit to two motorized
vehicles per unit.
6. Amenities. The open space will include the following residential amenities:
a. Three raised garden beds located west of the playground, for the growing of
vegetables
b. Swing set in playground area with lawn.
c. Barbeque area next to playground.
7. Units. The project will consist of nine three-bedroom units.
8. Private Open Space. Each unit will have a concrete patio consisting of 112 square feet,
with dimensions of at least 16 feet by 7 feet.
9. Lighting. The developer will install two lights in front of each garage and one light next
to the front door of each unit,.
10. Fencing. The developer will install wood fencing with brick or stone pillars spaced every
ten feet, along the perimeter of the property, except where the entrance gate is located on
Ararat Drive.
11. Monument Sign. The developer will install a monument sign in front of the property.
12. Curb, Gutter, and Sidewalk. The developer will provide curb, gutter, and sidewalks
along the development frontage on Ararat Street, and within the project as established in
Exhibit C.
13. Uses. Uses will be limited to a residential planned unit development.
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14. Landscaping. Landscaping will be provided as provided in the attached landscape plan.
In addition, Developer will undertake best efforts to preserve all existing trees where
practical on the property.
15. Materials. The project will consist of the following materials.
a.
b.
c.
d.

Wood siding
Cementitious fiber-board siding
Metal soffits
Rock, stone, or brick wainscots and accents.

16. Arrangement of the materials and the windows will be as indicated on the attached
renderings.
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RECORD OF SURVEY
R.O.S. NO.: 2017-03-0235

PUBLIC UTILITY APPROVAL

SIGNED

DATE

CHECK FOR ZONING COMPLIANCE

CABLE:__________________________

DATE:________________

ZONE:______________

LOT AREA:______________

COMCAST:_______________________

DATE:________________

LOT WIDTH:_________

FRONT YARD:____________

ROCKY MTN POWER:______________

DATE:________________

SIDE YARD:_________

REAR YARD:_____________

DOMINION ENERGY:_______________

DATE:________________

ROCKY MTN POWER:______________

DATE:________________
SIGNATURE

FOX DEN AT MILLCREEK P.U.D.
A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

DATE

SIGNED

DATE

MILLCREEK PLANNING COMMISSION
APPROVED THIS_________DAY OF _________________ A.D.,
20___, BY THE MILLCREEK PLANNING COMMISSION.

MILLCREEK PLANNING COMMISSION CHAIR

SIGNED

DATE

PLAN CHECK

ST
A

FOR REVIEW ONLY

DATE

APPROVED AS TO FORM THIS___________DAY OF __________
A.D., 20___.

MILLCREEK ATTORNEY

H

AN ENTIRE TRACT OF LAND LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 29,
TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 1 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN. SAID ENTIRE TRACT IS
MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE WESTERLY RIGHT OF WAY LINE OF 800 EAST STREET, SAID
POINT BEING SOUTH 00°11'06" WEST 330.00 FEET AND SOUTH 89°56'55" WEST 33.00 FEET FROM
THE NORTHEAST CORNER LOT 9, BLOCK 20, 10 ACRE PLAT "A" BIG FIELD SURVEY AND
RUNNING THENCE SOUTH 00°11'06" WEST 76.96 FEET ALONG SAID WESTERLY RIGHT OF WAY
LINE; THENCE NORTH 89°48'54" WEST 124.31 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 00°11'06" WEST 88.02
FEET;THENCE NORTH 89°48'54" WEST 1.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 00°11'06" WEST 81.39 FEET
TO A POINT ON THE NORTHERLY LINE OF SHADYBROOK CONDOMINIUM RECORDED JULY 29,
1982 AS ENTRY NO. 3697563 IN BOOK 82-7 AT PAGE 63 AT THE OFFICE OF THE SALT LAKE
COUNTY RECORDER; THENCE SOUTH 89°53'44" WEST 109.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 00°12'01"
EAST 245.68 FEET; THENCE NORTH 89°53'02" EAST 234.25 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.
CONTAINS 36,462 SQUARE FEET OR 0.837 ACRES, MORE OR LESS
12 LOTS

OWNER'S DEDICATION
KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS THAT__________________, THE_______________________OF FOX DEN AT
MILLCREEK, LLC, A UTAH LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, UNDERSIGNED OWNER(S) OF THE ABOVE DESCRIBED
TRACT OF LAND, HAVING CAUSED SAME TO BE SUBDIVIDED INTO LOTS AND STREETS TO BE HEREAFTER
KNOWN AS THE

FOX DEN AT MILLCREEK P.U.D.
A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

DO HEREBY DEDICATE FOR PERPETUAL USE OF THE PUBLIC ALL PARCELS OF LAND SHOWN ON THIS PLAT AS
INTENDED FOR PUBLIC USE. IN WITNESS WHEREBY _______________________ HAVE HEREUNTO SET
______________________THIS _____________DAY OF_________, 20___.
FOX DEN AT MILLCREEK, LLC

BY:______________________________
ITS:______________________________

} S.S.

STATE OF UTAH

ON THE_____DAY OF __________A.D., 20___, ______________________ PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME,
_______________________, WHOSE IDENTITY IS PERSONALLY KNOWN TO ME (OR PROVEN ON THE BASIS OF
SATISFACTORY EVIDENCE) AND WHO, BY ME DULY SWORN/AFFIRMED, DID SAY THAT HE IS
THE MANAGING MEMBER OF FOX DEN AT MILLCREEK, LLC, A UTAH LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, AND THAT
THE OWNER'S DEDICATION WAS SIGNED BY HIM ON BEHALF OF SAID LLC, AND SAID
__________________________ ACKNOWLEDGED TO ME THAT SAID LLC EXECUTED THE SAME.
COMMISSION NUMBER:

DEVELOPER/OWNER:
NAME:
BRIAN MCMULLIN
PHONE:
801-633-0992
EMAIL:
brianmcmullin1@gmail.com
ADDRESS:111 WEST INNSBRUCK LANE
MIDWAY, UT 84049

__________________

NOTARY PUBLIC (SIGNATURE)
A NOTARY PUBLIC COMMISSIONED IN UTAH

FOX DEN AT MILLCREEK P.U.D.
A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 29,
TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 1 EAST,
SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN ALSO,
LOCATED IN LOT 9, BLOCK 20, 10-ACRES
PLAT "A", BIG FIELD SURVEY
MILLCREEK, SALT LAKE COUNTY, UTAH

SHEET 1 OF 1

SALT LAKE COUNTY RECORDER
RECORDED #__________________________

PRESENTED TO THE MAYOR AND MILLCREEK COUNCIL
THIS___________DAY OF __________ A.D., 20___, AT WHICH
TIME THIS SUBDIVISION WAS APPROVED AND ACCEPTED.

ATTEST: CITY RECORDER

PRINTED NAME

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES: __________________

MILLCREEK MAYOR

MAYOR

T E OF UT A

OVERALL DESCRIPTION

9130 SOUTH STATE STREET SUITE # 100
SANDY, UTAH 84070 (801) 542-7192
www.benchmarkcivil.com
DATE: 05/23/2017

DATE

APPROVAL AS TO FORM

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THIS OFFICE HAS EXAMINED THIS
PLAT AND IT IS CORRECT IN ACCORDANCE WITH
INFORMATION ON FILE IN THIS OFFICE.

SIGNED

COUNTY SURVEYOR

A L LA ND
S
ON
12-24-18
7240531
BRIAN A.
LINAM

LLC ACKNOWLEDGMENT

BENCHMARK
ENGINEERING &
LAND SURVEYING

APPROVED AS TO FORM THIS___________DAY OF __________
A.D., 20___.

DIRECTOR, COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT

I, BRIAN A. LINAM, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I AM A PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR, AND THAT I HOLD
CERTIFICATE NO. 7240531 AS PRESCRIBED UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF UTAH. I FURTHER CERTIFY
THAT BY AUTHORITY OF THE OWNERS, I HAVE MADE A SURVEY OF THE TRACT OF LAND SHOWN ON THIS PLAT
AND DESCRIBED BELOW, A RECORD OF SURVEY PREPARED BY BENCHMARK ENGINEERING AND LAND
SURVEYING, LLC. HAS BEEN FILED AT THE SALT LAKE COUNTY SURVEYOR'S OFFICE, AND HAVE SUBDIVIDED
SAID TRACT OF LAND INTO LOTS HEREAFTER TO BE KNOWN AS:

County of Salt Lake

S 89°53'44" W 109.00'

APPROVED AS TO FORM THIS___________DAY OF __________
A.D., 20___.
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3330 South 1300 East
Millcreek, UT 84106
801-214-2700
millcreek.us
File #CU-18-020

Planning Commission Staff Report
Meeting Date:
Applicant:
Property Address:
Parcel ID:

January 16, 2019
David Pedrazas
3325 South 1100 East
16-29-455-044

Request:

Conditional use permit for nine townhome apartments in an R-M Zone at
3325 south 1100 East
e

Zone:
Community Council:
Prepared By:

R-M
Millcreek
Blaine Gehring, AICP, Planner

SYNOPSIS AND SCOPE OF DECISION
David Pedrazas is requesting a conditional use permit to build 9 townhome apartments at 3325 S. 1100 E.
in an R-M Zone. The applicant wishes to build 9 townhome apartments on his property currently occupied
by his law office. The new townhome apartments would consist of 9 2-bedroom units in one 7-plex and
one duplex on .48 acres. The Planning Commission will grant preliminary approval for a conditional use
permit. Final approval will be issued by staff after a technical review.
Existing
Zoning

Existing Land
Use

R-M

Law office

Surrounding
Uses and Zones

Site
Improvements

Commercial
9 townhome
office use,
apartment units
condominiums
and singlefamily
residential

Parcel IDs
16-29-455-044

Size
20,908.8 sq.
ft. (.48
acres)

Pursuant to Chapter 19.60.020 of the Millcreek Code, the R-M zone allows multiple-family dwellings
as a conditional use. The Planning Commission is asked to consider this request considering
reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed use for the neighborhood.

Request: Conditional Use Permit for 9 townhome apartments
development in an RM zone

File #: CU-18-020

SITE & VICINITY DESCRIPTION
The property is currently an old home converted into a law office used by the applicant. Adjacent uses
include the Millcreek Hollow Condominiums to the east and south (parking lot), commercial to the north
and west, and single family residential to the southwest.
Figure 1: Subject Property and Surrounding Uses

Planning Commission Staff Report
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Request: Conditional Use Permit for 9 townhome apartments
development in an RM zone

File #: CU-18-020

Figure 2: Zoning and neighborhood map

The 9 townhomes will be 2-bedroom 3-story units with two-car garages and 3 guest parking spaces. They
will be 38 feet high. With the recent zone change of the Millcreek Hollow Condominiums’ parking lot from
R-1-8 to R-M, this project is now allowed to go as high as 40 feet. Parking is compliant with chapter
19.44.050.5 of the MCC. There are currently no fault line, grade, or other geologic considerations to account
for. There are also no irrigation or other private water issues that staff is aware of that need to be addressed
at this time.

PROJECT INFORMATION
David Pedrazas is seeking a Conditional Use Permit approval for an additional 9 units of townhome on his
property at 3325 South 1100 East. The project consists of two buildings with frontage on 1100 East. The
front setback is 18.7 feet where 25 feet are required. This is an average of the buildings along the east side
of 1100 East within 150 feet of the property. (See Setback Exhibit attached). Side and rear yards meet the
minimum requirements and are landscaped with trees buffering the perimeter of the development. There is
Planning Commission Staff Report
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File #: CU-18-020
Request: Conditional Use Permit for 9 townhome apartments
an RMthe
zone
existingdevelopment
vinyl fencinginalong
south and east sides as part of the Millcreek Hollow condo development.
The proposed building height is 38 feet where 40 feet is allowed in the R-M Zone when it is not next to a
single-family residential zone. The two buildings are three stories high with two-bedroom apartments and a
two-car garage on the first level. There is a well-balanced mix of hardie board type siding, brick and stucco
on the front, side and rear elevations. The project will be a nice transition from the commercial uses on the
north and the parking lot on the south side.
Proposed Uses. 9 townhome apartments.
Density. The R-M Zone requires 2,000 square feet of area per unit for projects of 5 units or more. With .48
acres, the density is 2,323.2 square feet per unit.
Site Layout. The buildings cover 5,410 square feet of area (26.7%) with 8,466 square feet of landscaping
(41.8%) and 6,38931.5quare feet of impervious surfaces (33%) in driveways and access driveway. The
driveway down the center is 26 feet wide with fire apparatus parking on the north meeting all fire
department requirements.

Fencing and Landscaping: Fencing is existing vinyl fencing on the east and south side and
landscaping, to include specific materials and tree placement, are illustrated on the site plan.
Lighting: No light source (light bulb, fluorescent tube, or other direct source of light used to
illuminate a parking area) shall be visible beyond the property line of any off-street parking area as required
by Section 19.80.030 of the zoning ordinance.
Access. The new units will be accessed off 1100 East.
Dedication. No additional dedication is required.
Parking. As per section 19.77.050 MCC Parking in the R-M Zone, the applicant is proposing two-car garages
for each unit with 3 guest parking stalls for a total of 21 parking stalls. Two stalls for each two-bedroom
unit, plus 0.33 stalls per unit for guest parking is required for a total of 21 spaces. The applicant’s proposal
meets the parking requirement.
Open Space. The site has a 40% open space requirement including parking and landscaping parking
requirements stated in 19.77 of the MCC, which have been met.
Building Design. The applicant is proposing a more traditional building design with quality materials that
will establish a defining presence in the project. The buildings are 3 stories tall and will have a built in 2-car
garage on the first floor.

Height: 39’
Setbacks: Front and rear yards of 20.5 and 20.7 feet
Materials: Stucco, brick and hardie board type siding

Massing: 2, 3-story buildings (1 7-plex and 1 duplex))
Unit Characteristics. 9 2-bedroom units
Amenities. There are amenities required in the R-M Zone. A dog run area is being provided as that
amenity.
Planning Commission Staff Report
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File #: CU-18-020
Request: Conditional Use Permit for 9 townhome apartments
an RM zone
Utilitiesdevelopment
and Waste in
Removal.
Applicant will address how and where utilities will be connected. Individual
garbage cans for each unit will be provided with paid garbage collection.
Development Agreement Considerations. Not applicable.
Exceptions. In addition to the conditional use approval, the Planning Commission as the land use authority
need to approve a front yard setback reduction as per Section 19.77.050.1.a.i MCC.
Project Information Summary Table
Requirement
Height
Density
Front Yard Setback
Side Yard Setback
Rear Yard Setback
Parking
Open Space

Zone Requirement
40 Feet
2,000 square feet per unit
25 feet

Proposed
38 feet
2,323.2 square feet per unit
18.5 feet

10 feet

14 feet

20 feet with garage

20 feet

21 stalls
40%

21 stalls
41.8%.

COMMUNITY COUNCIL RESPONSE
The Millcreek Community Council met on January 8, 2019 and recommended approval of the CUP by a
unanimous vote with a recommendation that additional guest parking be provided if possible.

STANDARDS FOR APPROVAL
Per §19.84.060 of the Millcreek Code, All Conditional Use Permits run with the land and may require the
applicant to record documents to that effect. The Planning Commission and staff, in their review
capacity, may impose site plan modifications and conditions to mitigate the reasonably anticipated
detrimental effects of a conditional use.
While staff finds that the project is well designed, the final conditional use permit will be evaluated for
potential detrimental impacts established in the Millcreek Code.
Staff identified the following reasonably anticipated detrimental effects on this project, and recommend
the following modifications and conditions to mitigate them:

1. Detrimental effects of decreased street service levels and/or traffic patterns including the need
for street modifications such as dedicated turn lanes, traffic control devices, safety, street
widening, curb, gutter and sidewalks, location of ingress/egress, lot surfacing and design of offstreet parking and circulation, loading docks, as well as compliance with off-street parking
standards, including other reasonable mitigation as determined by a qualified traffic engineer.

Planning Commission Staff Report
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File #: CU-18-020
Request: Conditional Use Permit for 9 townhome apartments
development
in Staff
an RMfinds
zone that changing use or intensity could alter access to 1100 East with
Effect:
additional cars.
Mitigation: The proposed access to 1100 East is sufficient for the 9 units.

2. Detrimental effects on the adequacy of utility systems, service delivery, and capacities, including the
need for such items as relocating, upgrading, providing additional capacity, or preserving existing
systems, including other reasonable mitigation as determined by the City’s engineering staff,
contracted engineers, and utility service providers.
Effect:

Mitigation:

It is likely that upgraded water service will be required for this use. As part
of a building permit review, the applicant may be required to receive the
approval of Millcreek City, Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities, and
the S. L. City Suburban Sewer District.
The applicant shall obtain a complete review for an approved building
permit and shall continually comply with the requirements of Millcreek City,
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities, and the S. L. City Suburban
Sewer District.

3. Detrimental effects on connectivity and safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Connectivity and safety for pedestrians and bicyclists could be impacted by
more frequent residential traffic.
1100 East is a minor arterial street with sidewalks for pedestrians. Cars
accessing 1100 East should not affect bicyclists.

4. Detrimental effects by the use due to its nature, including noise that exceeds sound levels
normally found in residential areas, odors beyond what is normally considered acceptable, within
a neighborhood including such effects as environmental impacts, dust, fumes, smoke, odor,
noise, vibrations; chemicals, toxins, pathogens, gases, heat, light, electromagnetic disturbances,
and radiation. Detrimental effects by the use may include hours of operation and the potential to
create an attractive nuisance.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Not applicable.
Not applicable.

5. Detrimental effects that increase the risk of contamination of or damage to adjacent properties
and injury or sickness to people arising from, but not limited to, waste disposal, fire safety,
geologic hazards, soil or slope conditions, liquefaction potential, site grading/topography, storm
drainage/flood control, high ground water, environmental health hazards, or wetlands, as
determined by City Engineer, City geologist and other qualified specialists.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Waste removal could be a nuisance to the neighbors.
Individual cans will be provided and paid garbage collection.

6. Detrimental effects of modifications to or installation of signs and exterior lighting that conflict
with neighborhood compatibility.
Planning Commission Staff Report
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File #: CU-18-020
Request: Conditional Use Permit for 9 townhome apartments
development
in Based
an RM zone
Effect:
on the applicant’s proposal for a standard addressing along the
individual unit’s façade, no significant detrimental effects are anticipated.
Mitigation: Not applicable.

7. Detrimental effects arising from incompatible designs in terms of use, scale, intensity, height,
mass, setbacks, character, construction, solar access, landscaping, fencing, screening, and
architectural design and exterior detailing/finishes and colors within the neighborhood in which
the conditional use will be located.
Effect:

Mitigation:

A line of townhomes without defined architectural design without quality
materials may have a detrimental effect to the overall neighborhood
character.
The proposed plans reflect a balanced architectural design with brick, hardie
board type siding and stucco.

8. Detrimental effects on the tax base and property values.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Not applicable.
Not applicable.

9. Detrimental effects on the current level of economy in governmental expenditures.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Not applicable.
Not applicable.

10. Detrimental effects on emergency fire service and emergency vehicle access.
Effect:

Mitigation:

A review by the Fire Marshal is necessary as part of the building permit
process. In order to obtain a building permit, the applicant will need to meet
all fire codes related to the safe occupancy of the development.
A 26-foot wide access drive along with dedicated fire apparatus parking
have been provided. The applicant shall be required to continuously comply
with all applicable fire codes.

11. Detrimental effects on usable/functional/accessible open space.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Not applicable.
Not applicable.

12. Inadequate maintenance of the property and structures in perpetuity including performance
measures, compliance reviews, and monitoring.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Poorly maintained buildings and landscaping may contribute to overall
neighborhood decline.
The applicant and its successors shall properly and continually maintain all
required landscaping, fencing, buildings, and access driveways.

Planning Commission Staff Report
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Request: Conditional Use Permit for 9 townhome apartments
development in an RM zone

File #: CU-18-020

13. Detrimental effects on appearance from graffiti. Applicants shall apply an anti-graffiti material or
coating, approved by the City, to building, fence, and other surfaces from ground level to a
height of nine feet. The Planning Commission may approve dense planting or appropriate design
measures in place of anti-graffiti materials. This requirement may be imposed retroactively where
graffiti issues are present.
Effect:
Mitigation:

Not applicable.
Not applicable.

PLANNING STAFF ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
Planning Staff finds that the proposed project is in keeping with the intent of the R-M zone, that it will
enhance an existing residential neighborhood on a high-visibility roadway, provided the above detrimental
effects are appropriately mitigated. The private residential site plan and development design will make a
meaningful enhancement to the character of the area. This project complies with the City’s new general plan
and is found to be compatible with land uses in the vicinity.

PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND DRAFT MOTION
The applicant’s property at 3325 South 1100 East for and 9-unit townhome apartment development will
facilitate the development of a cohesive zoned area that is appropriate for the adjacent neighborhood.
Planning Staff recommends approval of the conditional use permit. A draft motion is follows:
Motion to Approve Conditional Use Permit CU-18-020, a 9-unit townhome apartment project
at 3325 South 1100 East with the following conditions:
1.

The applicant shall provide a project parking ratio of 2 stalls per residential unit, plus 0.33 stalls of
visitor parking, for a minimum total of 21 parking stalls.

2.

The applicant shall provide the proposed exterior detailing/finishes as provided for in the
application drawings.

3.

The development will be limited to the nine two-bedroom units.

4.

The side and rear yards shall be 14 feet.

5.

The approved building height is 39 feet.

6.

All service and mechanical equipment must be screened by landscaping or other methods as
set forth in section 19.77.070 of the zoning ordinance.

7.

Signs will require separate building permits and staff review for zoning/land use compliance.

Planning Commission Staff Report
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File #: CU-18-020
Request: Conditional Use Permit for 9 townhome apartments
in an (light
RM zone
8. development
No light source
bulb, fluorescent tube, or other direct source of light used to illuminate
a parking area) shall be visible beyond the property line of any off-street parking area as
required by Section 19.80.030 of the zoning ordinance.
9.

Any modifications to these approved plans must be approved by the Planning Department,
in writing, prior to the changes being implemented in the field.

10. Landscaping shall be installed in compliance with Chapter 19.77 Water Efficient Landscape

Design and Development Standards. Any revisions to the landscape plan package shall be
reviewed and approved in writing by the director or designee prior to commencement of
construction. Re-certification of compliance with the requirements of the landscaping
ordinance shall be provided by the qualified professionals who prepared and submitted the
11. The applicant will comply with all requirements established through the technical review

process prior to receiving final conditional use approval.
12. The applicant will comply with all requirements of the Unified Fire Code, subject to approval by

the Fire Marshal.
13. The applicant shall install “No Parking” signs in the fire access lane.
14. The applicant shall obtain a complete review for an approved building permit and shall

continually comply with the requirements of Millcreek City, Salt Lake City Department of Public
Utilities, and the S. L. City Suburban Sewer District.
15. The applicant and its successors shall properly and continually maintain all required

landscaping, fencing, buildings, and roads.
16. All items of the staff report.

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Application
Affidavit
CUP Supplemental form
Site Plan
Elevations
Landscaping plan
Setback exhibit
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Planning Services
3330 South 1300 East • Millcreek, Utah 84106
Phone: (801) 214-2750

Millcreek.us

File #

Land Use & Development Application

Zone: _____________________ Community Council: ________________Planner: ________________________
Parent File #: _________________________________________________Date: __________________________

3325 S. 1100 E., Millcreek, UT 84106
16-29-455-044
Property Address: __________________________________________
Parcel #: __________________________
Pedrazas Townhomes
.48
Name of Project ___________________________________________
Property Acreage: __________________
Please describe your request:

Requesting to build 9 Townhomes on the lot, which is zoned as RM






New Development:
Conditional Use
Permitted Use
Subdivision # lots: ______
PUD #lots: ______










Modify an Existing Development:
Change Conditions of Approval
Change the Site Plan
Condo Conversion
Lot Consolidation
Lot Line Adjustment
Mobile Store
Signs
Billboards

Is a key or gate code required to access the property?
(or provide driving directions to property):

Revised 22 May 2018 (1 of 2)



Yes














Other:

No

Exception Request
General Plan Amendment
GRAMA (Records Request)
Land Use Hearing
Non-Conforming
RCOZ Appeal (Option C)
Research Request
Re-zone
Right-of-Way Improvement Permit
Vacate a Street
If yes, code:___________________

APPLICANT’S NAME:

Pedrazas
David
First: _________________________
Last: _________________________
Initial: ______
3325 S. 1100 E.
UT
84106
Millcreek
Address: ________________________________
City: __________________
State: _______
Zip: __________
801.263.7078
801.414.0630
david@utahdivorce.biz
Phone: ____________________
Cell: ____________________
Email: _________________________________
Property Owner(s):

Pedrazas
David
First: _________________________
Last: _________________________
Initial: ______
3325 S. 1100 E.
Millcreek
UT
84106
Address: ________________________________
City: __________________
State: _______
Zip: __________
801.263.7078
david@utahdivorce.biz
801.414.0630
Phone: ____________________
Cell: ____________________
Email: _________________________________
Professional(s):



Engineer



Architect



Other

Architecture Belgique, Inc.
Steven Cobb
Company: ____________________________________Contact:
_____________________________________
7583 S. Main St. Suite 100
Midvale
UT
84047
Address: ________________________________
City: __________________
State: _______
Zip: __________
801.561.1333
steven@archbelgique.com
801.561.1333
Phone: ____________________
Cell: ____________________
Email: _________________________________
*NOTE: all correspondence will be sent to the applicant’s address:

To facilitate the land use notice and review process, the undersigned hereby authorize the City to reproduce
this application and all documents attached to the application for staff, officials, and the interested public:
Applicant’s Signature: _________________________________________
Digitally signed by David Pedrazas
David Pedrazas

Revised 22 May 2018 (2 of 2)

Date: 2018.11.20 09:25:55 -07'00'

Date _______________
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I would like to build 9 townhomes on the lot, which is approimately .48 acres. It is currently zoned as RM.
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There is a currently an old small home that has been converted to a law office. Most of the lot is currently
undeveloped.
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The lot will improve the area by adding desirable housing. Also, a large portion of the lot is undeveloped and
homeless have been known to camp out in the back of the lot.
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Current zoning allows one unit per 2000 sq ft. The lot is over 20,000 sqft. Therefore, the maximum units on the lot
can be 10 units. However, with set back requirements and etc, we are only building 9 units.
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The lot is next to Millcreek Hollow Condominiums, which is already a high density area. The lot is near Brickyard
Plaza and near the proposed City Center. It will bring in high end residential rentals and improve the area, which is
consistent with the current development proposed by the city.
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No. It should only improve property values. The current law office will be removed, and higher end townhomes will
be built, which should improve property values.
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Yes, the proposed Site plan meets all of the requirements for the RM zone. The front set back is 20.5' ft, which is
the side setback of the mall to the north of the property consistent TABLE 19.44-2: FOOTNOTE 2. There are no
other front setbacks adjacent to the property. Pursuant to MKC 19.77.050., the set back may be the average of
the front set backs within 300 ft on the same side of the street. The only front set back within 300 ft on the same
side of the street is 3367 S. 1100 E, which has a front set back of 18 ft

Will granting this appeal result in a situation which is cost ineffective, administratively

2

infeasible, or unduly difficult for the provision of any of the following essential services: roads and
access for emergencyvehicles and residents; fire protection; police protection; schools and school
busing; water, sewer, and storm water facilities; and garbage removal?
Yes, The site plan has been adjusted based upon the changes made by Unified Fire. The lot is on 1100 E and is
near the intersection of 1100 E and 3300 S. Therefore there is plenty of road access for this lot
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Refer to Chapter 19.84.060 of the Millcreek Code. What mitigation measures or conditions of approval
do you propose to lessen the impacts and work out an adjustment between this conditional use and the
surrounding area (such as parking; traffic acceleration lanes; on-site storm water retention facilities;
special security or fire protection facilities; water, sewer, and garbage facilities; landscape screen to
protect neighboring properties; requirement for the management and maintenance of the facilities;
limited hours of operation; limited use of equipment emanating offensive noise, light, dust, or traffic; or
other measures)?

8

The lot is surrounded by Millcreek Hollow Condominiums and the strip mall on 3300 South. It will not adversely
effect the area but only improve the area. There is parking pursuant and consistent to to zoning.

1

State any other details about this proposed use which you want the Planning Commission to be
aware
)
The current plans have the townhouses being built 15 ft from the fence line. The fence was built along the property
line for approximately 98 ft. Thereafter, the property line of Millcreek Hollow jogs into the fence line about 1ft for
150 ft inside the fence line. See Civil Plans. Applicant is in the process of negotiating the purchase of the one foot
of property. If the planning commission objects, the Applicant requests the condition that upon being approved that
the townhouses be adjusted to meet the 15 ft setback and/or complete the purchase of the 1 ft of property prior to
construction.
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TREE LEGEND (TOTAL PLANT COUNT)
SYMBOL

BOTANICAL NAME

COMMON NAME

ZS'M

ZELKOVA SERRATA
‘MUSASHINO’

MUSASHINO COLUMNAR
ZELKOVA

QTY.

QR'F

QUERCUS ROBUR 'FASTIGIATA'

PN'A

AR'O

12

SIZE

HYDROZONE

2" CAL

LOW

COLUMNAR ENGLISH OAK 1

2" CAL.

LOW

PINUS NIGRA
'ARNOLD SENTINEL'

ARNOLD SENTINEL
AUSTRIAN BLACK PINE

3

2" CAL.

LOW

ACER RUBRUM
'OCTOBER GLORY'

OCTOBER GLORY
MAPLE

1

2" CAL.

SPECIAL NOTES

LOW

OHP

OHP

SHRUB LEGEND

W

W

W

W

BOTANICAL NAME
CORNUS ALBA 'BAILHALO'
5 GAL

COMMON NAME
IVORY HALO DOGWOOD
LOW

QTY.
13

SIZE
5 GAL

HYDROZONE SPECIAL NOTES
MODERATE

CS'K

CORNUS SERICEA
'KELSEYI'

KELSEYI DOGWOOD

20

5 GAL

MODERATE

PO'S

PHYSOCARPUS OPULUS
'SUMMER WINE'

SUMMER WINE NINE BARK

6

5 GAL

HIGH

RR

ROSA X RADRAZZ

KNOCK OUT ROSE

13

2 GAL

HIGH

CA'F

CALAMAGROSTIS A. 'FOERSTER'
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3/4" OQUIRRH GRAVEL
3,255 SQ.FT. (30 CU.YD)
LOCATED WHERE SPECIFIED
(DeWitt 5 OZ. WEED BARRIER FABRIC TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL PLANTER AREAS)
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GRADING AND DRAINAGE REQUIREMENTS
1. ALL GRADING IS TO SLOPE AWAY FROM THE STRUCTURE PER CODE.
2. FINISHED GRADE IS NOT PERMITTED BY CODE TO DRAIN ON NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES
3. 6" MIN. FOUNDATION LEFT EXPOSED AT ALL CONDITIONS
4. LANDSCAPER TO MAINTAIN OR IMPROVE EXISTING FINAL GRADE AND PROPER DRAINAGE ESTABLISHED BY THE
EXCAVATOR'S FINAL GRADE ACTIVITIES INCLUDING ANY MAINTENANCE, PRESERVATION, OR EXAGGERATION OF
SLOPES, BERMS, AND SWALES.
5. IF ANY SWALE, BERM, OR GRADE HAS BEEN DAMAGED OR IS INCORRECT TO ENSURE CORRECT WATER FLOW THE
TRADE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO FIX STATED ISSUE.
6. ROOF RUN-OFF DEVICES SHOULD BE INSTALLED TO COLLECT AND DISCHARGE ALL ROOF RUNOFF A MINIMUM OF 10
FEET FROM FOUNDATION ELEMENTS OR BEYOND THE LIMITS OF BACKFILL AROUND THE FOUNDATION WALLS;
WHICHEVER DISTANCE IS GREATER.
7. THE GROUND SURFACE WITHIN 10 FEET OF THE FOUNDATIONS SHOULD BE SLOPED TO DRAIN AWAY FROM THE
EXISTING TREE
STRUCTURE WITH A MINIMUM FALL OF 6 INCHES.
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INSTALLER RESPONSIBILITIES AND LIABILITIES
1. THESE PLANS ARE FOR BASIC DESIGN LAYOUT AND INFORMATION. THE INSTALLER IS REQUIRED TO REFER TO
THEIR INDIVIDUAL TRADE - SCOPE OF WORK. OWNER ASSUMES NO LIABILITIES FOR INADEQUATE ENGINEERING
CALCULATIONS. MANUFACTURER PRODUCT DEFECTS, INSTALLATION OF ANY LANDSCAPING AND COMPONENTS, OR
TIME EXECUTION.
2. THE INSTALLER OF ALL LANDSCAPING AND IRRIGATION SYSTEMS ARE LIABLE AND RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL
JURISDICTIONAL AND CODE REQUIREMENTS, TIME EXECUTIONS, AND INSTALLED PRODUCTS AND MATERIALS.
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LANDSCAPE GENERAL NOTES
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9

3" DEPTH PEA GRAVEL W/ 3/4" BASE
3,255 SQ.FT. (30 CU.YD)
LOCATED WHERE SPECIFIED
(DEWITT 5 OZ. WEED BARRIER FABRIC TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL PLANTER AREAS)
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2-4" OQUIRRH GRAVEL
881 SQ.FT. (8.2 CU.YD)
LOCATED WHERE SPECIFIED
(DeWitt 5 OZ. WEED BARRIER FABRIC TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL PLANTER AREAS)
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LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENTS
1. ALL LANDSCAPING IS TO BE INSTALLED PER ALL GOVERNING JURISDICTIONS I.E. INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE,
CITY CODES.
2. NON-COMPLIANCE TO ALL GOVERNING JURISDICTION REQUIREMENTS AND REGULATION ARE THE RESPONSIBILITY
OF THE LANDSCAPING INSTALLER.
3. ALL PLANTED LANDSCAPING IS TO BE INSTALLED ACCORDING TO THE NURSERY CARE AND INSTALLATION
INSTRUCTIONS WHERE PURCHASED AND BASED ON INDIVIDUAL SOIL CONDITIONS AND SITE CONDITIONS.

OHP
OHP
OHP

LANDSCAPE NOTES

OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP

LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFYING QUANTITIES OF ALL MATERIALS FOR BIDDING AND
INSTALLATION PURPOSES. IF DISCREPANCIES EXIST, THE PLAN SHALL DICTATE QUANTITIES TO BE USED.

2.

PLANT MATERIAL TO BE INSTALLED PER PLANT LEGEND. IF SUBSTITUTIONS ARE WANTED, PROPOSED
LANDSCAPE CHANGES MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO
PLANTING.

3.

NEW LAWN AREAS TO BE SODDED WITH DROUGHT TOLERANT VARIETY. FINE LEVEL ALL AREAS PRIOR TO
LAYING SOD.

4.

SANDY LOAM TOPSOIL TO BE IMPLEMENTED AT THE FOLLOWING DEPTHS: 6" TOPSOIL (WITH 2" HUMUS MIXED
INTO TOPSOIL PRIOR TO SPREADING) IN ALL NEW PLANTER AREAS AND 4" IN ALL NEW LAWN AREAS. PLANTER
BEDS TO BE EXCAVATED AS NECESSARY IN ORDER TO ACCOMMODATE NEW TOPSOIL AND/OR PLANTER BED
MULCH TO REACH FINISHED GRADE.

5.

4"X6" EXTRUDED CONCRETE MOW CURB TO BE INSTALLED BETWEEN ALL LAWN AND PLANTER AREAS PER PLAN.
ANY TREES LOCATED IN LAWN MUST HAVE A 4' CONCRETE TREE RING.

6.

DeWitt 5 OZ. WEED BARRIER FABRIC TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL PLANTER AREAS EXCEPT UNDER ANNUAL
PLANTING AREAS AS SHOWN ON PLAN.

7.

ROCK MULCH TO BE IMPLEMENTED AT THE FOLLOWING DEPTHS: 4" IN ALL TREE, SHRUB, AND PERENNIAL
PLANTER AREAS; ANNUAL PLANTING AREAS AS SHOWN ON PLAN TO RECEIVE 4" OF SOIL AID MATERIAL. PULL
BARK MULCH MIN. 3" AWAY FROM BASE OF ALL PERENNIALS AND SHRUBS AND MIN. 6" AWAY FROM ALL TREES.

8.

CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE NEW AUTOMATIC UNDERGROUND IRRIGATION SYSTEM TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL
LANDSCAPE AREAS. ALL LAWN AREA TO RECEIVE 100% HEAD TO HEAD COVERAGE WITH SPRAY AND ROTARY
SPRINKLER HEADS. ALL PLANTER AREAS NEED TO RECEIVE A FULL DRIP SYSTEM TO EACH TREE AND SHRUB ON
PROJECT. SEE IRRIGATION PLAN.

OHP

1.

OHP

OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP

OHP
OHP

P: 52
4
N: 4705.26 3
E: 5251.87 3
Z: 4335.20

OHP
OHP

SAVE
EXISTING
TREE

OHP
OHP
OHP

OHP
OHP

OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP

OHP
OHP

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

OHP

W

W

W

W

OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP
OHP

P: 51
7
N: 4689.28 4
E: 5033.94 2
Z: 4328.35

ISSUE DATE

PROJECT NUMBER

PLAN INFORMATION

DEVELOPER / PROPERTY OWNER / CLIENT

PROJECT INFORMATION

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT / PLANNER

LICENSE STAMP
PM:

Developer / Property Owner:

12-17-2018
NO.
1

REVISION
XXXX

UT18080
UTILITY NOTIFICATION CENTER, INC

1-800-662-4111

XX-XX-XX

www.bluestakes.org

2

MILLCREEK, UTAH

3
4
5

0'

5'

10'

20'

6
7

GRAPHIC SCALE: 1" = 10'

DAVID PEDRAZAS
3325 SOUTH 1100 EAST
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84106
PH. 801-414-0630
DAVID@UTAHDIVORCE.BIZ

PEDRAZAS TOWNHOMES

BLUE STAKES OF UTAH

DATE

N

W

OHP

W

40'

Client / Engineer:

BENCHMARK ENGINEERING
& LAND SURVEYING
9130 SOUTH STATE STREET SUITE #100
SANDY, UTAH 84070 (801) 542-7192
WWW.BENCHMARKCIVIL.COM

NOT FOR
CONSTRUCTION

DRAWN:
CHECKED:

JTA
KBA
TM

PLOT DATE:

12/17/2018

PKJ DESIGN GROUP L.L.C.
3450 N. TRIUMPH BLVD. SUITE 102
LEHI, UTAH 84043 (801) 960-2698
www.pkjdesigngroup.com

LANDSCAPE PLAN
PRELIMINARY PLANS NOT
FOR CONSTRUCTION

LP-COLOR

SCALE: 1" = 80'

DRAWN:

CHECKED:

APPROVED:

SETBACK EXHIBIT
19.4'

1/3/2019

1/3/2019

1/3/2019

L#

3

-04

55

-4
-29

16

E
RC

PA

18.7'

30.8'

1100 EAST
(PUBLIC ROAD)

3325 S 1100 E

DAVID PEDRAZAS

36.4'
P

W ON
LLO IATI
O
C
7
H O
S
-09
EK
RE S AS -456
C
9
L
R 2
L
MI WNE 16O L#
E
E
M
HO PARC

SETBACK EXHIBIT

DWG. NO. 1806136BT.dwg
PROJECT. NO. 1806136

22.4'

17.0'
21.0'

AS 4
AZ -04
DR -455
E
P 29
VID 6DA L# 1
CE
AR

# 9
EL
RC -03
PA -455
-29
16

NORTH

Request: CUP for Mixed Use/Multi-Family Development

File #: CU-18-021

3330 South 1300 East
Millcreek, UT 84106
801-214-2700
millcreek.us
File # CU-18-021

City Council Staff Report
Meeting Date: 16 January 2019
Applicant: Arlington Investments
Property Address: 4572-4600 South 900 East
Parcel IDs: 22-05-326-013 and 22-05-326-014
Request: Conditional Use Permit for a mixed-use multi-family
development consisting of 18 units and ground floor
commercial
Zone: C-2
Community Council: Millcreek
Prepared By: Robert May, Planner

SYNOPSIS AND SCOPE OF DECISION
Arlington Investments is seeking conditional use approval to construct an 18-unit mixed use/multifamily
development located at 4572-4600 South 900 East and consist of approximately one (1) acre. The request for the
conditional use permit is the second phase following an approved rezone and development agreement in May of
2018 (See file # ZM-18-004).
•

On April 3, 2018 the Millcreek Community Council recommended approval of the rezone from R-1-10 to C-2 with the
intention of developing an 18-unit multi-family mixed use project. There were 8 Community Council Members in
attendance. 6 had voted to recommend approval. 1 had voted to recommend denial and 1 had abstained.

•

On April 18, 2018 the Millcreek Planning Commission recommended to City Council to approve the Rezone from R-110 to C-2 with the intention of developing an 18-unit multi-family mixed use project. The vote was two (2)
Commissioners recommending denial and five (5) Commissioners recommending approval with the following
conditions to be placed in the Development Agreement.
- Limit hours of operation for the retail portion of the development from 7am to 10pm
- Retail uses for the development are limited to “Neighborhood Retail and Services Uses” only as defined
under Chapter 19.04.466 and Chapter 19.04.463 of the Millcreek Code
- No alcohol-oriented business as defined under the definition of “tavern” by the Utah Department of
Alcoholic Beverage Control is permitted as a use for the retail portion of the development.

Request: CUP for Mixed Use/Multi-Family Development
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Millcreek City Council approved the requested rezone in May of 2018 from R-1-10 to C2 subject to a Development
Agreement to construct the mixed use/multi-family project. The signed recorded development agreement is attached
to this report. Ordinance number for the rezone is 18-31 and can be located at
https://millcreekut.files.wordpress.com/2018/05/ord-18-31.pdf

As per 19.60.020 Permitted And Conditional Uses of the Millcreek Municipal Code, a mixed use (commercial, or
office and/or residential use within the same building or located adjacent within a unified site plan) project is a
conditional use and therefore must be approved by the Millcreek Planning Commission. Conditional uses are
regulated under Chapter 19.84 of the Millcreek Code. All conditional uses are presumed to be compatible in the zone
and compatible with the intent of the General Plan.

SITE & VICINITY DESCRIPTION
Figure 1: Street View

Figure 2: Zoning map
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PROJECT INFORMATION
Arlington Investments is proposing to develop a 3-level, 34-foot-high mixed-use project that consists of 18 twobedroom units that range from 1,200 to 1,500 square feet in unit size. As part of the mixed use, the project will contain
approximately 3,850 square feet of commercial retail space on the first floor that faces 900 East. The commercial retail
space will include and outdoor patio that will serve as a public gathering space. The developer is including three
amenities that include a barbecue area featuring a 12’ foot gazebo, a playground area for tenant children and a
basketball / sports court.

Proposed Uses. Mixed-Use development (Residential and Commercial)
Density. 18 units per acre
Site Layout. Structure will be placed in the center of the property facing 900 East. Parking will be situated below the
structure and to the north of the property. Featured amenities will be in the rear of the structure at the west end of the
property.

Landscaping: The developer is proposing 44% open space with landscaping that includes 23 trees and turf for
buffering.
Access. The project will be accessed from 900 East.
Parking. 2 spaces per unit (36 stalls). An additional 33% for guest parking (6 stalls), 1 space per 400 feet of

gross floor area (9 Stalls).

Building Design. The three-level mixed use building will consist of a system of components specifically developed for
multi-family and light commercial construction. Material proposed will be a mixture of hardy paneling, painted stucco
and brick veneer.
Height: The developer is proposing a building that will be at a max of 34 feet in height which includes the parapet.
The C-2 Zone allows for a maximum of 40 in height. Due to the proposed development being adjacent to a residential
use to the south, the developer has increased the south setback to an additional 7 feet.
Setbacks:

Front - The structure will have a front setback of 20 feet due to 50% of the lot frontage being landscaped.
Back - The structure is no closer than 50 feet to the rear property line
Side – The structure has a 17-foot side setback to the south property line and a 70-foot setback to the north property
line which are both considered interior side property lines.
Waste Removal. The developer has proposed putting a complex waste site at the north end of the property that will
consist of two dumpsters. Currently trash removal is scheduled on Friday’s, however a private waste removal company
will need to be scheduled.
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Project Information Summary Table
Requirement

C-2 Zone Requirement

Proposed

Height

40 Feet

34 Feet

Density

18 units per acre

No requirement

Front Yard Setback

25 ft. unless 50% or more frontage is landscaped
then no less than 15 feet

20 feet

Side Yard Setback

10 feet

17 ft. south / 70 ft. north

Rear Yard Setback

25 feet

52 feet

Lot Width

None required

158 feet along 900 East

Lot Area

None required

43, 995 s.f. / 1.01 acres

Residential
2 spaces per unit (36 stalls). An additional 33% for
guest parking (6 stalls).

Parking

Commercial Retail
1 space per 400 feet of gross floor area (9 Stalls)
Total Required Parking
51 parking stalls

Open Space
Amenities

57 parking stalls provided by
developer. Developer has expressed
that the retail and commercial
parking stalls could have the ability
of being shared after commercial
retail hours are closed.

20%

44%

1 amenity per 10-75 units

3 amenities included in development
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COMMUNITY COUNCIL RECOMMENDATION
At their meeting on January 8, 2019 the Millcreek Community Council recommended approval of the
proposed conditional use permit CU-18-021. There were 12 Community Council Members in attendance. 11
had voted to recommend approval. 1 had abstained.

STANDARDS FOR
APPROVAL
All Conditional Use Permits run with the land and may require the applicant to record documents to that effect.
The Planning Commission and staff, in their review capacity, may impose site plan modifications and conditions
to mitigate the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of a conditional use.
Staff identified the following reasonably anticipated detrimental effects on this project, and recommend
the following modifications and conditions to mitigate them:

1. Detrimental effects of decreased street service levels and/or traffic patterns including the need for
street modifications such as dedicated turn lanes, traffic control devices, safety, street widening, curb,
gutter and sidewalks, location of ingress/egress, lot surfacing and design of off-street parking and
circulation, loading docks, as well as compliance with off-street parking standards, including other
reasonable mitigation as determined by a qualified traffic engineer.
Effect: An increase in density that is foreign to the existing lot, however, the increased density appears
to be consistent with the adjoining area.
Mitigation: The proposed project lies in an area along 900 East that is slated for medium and highdensity growth according to the general plan. 900 East is recognized as a collector street capable of
moving low to high traffic. The proposed parking meets the minimum parking requirements for multifamily and commercial retail. Unified Fire has given pre-approval of the conceptual project and shows
adequate traffic circulation for tenants.

2. Detrimental effects on connectivity and safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.
Effect: The introduction will have a minimal effect on the connectivity and safety for pedestrians and
bicyclists.

Mitigation: Due to the development providing sufficient off-street parking and interior traffic
circulation, the impact on the safety for pedestrian traffic will be minimal. The existing area currently has
sidewalk, curb and gutter as well as dedicated bicycle lane.

3. Detrimental effects that increase the risk of contamination of or damage to adjacent properties and injury
or sickness to people arising from, but not limited to, waste disposal, fire safety, geologic hazards, soil
or slope conditions, liquefaction potential, site grading/topography, storm drainage/flood control,
high ground water, environmental health hazards, or wetlands, as determined by City Engineer, City
geologist and other qualified specialists.
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Effect: The proposed development will have an impact on the adjacent properties.
Mitigation: The development proposed requires a conditional use permit, therefore, triggering a technical
review that involves other governmental or regulating entities for recommendations. Additionally, a conditional
use permit requires that the applicant submit impact studies or other technical studies regarding grading,
drainage, traffic, geologic hazards, noise, and environmental contamination.

4. Detrimental effects arising from incompatible designs in terms of use, scale, intensity, height, mass,
setbacks, character, construction, solar access, landscaping, fencing, screening, and architectural design
and exterior detailing/finishes and colors within the neighborhood in which the conditional use will be
located.
Effect: The proposed structure will have a definite presence in the area and will have a visual impact that
effects adjoining property owners.
Mitigation: The developer is proposing using a mixture of modern building materials that is common with
mixed use developments and commercial retail. The applicant is proposing a project that meets the
minimum requirements for a mixed-use development in the C-2 Zone.

PLANNING STAFF ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
While staff finds that the project is well designed and is conceptually in compliance with the City’s development
standards, final conditional use permit approval must meet all technical review requirements including all
requirements found in the development agreement. Staff finds that through the implementation of the
development agreement, all detrimental effects that are created from the mixed-use project will be
mitigated.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION AND MODEL MOTION
Planning Staff finds that the project complies with the general plan and recommends to Planning
Commission to approve the proposed conditional use permit, subject to all requirements found in the
development agreement. A model motion is follows:
Motion to approve conditional use permit CU-18-021 to facilitate the development of an 18-unit
multi-family mixed use development located 4572 – 4600 South and 900 East, subject to the signed
and recorded development agreement that includes, at a minimum, the following restrictions:

1. Limit hours of operation for the retail portion of the development from 7am to 10pm
2. Retail uses for the development are limited to “neighborhood retail and services uses” only as defined
under Chapter 19.04.466 and Chapter 19.04.463 of the Millcreek Code
3. Taverns as defined by the Utah Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control are prohibited in the
development

Request: CUP for Mixed Use/Multi-Family Development

SUPPORTING
DOCUMENTS
1.

Application and affidavit

2.

CUP Plans

3.

Renderings and elevations

4.

Development Agreement
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LT-3

OUTDOOR RECESSED LIGHTING.
SWITCHED & PHOTOCELL.

Contact(s):
Layne Beeny 801-568-9330
Brad Gilson 801-571-9414

OUTDOOR LED SHOEBOX WALL
MOUNTED LIGHTS - WITH DUSK TO
DAWN PHOTOCELL.

LT-1

LT-2

80.95'

Radius = 1,677.50
Length = 80.95'

LT-2

LT-3 - Recessed Can
Lights at Cantilevered
Upper Level

LT-1

Email: JMirrafie@gmail.com

E

Mehran - 801-808-9382
Email: Mehranjan@me.com

All Parking lot, Exterior building &
Landscape lights to be Fully-shielded
Fixtures - (Dark Sky compliant).
Fixtures & Lighting must meet State &
City requirements.
(Detailed lighting to be laid out on
Final Site/Utility Plan)

Contacts:

Hydrant

Site Developement

LT-1

90.19'

LT-1

LT-1

LT-1

Total Open Space

OUTDOOR LED SHOEBOX POLE
LIGHTS - WITH DUSK TO DAWN
PHOTOCELL.

CONSULTING ENGINEERS AND SURVEYORS

Total Coverage

LT-1

ENGINEERING

Retail Building:Area:
Residential Building. (Footprint Area):
Parking Area (Asphalt)

DESCRIPTION

ILSON

SYMBOL

12401 S. 450 East - Bldg. C2
Draper, Utah 84020

PARKING LOT LIGHTING

4572 South 900 East (.50 acres)
4600 South 900 East (.51 acres)
Total Property:

21.1'

ADDRESS IDENTIFICATION
PER IBC SEC. 501.2

LT-1

LT-2
Sand
or Bark

Radius = 1,677.50
Length = 56.33'

12' PRE61.48

GAZEBO

'
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area of retail space.

06/26/2018
1"=20'-0"

4572 South 900 East
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13.32'
238.77'

4318
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North

Grass

Western Yarrow
Monkshood
Hollyhock
Wild Onion
Mountain Columbine
Sea Pinks
Silvermound
Alpine Aster
Arrowleaf Balsamroot
Sego Lilly
Bellflower
Indian Paintbrush
Coreopsis
Larkspur
Dianthus
Bleeding heart
Fleabane

Geranium spp
Gaillardia aristata
Helianthus
Heuchera
Iris missouriensis
Iris siberica
Linum lewisii
Lupinus spp
Monarda didyma
Nepeta mussini
Oenothera spp
Penstemon spp
Papaver oriental
Oenothera spp
Rudbeckia hirta
Sedum spp

Geranium
Gaillardia
Sunflower
Coral Bells
Western Sweet Flag
Siberian Iris
Blue Flax
Lupine
Bee Balm
Nepeta
Evening Primrose
Penstemon
Poppy
Evening Primrose
Daisies
Sedum

LANDSCAPE LEGEND
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COMMON / BOTANICAL NAME

TREES

SIZE

QUANTITY

14'
MINIMUM
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Plan

QUAKY ASPEN
POPULUS TREMULOIDES
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Plan
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PRUNUS VIRGINIANA

3" CAL.
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Plan
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Contact(s):
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Achillea milefolium
Aconitum columbianum
Alcea rosea
Allium acuminatum
Aquilegia caerulea
Armeria caerulea
Artemisia schmidtiana
Aster alpinus
Balsamorhiza sagittata
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Campanula carpartica
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Delphinium
Dianthus
Dicentra spectibilis
Erigeron spp

SHRUBS
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PT

PT

Grass

SH
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POTENTILLA
2.5 qt. - 5 Gal.
POTENTILLA FRUTICOSA
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Plan

Contacts:
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Hydrant
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Mehran - 801-808-9382
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s
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Utah Sedum
Mother of Thyme
Woolly Thyme
Vinca
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ENGINEERING
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Snow of the Mountain
Kinnickinnick
Sweet Woodruff
Strawberry
Creeping Jenny
Creeping Oregon Grape

ILSON

Aegopodium
Arctostaphylos uva-ursi
Gallium odorata
Fragaria
Lysimanchia numularia
Mahonia repens

1. LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR TO ARRANGE ANNUAL & PERENNIAL AREAS USING THE
SUGGESTED PERENNIAL LIST PLUS OTHER ANNUALS & PERENNIALS APPROPRIATE
FOR THE PROJECT.
2. ALL SHRUB AREAS TO HAVE A MINIMUM OF 4" TOPSOIL WITH 20% FIBER MULCH &
20% PEAT MOSS ADDED.
3. ALL PLANTING AREAS NOT RECEIVING GROUND COVER TO RECEIVE 3" BARK
MULCH.

PT

PERENNIAL SUGGESTIONS:

12401 S. 450 East - Bldg. C2
Draper, Utah 84020
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Request: Rezone from A-1 to R-M for an 11 Unit PUD Development

File #: ZM-18-014

3330 South 1300 East
Millcreek, UT 84106
801-214-2700
millcreek.us
File # ZM-18-014

Planning Commission Staff Report
Meeting Date: 16 January 2019
Applicant: Rick Whiting
Property Address: 4046 South 700 West
Parcel 15-35-400-054, (1.06 acres)
Request: Rezone from A-1 to R-M for a 11-unit PUD development
located at 4046 South 700 West
Zone: A-1
Community Council: Millcreek
Prepared By: Robert May, Planner

SYNOPSIS AND SCOPE OF DECISION
The applicant, Rick Whiting, is petitioning the City Council to rezone the property at 4046 South and 700 West
from A-1 to R-M in order to facilitate the development of an 11-unit planned unit development. The applicant
is seeking a zone change as the first step of the project that would follow with a subdivision application for a
planned unit development.
As per Chapter 19.44.020 (R-M zone) of the Millcreek Code, a Planned Unit Development is considered a
conditional use and must be reviewed and approved by the Millcreek Planning Commission.
Existing
Zoning
A-1

Existing Land Use
Single-family, light
agricultural

Surrounding uses
and zones
Single-family, light
agricultural and
medium density
housing

Site
Improvements
Full site

Parcel ID

Size of property

15-35-400-054

1.06 acres / 46,173
s.f.

Request: Rezone from A-1 to R-M for an 11 Unit PUD Development

SITE & VICINITY DESCRIPTION
Figure 1: Aerial View

Figure 2: Zoning map
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Google View

View from the south

View from 700 West
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PROJECT INFORMATION_____________________________________________
The subject lot lies in an area that is one the few remaining historical agricultural areas left in Millcreek. Many of which
are slowly being sold off and rezoned for housing development. Millcreek has two agricultural zones still remaining and
host a variety of agricultural uses that are no longer compatible with urban living. Currently the subject lot is being used
as a single-family residence with some light agricultural use. According to aerial imagery and street views, the subject
property appears to be used for possibly cultivating alfalfa and pasture for several horses.

The subject parcel is approximately one-mile west from the Meadowbrook Trax Station and is situated among other
medium to high density housing just to the north and into South Salt Lake.
Due to the proximity of the trax
station, the area has become a
site for medium to high density
housing which also contains
some low-income housing. Basic
planning concepts encourage a
higher density of residential
when in close proximity of public
transit and parks.
Millcreek’s Future Land Use Map
indicates the area to be
designated as “Neighborhood 2
& 3” to accommodate a mix of
different higher density housing
types. Such density would allow
for a range of 6-35 units per acre
with heights up to 2 stories.
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Following a rezone and development agreements, Rick Whiting will seek a conditional use permit to build an 11-unit
Townhome Planned Unit Development. The applicants proposed plans will include the existing single-family dwelling.
-

The three-story townhomes will be no higher than 30’ feet in height and each unit will comprise of 3,000 s.f.

-

Covered parking is included in the design of each unit with unobstructed space that is twenty feet wide by
twenty-two feet in length. The development meets Millcreek’s parking requirements.

-

Adequate fire turnaround is provided where parking will be prohibited within the approved fire access and turnaround facilities. Unified Fire Authority has found the concept plan to be acceptable.

-

Vehicular access to the development is designed to provide smooth traffic flow with controlled turning
movements and minimum hazards to vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic.

-

Adequate emergency vehicle access is provided and conceptually approved by Unified Fire Authority.

-

Maximum lot coverage for proposal is approximately 35%

-

Total open space for proposal is approximately 42%

SITE PLAN
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BUILDING LAYOUT
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STANDARDS FOR
APPROVAL
If approved for a rezone subject to a development agreement, this project may return to the Planning
Commission for a conditional use permit and preliminary plat approval. As Per §19.84.060 of the Millcreek Code,
All Conditional Use Permits run with the land and may require the applicant to record documents to that effect.
The Planning Commission and staff, in their review capacity, may impose site plan modifications and conditions
to mitigate the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of a conditional use.
Staff identified the following reasonably anticipated detrimental effects on this project, and recommend
the following modifications and conditions to mitigate them:

1. Detrimental effects of decreased street service levels and/or traffic patterns including the need for
street modifications such as dedicated turn lanes, traffic control devices, safety, street widening, curb,
gutter and sidewalks, location of ingress/egress, lot surfacing and design of off-street parking and
circulation, loading docks, as well as compliance with off-street parking standards, including other
reasonable mitigation as determined by a qualified traffic engineer.
Effect: The addition of 11 units will have a minor impact on 700 West. Basic traffic engineering
standards do not suggest that 11 units will create much trip generations. However, an impact on the
intersection of 700 West and 3900 South may be possible.
Mitigation: Staff has encouraged the applicant to provide a study from a traffic engineer for potential
traffic impacts and to ensure that review and mitigation of all proposals occur in a consistent and
equitable manner.

2. Detrimental effects on connectivity and safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.
Effect: The introduction will have a minimal effect on the connectivity and safety for pedestrians and
bicyclists.
Mitigation: Due to the development providing sufficient off-street parking and sufficient interior traffic
and pedestrian circulation, the impact on the safety for pedestrian traffic will be minimal. The applicants
developments plans will require that all public improvements will be installed.

3.

Detrimental effects that increase the risk of contamination of or damage to adjacent properties and injury or
sickness to people arising from, but not limited to, waste disposal, fire safety, geologic hazards, soil or slope
conditions, liquefaction potential, site grading/topography, storm drainage/flood control, high ground
water, environmental health hazards, or wetlands, as determined by City Engineer, City geologist
and other qualified specialists.

Effect: The proposed development will have an impact on the adjacent properties.
Mitigation: The development proposed requires a conditional use permit and eventually an approved
subdivision plat, therefore, triggering a technical review that involves other governmental or regulating entities
for recommendations. Additionally, a conditional use permit requires that the applicant submit impact studies
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or other technical studies regarding grading, drainage, traffic, geologic hazards, noise, and environmental
contamination if needed.

4. Detrimental effects arising from incompatible designs in terms of use, scale, intensity, height, mass,
setbacks, character, construction, solar access, landscaping, fencing, screening, and architectural
design and exterior detailing/finishes and colors within the neighborhood in which the conditional
use will be located.
Effect: The proposed project will have a presence in the area and will have a visual impact that positively
effects adjoining property owners.
Mitigation: The developer is proposing using a mixture of modern building materials that is common with
PUD and townhome.

5. Detrimental effects that increase the risk of contamination of or damage to adjacent properties and injury
or sickness to people arising from, but not limited to, waste disposal, fire safety, geologic hazards, soil or
slope conditions, liquefaction potential, site grading/topography, storm drainage/flood control, high
ground water, environmental health hazards, or wetlands, as determined by City Engineer, City geologist
and other qualified specialists.
Effect: The proposed development will have an impact on the adjacent properties.

Mitigation: The development proposed requires a conditional use permit and eventually an approved
subdivision plat, therefore, triggering a technical review that involves other governmental or regulating
entities for recommendations. Additionally, a conditional use permit requires that the applicant submit
impact studies or other technical studies regarding grading, drainage, traffic, geologic hazards, noise,
and environmental contamination if needed.

6. Detrimental effects of modifications to or installation of signs and exterior lighting that conflict with
neighborhood compatibility.
Effect: The applicant has not proposed signage at this time.

Mitigation: The applicant/developer will be required to follow all currently adopted sign codes, including all
development standards that minimize lighting that may impact the neighboring properties. Additionally, a
conditional use permit requires that the applicant submit impact studies or other technical studies regarding
grading, drainage, traffic, geologic hazards, noise, and environmental contamination if needed.

7. Detrimental effects arising from incompatible designs in terms of use, scale, intensity, height, mass,
setbacks, character, construction, solar access, landscaping, fencing, screening, and architectural design
and exterior detailing/finishes and colors within the neighborhood in which the conditional use will be
located.
Effect: The applicants development plans can affect the compatibility of the neighborhood character in
terms of construction. The immediate area is zoned A-1 and has a off the grid feel unknown to other
areas.
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Mitigation: The applicants development plans will be required to be compatible to the neighborhood
and meet all conditional use and planned unit development restrictions that include fencing, height
transitions and landscaping.

8. Detrimental effects on the tax base and property values.
Effect: Staff has no evidence that the applicants development plans will negatively affect the tax
base and property values in the neighborhood.

Mitigation: Staff is confident that the introduction of the proposed development will not negatively
effect property values. The applicant could be required to submit an analysis that outlines predicted
property value outcomes due to the development.

9. Detrimental effects on the current level of economy in governmental expenditures.
Effect: The developed site lies in an area where little public improvements exist.

Mitigation: The applicant will be responsible for bonding and installing all public improvements.

10. Detrimental effects on emergency fire service and emergency vehicle access.
Effect: An increase in density is being proposed, therefore the need for emergency services becomes
more apparent.
Mitigation: The applicant development plans are required to meet the minimum standards for safety,
fire and emergency services. The development plans are required to be signed off by Unified Fire
Authority and Building Division before construction can begin.

11. Detrimental effects on usable/functional/accessible open space.
Effect: The applicants proposed plans are to develop a PUD which requires a minimum of 40% open
space.
Mitigation: The applicants proposed PUD plans call for open space to be used by residents and serves
as amenity space. All open space areas will be landscaped and be recognized as common areas used by
property owners. An HOA will be formed that protects and maintains the open space.

12. Inadequate maintenance of the property and structures in perpetuity including performance measures,
compliance reviews, and monitoring.
Effect: Eleven new properties are being proposed that will require maintenance and upkeep.
Mitigation: The applicants proposal will have an established HOA that will be responsible for
maintaining the grounds. Furthermore, staff finds that the proposal will allow individual ownership and
feel property owners will be more responsible versus renters.
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13. Detrimental effects on appearance from graffiti. Applicants shall apply an anti-graffiti material or coating,
approved by the City, to building, fence, and other surfaces from ground level to a height of nine feet. The
Planning Commission may approve dense planting or appropriate design measures in place of anti-graffiti
materials. This requirement may be imposed retroactively where graffiti issues are present.
Effect: The applicant has not submitted information supporting any anti-graffiti materials to be used at
this time.

Mitigation: Staff finds that the development plans should include that all fencing and exterior building
materials be made of anti-graffiti material or coating. The applicant has determined that PUD will be a
gated community.

COMMUNITY COUNCIL RECOMMENDATION
Prior to the Community Council meeting, the applicant held an informal meeting on September 20, 2018 to introduce
neighboring property owners to the proposed zone change of this one-acre property from ‘A-1’ to ’R-M’ along with
the proposed 11-unit townhome project. A copy of the summary notes are included in the staff report supporting
documents.
At their regularly scheduled meeting on January 8, 2019, the Millcreek Community Council voted to recommend
continuance until a neighborhood meeting is held to discuss their concerns.

PLANNING STAFF ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
Staff finds that the proposed rezone from A-1 to R-M to accommodate 11 townhome units to be a compatible project
and re-enforces the long-range goals and objectives that Millcreek’s envisions for the 3900 South and 700 West
“Sunnyvale Neighborhood”. Based on Millcreek’s Future Land Use Map, the subject area is recognized as a
“Neighborhood 2 and 3” which allows for a much higher density that what is currently there now. A “Neighborhood 2 and
3” designation consists of a density that ranges from 6-35 units per acre.
Staff finds that the proposal is in harmony with basic planning concepts and the General Plan that suggest placing higher
density near public transit to create transit-oriented neighborhoods. The proposed site is within one-mile of the
Meadowbrook Trax Station and the Sunnyvale Neighborhood Center.
The A-1 Zone in Millcreek is a zone that is slowly being rezoned for development and hosts a variety of uses that are not
compatible with residential urban areas. The proposed rezone places a more compatible use for the area and is in sync
with Millcreek’s future land use map.
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION AND MODEL MOTION
Motion to continue proposed rezone ZM-18-014 until the applicant and neighborhood have
reached an agreement that resolves their concerns.

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS

1.
2.
3.
4.

Application and Affidavit
Conceptual Plans
Applicants rezone petition letter
Summary notes of September 20, 2018 neighborhood meeting

Jason Williams & Rick Whiting
2226 W 5400 South
Taylorsville, UT 84129
Telephone 801-654-0595
November 16, 2018
Millcreek City
3330 S. 1300 E.
Millcreek, Utah 84106
RE: Petition for Zone Change
Dear Planning and City Officials:
We request a change of zoning from A-1 to R-M on 1.06 acres of land located at 4065 S 700 West. (Tax
ID: 15-35-400-054-000.)
Subsequent to rezoning, we propose to build a townhome project with (11) three-story units. The existing
home will remain in place. Please see the attached draft proposed site plan, floorplan and renderings.
This development will require the requested zone change.
Millcreek’s new General Plan supports this change in density as well as the notion of home ownership as
opposed to apartments.
We will request a PUD subdivision at the appropriate later date.
We offer the following points to help you determine the relative appropriateness of our petition.
Please call me with any questions or comments.
Sincerely,

Richard K. Whiting
Co-Applicant and Project Manager
enclosures
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Millcreek City

Zone Change Request from A-1 to R-M
Application Supplement
November 16, 2018
Prepared by:
Richard K Whiting, Co-applicant, Developer and Planning Professional

Proposed

Jordan Bend, PUD

Townhome Community
4046 S 700 West
Millcreek, UT
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Adopting the R-M Zone at this location makes sense for Millcreek City and the
neighborhood for the following reasons among others:
Efficient Use of Housing. The demand for housing in the Salt Lake valley is high and rising as
the population continues to increase. Avoiding urban sprawl is important for community leaders
in order to minimize infrastructure and the cost of services. This project offers a very reasonable
alternative to single family housing while still encouraging private ownership. This location is
central to major business and employment centers in the valley and offers convenient access to I15 and major thoroughfares to most destinations in the valley.
Tax Base. The 14 Jordan Bend Townhome residences will increase property tax revenues for
Millcreek City with minimal demand for public services.
Efficient Administration of Public Services. Emergency services can be efficiently
administered given the higher density and appropriate access to residents in the project.
Improved Aesthetic Environment. Beautiful new construction on the scale proposed will add a
dynamic vibrancy without overpowering the basic thread of the community.
Traffic. Despite the addition of an average of 154 car trips per day to 700 West - negligible
impact will be felt by the neighborhood. Traffic movement will come from 3900 South to the
entrance of this site and not beyond - where most existing homes are located. No impact will be
felt on 4060 South because the private lane in the project will not connect and there is virtually
no reason for Jordan Bend residents to go there.
Private and Public Safety. The gated Jordan Bend community will provide safety for the
residents of the project and diminish the opportunity for vandalism in the neighborhood.
Quiet Land Use. Most if not all of the amenities for Jordan Bend Residents will exist within the
project. They will maintain a normal quiet lifestyles with minimal impact on the neighborhood.
Low Crime. Private ownership and a gated community encourages a high level of care for
individual property and discourages nefarious activity.
Future Growth. Over time this project will likely stimulate further investment in the
neighborhood upgrading the fabric of the community.
Public Transportation. The MeadowBrook TRAX station is one mile away. Regular bus
service runs east and west along 3900 South. (.2 miles, 1,200 feet from Jordan Bend.)
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General Plan. The City’s new General Plan, which is expected to be adopted soon, observes:
(emphasis added)
“Projected needs will increase for all moderate and low income
household groups.” (Page 4)
“Lifecycle Housing - The City may want to consider housing
suitable for different stages of life, such as units for singles and
young couples, townhomes for retirees, as well as opportunities
for senior citizen housing and long-term care/assisted living
facilities. Such an approach creates opportunities for people to
live and grow in the same community. It also enables young
couples, families, and the elderly to live near relatives.” (Page
13)
“Millennials” (Jordan Bend Target Market) – “Approximately 30
percent of Millcreek’s population comprises of Millennials, or
Generation Y, which are individuals born between 1982 and 2004.
They are generally highly educated, along with being
entrepreneurial and active in their communities. The number of
millennials in Millcreek may be a result of Millcreek’s proximity to
the University of Utah, Westminster College, as well as
employment opportunities in Salt Lake County”. . . . . . “As
millennials age, there may be increased demand to purchase
homes in Millcreek” . . . . . “Millennials see socially-conscious
shopping and living as highly desirable. This generation is also
highly social and often seeks semi-urban, mixed-use
development. Since this demographic is generally thrifty,
development with modern aesthetics, but at a discount compared to
more urban areas, will be a draw.” (Page 14)
“Section 10-9a-403 of State Code states that municipalities shall
prepare a plan that facilitates a reasonable opportunity for a
variety of housing, including moderate income housing.
Therefore, the purpose of the housing action plan in the
Millcreek General Plan is to increase opportunities for a variety
of housing, not just moderate-income housing.” (Page 26)
The Future Land Use Map (attached) designates this property as
“NEIGHBORHOOD 2” and defines that land use category as:
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“Primary: Single-family detached homes on smaller lots, duplexes,
triplexes, townhomes, and smaller multifamily buildings.
Secondary: Small scale retail, restaurants/cafes, community
gardens, community or public services, parks, recreation facilities,
schools, and places of worship. Typically 6 –18 dwelling units per
acre.” (Jordan Bend is 14 dwelling Units per acre.)

 “Provides residents with a mix of housing options and
densities within close proximity to services and amenities.”
 “May serves as a transition between single-family
neighborhoods and higher density corridors or centers.”
It is suggested that the Proposed Jordan Bend Townhome Community, PUD in the R-M
Zone will:


Provide a high quality living environment. Many of our living units will enjoy
sweeping vistas of the Wasatch Mountains and others will include a serene view of the
Jordan River from their homes and balconies. All will enjoy a secure and safe
community environment.



Provide efficient use of the land. The proposed plan preserves open space throughout
the project for the enjoyment of our residents. No fenced yards. A pocket park will
provide a playground for kids and a picnic area with tables and a BBQ pit. An HOA will
administer common areas.



Design element. This development’s creates an urban form that will introduce diversity
in the physical pattern of the community. Albeit with a somewhat different flavor for
immediate proximity – we submit that this proposed development is compatible with
existing single family residential uses. In some respects, it echoes the multi-family
format of nearby development to the north.



Create a mixed use area designed to be beneficial to the neighborhood and establish a
pattern for future growth and development that benefits the broader community without
significant impact for current residents. It is acknowledged that this project will diminish
the inherent views of some neighboring properties. Building placement(s) as shown on
the conceptual plan minimizes such as much as is possible.



Provide substantial compliance with the intended influence of PUD ordinance with
regard to public health, safety and general welfare, while securing the efficient use of the
land for residential development.
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The proposed Project Meets or Exceed Development Requirements Under the proposed RM Zone
1. Area. At 1.06 acres - the project exceeds the minimum required area of one acre.
2. Ownership. The property is in single ownership and individual residential units will be
sold exclusively to private ownership. If desirable to the City, CC&Rs may be crafted to
discourage subsequent rental of properties.
3. Open Space. Common open space is provided in the amount of twenty-four percent of
the gross site area and is accessible by all residents of the development. A picnic and
recreational area is included. Private open space is provided for each dwelling unit in
landscaped roof areas, balconies, and decks attached to individual units.
4. Interior Streets. A Private Lane will serve the project. It will be 26 feet wide with 28
foot turn radii. The City will be granted a utility easement of the entire interior street
system. The private lane will be conveyed to the HOA that will be established by the
applicant. (See Paragraph 29.)
5. Garbage and Recycling. The development will accommodate and efficiently manage the
collection, storage, and removal of garbage. Individual dumpsters are contemplated with
scheduled weekly private refuse pick-up. Recycling services will also be provided.
6. Parking. The following parking is provided: Two garage stalls and two driveway stalls
for each dwelling unit plus 4 stalls in a designated guest parking area. Storage parking
for recreational vehicles will not be allowed.
7.

Snow Storage. Designated areas for snow removal and management will be detailed in
the Preliminary Plat.

8. Fire Access. A sixty foot by twenty foot wide fire turnaround is provided. Parking will
be prohibited within the approved fire access and turn-around facilities.
9. Garages. Double parking garages are included in the design of each unit with
unobstructed space that is twenty feet wide by twenty-two feet in length. Driveway
spaces of twenty feet long by eighteen feet wide per unit.
10. Building Materials. Exterior materials of a durable and resilient nature such as brick,
stone, stucco, prefinished panel, composite materials, or other materials of similar
quality, hardiness, and low maintenance characteristics shall be used. No single material
will exceed fifty percent on street-facing facades.
11. Landscaping on the Public Right-of-Way. No new construction will occur on the public
right of way. Additional street trees may be installed if desired by the City.
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12. Perimeter Fencing will be provided as per City specifications. This will be a gated
community with appropriate access provided for police, fire and emergency personnel.
13. Interior Street Lights. Three street lamp posts are planned at appropriate locations to
provide safe environment within the project. They will include protection for dark sky
illumination. A plan which indicates the type and location of lights in relation to the
development and designed for pedestrian safety will be provided at the appropriate point
in the entitlement process.
14. Signage. A low profile location sign may be employed that meets City specifications.
15. Site Plan. A conceptual site plan is attached. Preliminary and final site plans following
City development standards will be provided subsequent to the approval of the zone
change to R-M zoning and at appropriate points in the entitlement process. Variances
may or may not be desired or requested.
16. Density. The proposed project meets the density requirement for the R-M zone.
17. Proximity to Public Transit. The proposed development lies one mile walking distance
from the Meadow Brook TRAX station. No special considerations are requested other
than recognition that multi-family development is appropriate at this location.
18. Maximum Height. Buildings will not exceed thirty-five feet. The height of buildings
along the perimeter of a planned unit development adjoining a residential zone may be
increased to the maximum height allowed in the underlying zone by one foot increments,
with each additional one foot height increment requiring an additional one foot in setback
from the perimeter (see figure 1 below for graphical rendering).
19. Perimeter Setbacks. Buildings will have not less than a fifteen-foot setback from the
perimeter lot line.
20. Site Calculations. Specific calculations which address the percentage of open space,
impervious versus pervious surfaces, and site improvements will be submitted with
project applications.
21. Traffic Circulation. Vehicular access to the development are designed to provide smooth
traffic flow with controlled turning movements and minimum hazards to vehicular,
pedestrian, and bicycle traffic. Adequate emergency vehicle access is provided.
22. Privacy. This development provides reasonable visual and acoustical privacy for
dwelling units. Fences, walks, barriers, landscaping, and sound reducing construction
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techniques will be used as appropriate to enhance the privacy of occupants, the screening
of objectionable views or uses, and the reduction of noise. A concerted effort will be
made in unit design to eliminate or minimize any visual intrusion or nuisance to
neighboring property owners.
23. Sidewalks. Interior sidewalks will be installed to serve the units and connect to the public
street.
24. Utilities. All utilities will be located underground.
25. Private outdoor spaces. Each residential unit will have a minimum fifty square-foot
balcony.
26. Xeriscaping will substitute for lawn areas where appropriate. Low impact/water
retention provisions will be employed where feasible to manage water onsite including
but not limited to planter boxes, rain gardens, and bioswales in the open spaces.
27. Storm water management will be provided as specified by the City Engineer.
28. General Plan. This requested zone change and the subsequent proposed development
are believed to meet the provisions and intentions of the City’s new General Plan. It is
acknowledged that the City Council may wish to delay approval of this request until the
General Plan reaches a clearly defined stage of expectation or until it is approved and
adopted.
29. CC&Rs. The applicant will record and submit a legal instrument setting forth a plan or
manner of permanent care and maintenance of all common open space and other facilities
provided in the final development plan. Terms of this document will meet the provisions
of the Utah Condominium Ownership Act, Title 57-8-101, et seq., or the Utah
Community Association Act, Title 57-8a-101, et seq.
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3330S. 1300 E.
Millcreek, UT 84107
801-214-2700
millcreek.utah.gov
File No. ZT-18-013

Planning Commission Staff Report
Meeting Date:
Applicant:

Prepared By:

16 January 2019
Sean Steinman, Resonance Development

Blaine Gehring, AICP, Planner

SYNOPSIS AND SCOPE OF DECISION
Condominium conversion is the process of dividing real estate held under one title into individually owned units that share
common elements, such as exterior walls, a lobby, or recreational facilities. Almost any type of property can be converted
to condominium ownership: an apartment building, an industrial building, commercial space, or attached housing (duplex,
townhouse). A condominium development may be very large or may be as small as two units.
Many properties in Millcreek are currently under one ownership and rented. These may be smaller properties like duplexes
to larger apartment complexes. In recent months, the planning staff has been approached by several owners asking about
converting their properties into condominiums. Staff has told them we currently do not have an ordinance in place to
accomplish that.
Sean Steinman with Resonance Development has made application to amend our current city code by adding a section
allowing for such conversions. The proposed amendment also addresses condominiums in general. His proposed draft is
attached. It would amend Title 18 Subdivisions in the Millcreek City Code.
This proposed ordinance provides some important things to consider in light of the current housing affordability problems
in Utah. First, by converting existing rental properties to condominiums, ownership opportunities are opened up. Second,
this creates more affordable housing units for ownership rather than the new townhomes being built in today’s high cost
market. Last, older units can now be brought up to current code standards making them safer, and in some cases, more
energy efficient.
Pursuant to §19.05.030 of the Millcreek Code, the Planning Commission shall make a recommendation to the
Millcreek Council for land use ordinances, zoning maps, official maps, and amendments.

Request: Amendment to Title 18 Dealing with Condominiums and Conversions
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PROPOSED ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS
CHAPTER 18.30
CONDOMINIUM SUBDIVISIONS
18.30.010: PURPOSE AND INTENT
18.30.020: APPLICABILITY AND AREA REUIREMENTS
18.30.030: ESTABLISHMENT OF PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION
18.30.040. MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIRED
18.30.050: SUBMISSION OF APPLICATION
18.30.060: STAFF REVIEW
18.30.070: CONDOMINIUM CONVERSIONS
18.30.080: PRELIMINARY AND FINAL APPROVAL OF A CONDOMINIUM PLAT
18.30.010: PURPOSE AND INTENT
A. The procedures and requirements of this chapter shall apply to and govern the processing of condominium
record of survey maps pursuant to the requirements of the condominium ownership act, Utah Code Annotated
Title 57, Chapter 8. Said procedures and requirements shall supplement zoning, site development, health, building
and other ordinances applicable to a particular condominium project, and shall apply to the approval of such
projects involving new construction, as well as those involving the conversion of existing structures. In addition,
condominium projects which contemplate dedication of real property or improvements for the use of the public,
or condominium projects in which units are contained in existing or proposed buildings, shall also be considered
subdivisions requiring compliance with all applicable codes of the city.
B. It is the intent of this chapter to establish a reasonable process whereby the city can assess the impact of
mixing collective and individual ownerships, as presented in a particular condominium project, upon the public
health, safety, convenience and general welfare of present and future inhabitants of the city. In the case of
commercial or residential conversions of existing buildings, corrections of building code violations, the upgrading
of vehicle parking facilities and safety of common functional elements of the structure or structures are of prime
importance. It is also recognized the conversion of existing apartments or similar multi-family rental dwelling
structures present the potential of relocation hardship to existing tenants, especially senior citizens, and warrants
that reasonable notice and disclosure requirements be established by the city to minimize said hardships.
18.30.020: APPLICABILITY AND AREA REQUIREMENTS
Unless otherwise established by this chapter, residential or mixed-use condominium developments shall be
subject to the same area requirements established in MKC Chapter 19.78.
18.30.030: ESTABLISHMENT OF PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION
It is the duty of the owners who sign a commercial or residential condominium subdivision plat to establish a
property owners association responsible for the maintenance and ownership of any common area and any shared
easement area, and to record all necessary documents to effectuate such property owners association with the
Salt Lake County Recorder. No such instrument shall be acceptable until approved by the City Attorney as to legal
form and effect, and the Planning Commission as to suitability for the proposed use of the common open space
and subject facilities.
18.30.040: MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIRED
Planning Commission Staff Report
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To achieve the purposes and objectives of this Chapter, all proposals for a new condominium development shall
be made pursuant to the provisions of this Chapter, and shall meet all applicable zoning requirements, including
but not limited to density, bulk and yard regulations, open space, amenities, and parking. The standards and
criteria contained herein are intended to provide assurances that the geographical layout of the project is
accomplished in a manner which is attractive and is not detrimental to the functioning of the project or
surrounding areas; and that the contents of the declaration assure proper operation, construction, maintenance
and upkeep of all utilities, facilities, recreation areas, roads and parking areas within the development.
A. PARKING REQUIREMENTS.
(1) Each unit in a condominium development, irrespective of size, shall conform to the parking provisions
contained in the Millcreek City Zoning Ordinance.
2) The required front and side yards which face upon a public street shall not be used for vehicular parking but
shall be landscaped in accordance with the landscape requirements found in MKC Chapter 19.77.
B. UTILITY REQUIREMENTS.
(1) Each condominium unit within a development shall be separately metered for gas, electricity and water, unless
the declarations provide for the Property Owners Association to pay the cost of services and prorate those costs
to unit owners on an equitable basis. Such declaration must disclose to the unit owners that non-payment of
utility bills by the Association may result in loss of utility service.
(2) Each unit shall be provided with readily-accessible individual shutoff valves, safety devices or switches for
water, gas and electrical services.
C. MECHANICAL AND HEATING REQUIREMENTS.
(1) Each condominium unit shall be equipped with its own heating system, except where a central water or steam
system is present.
(2) Each condominium unit shall be provided with its own means of controlling temperature in that unit when the
building utilizes a central heating plant. All mechanical work and repairs shall be completed under a permit and
shall comply with all applicable building, health and fire codes.
D. GEOGRAPHICAL LAYOUT REQUIREMENTS.
(1) The area proposed for a condominium development shall be in one ownership during development to provide
for full supervision and control of said development, and to insure conformance with these provisions and all
conditions imposed upon the preliminary and final development plans.
(4) Dedication and improvement of streets shall be made in accordance with the Transportation Plan of the City.
Said streets shall be constructed to City standards and shall be dedicated to the City as public streets. In instances
of severe topography, security requirements or other special circumstances which make dedication or
development to City standards impractical or undesirable, the City Planning Commission may allow development
of streets to special standards specifically approved as part of the final development plan, subject to a
recommendation of approval by the City Engineer. Maintenance and repair of non-dedicated streets shall be the
perpetual responsibility of the Owners Association, it being understood that this responsibility shall not be borne
by the City or any other governmental agency or body.

Planning Commission Staff Report
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(5) With the following exceptions, dwellings and permitted structures may be located as approved in the final
development plans. Locations and arrangements of buildings on the lot should be accomplished in a manner that
will best utilize the lot area and create an attractive living environment. The following exceptions shall be
considered as minimum requirements as they apply:
a. Garages with entrances facing directly on public streets, whether in a front or side yard, shall be setback at
least 20 feet from such streets.
b. Setbacks shall be maintained along the peripheral property lines of the planned development which shall
be equal to that required by MKC Chapter 19.78, or any applicable zoning requirement.
c. Heights for condominiums are as established by MKC Chapter 19.78.
c. In those instances where a proposed condominium development will front upon one or more existing
streets, the setback from the street shall be equal to that required by the most restrictive zoning on property
immediately adjacent along the same street frontage.
(6) Open space and recreation requirements: Each project shall meet the following standards for open space and
recreational areas:
b. Common open space shall comprise at least 50 percent of the required open space and shall be so
designed for uses including, but not limited to, recreational, park or environmental amenity for common
enjoyment and use by all residents.
c. Open space in commercial and industrial condominiums shall be not less than 15 percent of the total site.
18.30.050: SUBMISSION OF APPLICATION
A. Application Requirements: The owner or developer of a proposed condominium or condominium conversion
project desiring approval shall file an application with the Community Development Department.
1. A site plan accurately drawn which shall be made by a registered Utah land surveyor or engineer using a
scale no smaller than one inch to equal forty feet (1" = 40'). In addition, said map or an additional site plan
shall include diagrammatic floor plans identifying boundaries of the project units, convertible and expandable
areas or spaces and common limited common areas. Said map or plan should designate the intended use of
common areas (e.g., storage, recreational, parking for guests as opposed to unit owners, open space, etc.) and
should indicate whether such common areas are to be open to the public, assigned to specific units or
semiprivate and available only to unit owners. Said map or site plan shall also identify and describe in detail
the location of existing or proposed driveways, pedestrian ways, curb cuts, walls, structures, fences,
landscaping and sprinkling systems.
2. Two (2) copies, signed in the original, of the proposed condominium declarations and bylaws.
B. Incomplete Applications: Incomplete applications may be proffered and reviewed for advisory comment by the
Community Development Director or building inspection department but shall not be deemed accepted or
received until complete, nor shall the condominium project be scheduled for any hearings before the planning
commission until the application is complete, except only as provided by subsection A4 of this section.
18.30.060: STAFF REVIEW

Planning Commission Staff Report
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A. Copies Routed: Upon receipt of a completed application for approval of a condominium project, the
Community Development Department staff shall route copies of the application and development plans to
the engineering and building inspection departments, the fire marshal and any affected entities for their
review.
B. Review: Additional preliminary review by the planning staff, fire marshal and the building inspection
department shall include, but not be limited to, the following:
1. Planning Staff Review:
a. Letter of Intent: A letter of intent shall be submitted indicating proposed concept of project for review. The
condominium declarations and bylaws shall be reviewed as part of the final approval process and will include
provisions addressing and fixing responsibility for the maintenance, upkeep and repair of common areas,
including common walls, electrical, mechanical, plumbing or utility systems, recreational areas, landscaping and
parking areas. The declarations shall also restrict the use of any individual residential dwelling unit to single
families, as defined in section 19.04.230 of this title. The staff shall also review said declaration to require
appropriate disclosure of any unusual circumstances, variances or conditions placed upon the condominium
project for approval.
b. Plans and Related Documents: The staff shall review the plans and related documents to determine whether the
project conforms to applicable requirements of this title, the status or extent of nonconforming rights, applicable
conditions imposed upon the building or use by ordinance, variance, conditional use permit and/or prior approval
under a PUD, clustered or group dwelling plan. If the planning staff finds there are violations of applicable zoning
ordinances or requirements, the staff may recommend denial of the condominium project until such violations
have been corrected or requirements completed or bonded for prior to final approval by the planning
commission.
18.30.070 CONDOMINIUM CONVERSIONS
A. Applicability. Existing multifamily developments may be converted into condominiums, subject to the following
standards:
1. Any condominium conversion shall have a minimum of four (4) legal units or lots. One (1) or more
single family detached dwellings shall not be platted as a condominium development.
2. In order to be considered for a condominium conversion, an existing multifamily development must
have been legally established at least five years prior to filing an application for a condominium
conversion.
B. Submittal Requirements: Where conversion of an existing building is proposed as part of the condominium
project, the applicant shall submit a property report, prepared by a licensed architect or engineer, including the
following information, together with the plan for proposed improvements, renovations and repairs:
1. The age of the building or buildings.
2. The general condition, useful life and capacity of the building's structural elements, including the roof,
foundations, mechanical system, electrical system, plumbing system, boiler, and other structural elements.
3. All known conditions constituting deficiencies requiring repair to meet existing building codes.
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4. All known conditions which may require repair or replacement within the next succeeding five (5) year
period.
5. The property report shall certify that the structure or structures conform to the international building
code minimum standards, or the owner shall present plans to bring the structure or structures into
conformity with said standards prior to issuance of certificates of occupancy.
6. Where it is determined that physical conditions in an existing building do not allow the strict
application of the international building code standard, the Administrative Law Judge shall review all
requests to vary from these standards and may grant variances or approve alternates where it is
determined the intent of the requirement will be met. In any event, there shall be disclosure to buyers of
any conditions that do not meet code or standards set by the city.
c. Staff Reviews. In addition to a preliminary plat review by City Staff, condominium conversions shall be subject to
the following reviews prior to receiving preliminary plat approval by the Planning Commission.
1. Building Inspection Staff Review:
a. Upon receipt of the application for approval of a condominium project, the building inspection
department shall review the proposed building plans for new construction and/or in the case of a
conversion project, the property report and plan of improvement, renovations and repairs to determine
conformance with applicable building codes. In the case of a conversion, the department shall require
inspections of the property and may require supplementation, revision and resubmission of the property
report where necessary.
b. In the preliminary review report to the planning commission, the building inspection
department shall note corrections, repairs and replacements which must be made to bring the structures
into code compliance, together with a list of renovation improvements proposed by the owner/developer
which are not required by code. The chief building official shall also list any requirements of the
international building code that needs board of appeal consideration due to unique circumstances
associated with the structure. The building official may then recommend denial until such time as existing
violations of code are corrected or may recommend preliminary approval of the project and building
report subject to correction of the violations prior to final approval.
2. Fire Marshal Review: The fire marshal shall inspect each structure proposed for conversion and shall submit a
report thereon to the planning staff outlining the conditions of the structures as they relate to fire safety. The
marshal shall stipulate those conditions requiring improvement, prior to occupancy, in the report.
3. Code Compliance Review. The City Code Compliance inspector shall inspect each structure proposed for
conversion and shall submit a report thereon to the planning staff outlining the conditions of the structure as they
relate to municipal code compliance. The City shall stipulate those conditions requiring improvement, prior to
being issued final plat approval, in the report.
D. Tenant Notification.
1. Notice: As part of the application for approval of a condominium project, when said project involves the
conversion of an existing structure where the structure has been occupied by residential or commercial
tenants prior to application for conversion, the owner/developer shall provide notice of intended conversion
to said tenants by certified mail. This notice requirement shall not apply to a structure that was vacant and
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remained so during the year prior to filing of the developer's application for conversion. Such notice shall
include:
a. The proposal for the conversion of the building to a condominium project;
b. The established dates of construction period and termination of occupancy which shall not be less than
sixty (60) days from the date notice is served upon occupants or expiration of individual leases, whichever is
longer;
c. The disclosure of the sales price for each unit shall be no greater than the price initially advertised and
offered to the general public at such time as when the condominiums are offered for public sale;
d. Relocation information for the tenants specifying available alternative housing relocation resource agencies
and organizations and a plan of any services to be voluntarily provided by the owner/developer.
2. Dissemination Of Notice: A copy of said notice, together with a list prepared by the owner/developer
identifying names, apartment or unit numbers, approximate ages, rental rates and other known special handicaps
or factors affecting relocation needs of the tenants, shall be submitted to the Salt Lake County Housing Authority
and the county social services department to advise said agencies of the conversion and/or solicit their assistance
with relocation services. No final approval of such a conversion project shall be granted by the planning
commission until the owner/developer has provided proof of notice by certified mail or subsequent proof of
actual delivery by method of services allowed under state law of such notices and relocation information as
required above, and any plans for relocation services to be voluntarily provided by the owner/developer and the
time designated therein (a minimum of 60 days) has expired.
3. Proof of notice to tenants as required by section 18.30.8 of this chapter shall be required before final approval,
but may be submitted, at the owner/developer's option, after preliminary approval is obtained from the planning
commission.
E. Tenant Protest Review.
1. Protest Review Procedure: When a tenant of a residential dwelling has received written formal notice of
eviction without cause and without at least sixty (60) days’ notice of conversion required above and has reason to
believe that notice was issued because of a proposed condominium project, he may, within thirty (30) days of the
date of the notice of eviction, initiate an appeal regarding the issue of proper notice to the Community
Development Director in the city planning office. The filing of such a protest shall stay the issuance of any
approval or issuance of any permits for the structure in question for a period not to exceed thirty (30) days and
the matter shall be set for hearing before the planning commission.
2. Investigation: Upon filing a tenant appeal, the planning staff shall institute an investigation to
determine if the notice requirements set forth above were satisfied. They shall then report their findings to the
planning commission within ten (10) days of filing of the appeal.
F. Parking and Open Space Requirements. An applicant for a condominium conversion is not required to achieve
full compliance with parking and open space as part of a condominium conversion, but the Planning Commission
may require additional parking and open space to bring the proposed condominium into greater conformity with
established parking and open space standards.
18.30.080: PRELIMINARY AND FINAL APPROVAL OF A CONDOMINIUM PLAT
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A. Preliminary and Final Approval of a condominium plat shall follow the process outlined MKC Chapters 18.12
and 18.14.

COMMUNITY COUNCIL INPUT
In January, the Community Councils reviewed the ordinance and send the following recommendations:
East Millcreek and Mount Olympus Community Councils and the Canyon Rim Citizens Association all
recommended approval of the amendment. Millcreek Community Council recommendation is not available.

PLANNING STAFF ANALYSIS
Staff feels this ordinance amendment is a much needed one and will help create new affordable ownership
housing opportunities in Millcreek.

PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Planning staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council adopt the
amendment as presented.
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Applicant:

Prepared By:

16 January 2019
Staff

Blaine Gehring, AICP, Planner

SYNOPSIS AND SCOPE OF DECISION
The Community Development team has been hard at work on an ordinance codifying our public noticing requirements.
These proposals come from our experience in the last year plus.
We are proposing the following:
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.

Doing a 600-foot notice for zone changes and general plan map amendments.
Doing a 300-foot notice for conditional use permits, special exceptions, subdivisions, etc.
Where an application is within 600 feet of a community council district boundary, we will notify and solicit input
from both community councils.
If we receive an application on a month that a community council does not hold a meeting, we may hold a
neighborhood meeting in lieu of a community council meeting. We will still solicit your input, but it will be in
writing, and not at a meeting. Since our Planning Commission meets once a month, we prefer not to defer a
complete application for an entire month because a community council isn’t meeting in July or December. State
law allows an applicant to force a hearing on a complete application if the city doesn’t schedule it within a month
or so.
We’re also codifying our practice of sometimes holding neighborhood meetings before a formal application is
submitted. The applicant will bear the burden of noticing and scheduling the meeting and providing us with proof
of notice for the following:
a. Future land use map amendments.
b. Rezones and development agreements.
c. Conditional use applications for uses requiring new construction, or for a use that is anticipated to create
traffic or parking demand at least 20 percent greater than the existing use.
d. PUDs.
e. Multi-family developments in a residential zone.

Pursuant to §19.05.030 of the Millcreek Code, the Planning Commission shall make a recommendation to the
Millcreek Council for land use ordinances, zoning maps, official maps, and amendments.

PROPOSED ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS
Here is the draft ordinance amending Titles 2 and 19 of the Millcreek Code:
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2.56.100 Community Councils; Planning And Zoning Recommendations
1. The city planning and development services division community development department shall submit to
all members of the community council copies of the city planning commission public meeting agendas, text
changes to the zoning ordinance, zoning or conditional use applications pertaining to territory located within
each community district, and applications for extraordinary relief and exceptions pursuant to the city Code of
Ordinances. Community councils are encouraged to make recommendations concerning such applications to
the city planning and development services.
2. The staff of the city planning and development services division community development department shall
act as the staff to each community council on planning and zoning matters and shall also arrange meetings
between the applicants and community councils when so requested.
3. Each community council shall provide to the city a current schedule of its meeting times, places and dates,
and the names, addresses, e-mail addresses, and phone numbers of all members of the community council.
4. Where an application is within six hundred feet of the boundaries of another community district, the
community development department shall submit the application for review by the community councils of
each community district.
5. In the event that a community council does not hold a public meeting within one month of the city
receiving a complete land use application requiring community council input, the community development
director may hold a neighborhood meeting in lieu of a community council meeting and provide a report to
the community council on the neighborhood meeting. The Community Development Director shall notify the
community council chair of the date and time of the neighborhood at least seven days in advance of that
meeting, in order to give the Community Council the opportunity to participate in the meeting.
19.43.438 Public Hearings and Meetings
A. Public Hearings. A public hearing means a hearing at which members of the public are provided a
reasonable opportunity to comment on the subject of the hearing, pursuant to UCA 10-9a-103(45). Public
hearings shall be conducted for the following land use decisions:
1. When adopting or amending a general plan;
2. When enacting or amending zoning ordinances or the zoning map, a public hearing before the planning
commission is required, but is not required before the city council;
3. Vacation or amendment of platted street, right-of-way or easement;
4. Annexation policy plans and applications;
5. Vacating or changing a subdivision plat, but only as required by state law;
6. Any other land use decision for which a public hearing is required by law.
B. Public Meetings. Public meeting means a meeting that is required to be open to the public under Utah
State Code Title 52, Chapter 4, Open Meetings Act (UCA 10-9a-103(46). All land use decisions made by the
city council, planning commission or a community council shall be rendered during open and public
meetings. The community development director may also conduct public meetings related to land use
applications or other land use issues.
C. Public Comment. Public comment may also be allowed in any public meeting at the discretion of the public
body. Except as provided above, a public body need not allow public comment where a public hearing is not
required by this section or state law.
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D. Solicitation of Input. Regardless of whether a meeting is held, prior to making a land use decision the
public body may solicit input from affected citizens and property owners and provide a reasonable
opportunity for those individuals to express themselves. This may be accomplished through public outreach
activities conducted prior to the land use decision in a manner that is consistent with the requirements of due
process and fair review and provides an opportunity for the applicant and others participating in the review
of the application to respond to the information presented. Relevant information gathered in the process of
review is to be included in the meeting record.
E. The community development director may require a neighborhood meeting to help solicit better
neighborhood input on land use application described in (1 and 2) below, prior to a complete land use
application being submitted to the city.
1. Developments in a residential zone:
a. General Plan Amendments resulting in a change to the future land use map. b. Rezones and Adoptions of
Development Agreements c. Multi-family developments d. Planned unit developments.
2. Nonresidential developments abutting a residential development or residential zone boundary:
a. General Plan Amendments resulting in a change to the future land use map. b. Rezones and Adoptions of
Development Agreements.
c. conditional use applications for uses requiring new construction, or for a use that is anticipated to create
traffic or parking demand at least 20 percent greater than the existing use. d. Planned unit developments.
3. If a complete application is submitted prior to a Planning Commission meeting held on a month where a
community council meeting is not scheduled to be held, a neighborhood meeting may be conducted in lieu
of a community council meeting.
4. Applicant’s Burden to Conduct a Neighborhood Meeting. If required by the Community Development
Director, the applicant shall organize a neighborhood meeting, and provide adequate proof of notice, to
include the following:
a. The applicant shall send a written notice stating the place, date and time of the neighborhood meeting to
all residential property owners, as identified in the Salt Lake County recorder's records, whose property is
within the required notice radius for the land use applications described in 19.04.439 below.
b. The applicant shall notify these owners at least one week prior to the neighborhood meeting. c. The
neighborhood meeting shall be conducted at a location within Millcreek. d. Phone calls or informal door to
door contacts shall not be considered to constitute a neighborhood meeting. e. The record of a
neighborhood meeting shall include: (1) A list of all individuals who were notified; (2) A roster of attendees;
and (3) A copy of the minutes.
19.04.439 Public Notices
A. Required Notice. The land use authority shall schedule and hold any required public hearing or public
meeting according to the provisions of this code and state statute. Public notices for land use decisions not
described in this section shall be given in accordance with state statute. The city shall provide notice of the
date, place, and time of public hearings or public meetings with the relevant community councils, planning
commission, and city council, if applicable, within the timeframes established by this section, or as provided
by state statute or city ordinance.
1. Mailed Notices. The applicant shall bear the cost of mailing notices. Notice shall be provided by first class
mail by the City to property owners and affected entities as established below:
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a. Conditional Use Permits. Notice shall be mailed at least seven days prior to the community council public
meeting to any property owners within a three-hundred-foot radius of the property lines of the property on
which the conditional use is proposed.
b. Right-of-Way Vacations. Notice shall be given in accordance with state statute UCA 10-9a-609.5(2). Notices
shall be mailed at least ten days prior to the public hearing to the following parties:
i. Any property owner whose property is accessed by the portion of the right-of-way that is proposed to be
vacated.
ii. Any property owners within three hundred feet of the portion of the public right-of-way that is proposed
to be vacated.
iii. All property owners whose property is in between the portion of the right-of-way to be vacated and the
nearest street intersection.
c. Subdivision Approvals and Amendments to Subdivision Plats.
i. Notice shall be given in accordance with state statute UCA 10-9a.608(1)(c). Additional notices shall be
mailed at least ten days prior to the public hearing to any property owners within a three-hundred-foot
radius of the boundary of the proposed subdivision plat amendment.
ii. For an amendment to a recorded subdivision that involves the alteration or removal of an easement,
private right-of-way, condition, limitation, or special requirement, only those persons or entities who have a
direct interest in, or who will be directly affected by the proposed change (including the applicant) must be
notified of any pending action.
d. Zoning Map Amendments. Notice shall be mailed at least seven days prior to the community council public
meeting to any property owners within a six-hundred-foot radius of the boundary of the proposed zoning or
future land use map amendment.
e. General Plan/Future Land Use Map Amendments. Notice shall be mailed at least seven days prior to the
community council public meeting to any property owners within a six-hundred-foot radius of the boundary
of the future land use map amendment.
2. Publication of Notices. Notices shall be published by the following methods, unless otherwise provided for
by state statute.
a. Mailed notices shall be prepared and mailed by city staff and paid for by the applicant.
b. Public notices shall be published on the city's website and on the state's public notice website at least ten
days prior to a public hearing, and at least seven days prior to a public meeting.
c. Notices for public hearings shall be published in a newspaper of general circulation in the area at least ten
days prior to the public hearing.
d. A hard copy of any public notice issued by the land use authority shall be posted at city hall at least
twenty-four (24) hours prior to a public hearing or a public meeting.
3.Posting on Site. Notification signage shall be posted on the property or land for which a conditional use
permit, right-of-way vacation, subdivision plat approval, amendment to a subdivision plat, or zoning or future
land use map amendment is considered, at least five days prior to the first public meeting on the matter.
Notice shall be posted by the community development department and shall be clearly visible from the rightof-way.

COMMUNITY COUNCIL INPUT
In January, the Community Councils reviewed the ordinance and made the following recommendations:
East Millcreek Community Councils and Canyon Rim Citizen Association recommend approval. Millcreek
Community Council recommendation is not available.
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East Millcreek and Mount Olympus Community Councils and Canyon Rim Citizens Association all recommended
approval of the amendments.

PLANNING STAFF ANALYSIS
Staff feels these ordinance amendments are needed to better clarify public hearings and public meetings and how
they are to be noticed.

PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Planning staff recommends that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council adopt the
amendments as presented.
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Request:

Adoption of an updated sign ordinance.

Prepared By:
Zone:
Community Council:

Erin O’Kelley
All Zones
All community councils

SYNOPSIS AND SCOPE OF DECISION
Staff is requesting to update the Millcreek sign ordinance under Title 19 Chapter 82. Staff has reviewed the current
sign ordinance adopted from Salt Lake County since Millcreek’s incorporation and has found that the ordinance
does not align with Millcreek’s goals of sign regulation. Even more pressing in the ordinance is the lack of detail
and interpretation of what signs are being regulating and where they are regulated throughout the city. Staff has
found it necessary to refine this ordinance, clarify definitions and language, update the ordinance with modern
practices, and add additional sections that are missing from the ordinance but need to be covered. Staff is
bringing this to the planning commission now because of the high frequency of sign usage throughout the city. In
the draft general plan for Millcreek
Pursuant to §19.05.030 of the Millcreek Code, the Planning Commission shall make a recommendation to the
Council for land use ordinances, zoning maps, official maps, and amendments.

PROPOSED UPDATES
Updated Ordinance Summary Table
Existing Ordinance

Proposed Change

Out dated language, non-descript, unclear on
meaning
Size – Maximum sizes for signs.
Construction (all zones) = 96 sq ft
Gound/Pole (C-1 Zone) = 128 sq ft

Updated language, grammar,
clarification

Ground/Pole (C-2, C-3 Zone) = 256 sq ft

Ground/pole (C-2, C-3 Zone) = 200 sq ft

Construction ( all zones) = 64 sq. ft.
Ground/Pole (C-1 zone) = 64 sq. ft.

Location in
Ordinance
Throughout
entire ordinance
19.82.190
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Temporary Window Sign (C-2, C-3) = 16 sq ft

Temporary Window Sign (C-2 C-3 Zone)
= 50% of window

Projecting/Blade (C-2, C-3) = none

Projecting/Blade (C-2, C-3) = 12 sq ft

Window (M Zone) = 16 sq ft

Window (M Zone) = 50% of window

Height – Maximum heights for signs.
Property Sign (all zones) = 6 ft
Ground/Pole Sign (C-1 Zone) = 25 ft
Ground/pole Sign (C-2, C-3 Zone) = 30 ft
Projecting Blade (C-2, C-3 zone) = none
Ground/Pole (M Zone) = 35 ft

Property Sign (all zones) = 4 ft
Ground/Pole Sign (C-1 Zone) = 15 ft
Ground/Pole Sign (C-2, C-3) = 20 ft
Projecting/Blade Sign (C-2 C-3 Zone) =
Minimum of 10 ft above ground
Ground/Pole (M Zone) = 25 ft

Setbacks – Setbacks of all signs from public right
of way
Setbacks for all signs = Minimum 18 inch

Setbacks for all signs = 5 ft

EMC Signs – Standard, approval process and
measurements for EMC signs
Lighting – not higher than normal ambient
lighting for surroundings.

19.82.135

Display – All lighting shall be directed
downward. Ambient light measurement
shall be measured with a foot candle
meter at required distance described in
table (19.82.135) with the sign turned off
to a black screen. Immediately following
the ambient light measurement taken in
the manner required by this subsection,
an operating light measurement shall be
taken with the sign turned on to a full
white screen.
Table with the accurate distances for
measurement have been added to the
ordinance. See 19.82.135

Approval Process = Conditional Use Permit
Required if within 300 ft of residence

Approval Process = No conditional use
permit, staff approved.
May not be located within 100 ft of R-1,
R-2, R-4 and R-M
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Temporary Signs

19.82.140

“Mobile sign” = one mobile sign may be used for
a period of 60 days following the issuance to
construct a permanent sign for that use. Upon
inspection and approval of permanent sign, or
upon expiration of the sixty-day period,
whichever first occurs, the mobile sign must be
removed. Mobile signs may not employ
animation, flashing lights or intermittent lights.
Political and property signs allowed in all zones.
“the following signs are specifically prohibited:
A-frames, snipe sign, pedestal sign”

Setback = 5 ft
Size on building for businesses = 50 sq ft
Maximum height for businesses = 20 ft
Time Limitation = 6 months
Time Limit for “Grand Opening” Signs =
3 months
A-frames = permitted, must be taken
indoors at night, must be out of public
right of way, 1 A frame allowed per
business
Maintenance = Must be maintained in
good condition
Maximum height for construction sign =
10 ft

COMMUNITY COUNCIL and PUBLIC INPUT
Community Councils meetings held
Mt. Olympus: Unanimously continued for discussion.
Millcreek: Unanimously continued for discussion.
Canyon Rim: Unanimously continued for discussion.
East Millcreek: Requested stricter lighting and EMC regulations. Unanimously continued for discussion.
October: Outreach to sign companies and local businesses has not occurred but is actively being pursued by staff
for input on potential changes being made. Staff anticipates having public feedback within a month.

1 st Community Survey
In October 2018 staff brought the proposed ordinance change to the Millcreek Community Councils and received
feedback that more outreach should be done with residents, business owners and sign companies. Staff created a
public survey highlighting the major changes being proposed in the sign ordinance with small explanations of
why these changes are being proposed. This survey was available for public input on our website and through
email from November 7th 2018 to November 21st 2018.
Survey Link: https://arcg.is/1n4mui
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Figure 1 Screenshot of Online Survey

Survey Participants:
The sign ordinance survey was emailed to 117 members of the community and was available on the city website
between November 7th and November 21st 2018. Staff was asked to try and collect information from Millcreek
residents, business owners, and local sign companies. The demographics for the survey were as follows:
Resident
Business Owner
Sign Company Owner/Employee
Other
Total

10
7
3
1
21

Survey Questions and Results:
1. It has been proposed that pole signs be reduced in size.
Frequency
a. Why is this being proposed?
b. That sounds good.
c. I don’t agree with that.
d. Show me the draft ordinance
with the proposed changes.
Planning Commission Staff Report

4
9
2
6

Percentage
%
19.05
42.86
9.52
28.57
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2. How do you feel about this change?
Frequency
a. Strongly Disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neutral
d. Agree
e. Strongly Agree

3
0
5
7
6

Percentage
%
14.29
0
23.81
33.33
28.57

3. Do you have any comments about this change? (Optional)
•
•
•
•
•

”pole sign along freeways are OK; but I think everywhere else this sign is a visual nuisance”
“What safety studies have been done to prove pole signs are a safety hazard?”
“I'd like them even smaller. Boo signs. 200 sq ft sign is excessive. That's more sq ft than a bedroom. Talk
about blocking the view. Let's make them all 64sq ft max. 8ft x8ft is already huge.”
“Require a minimum lot street frontage and setback for new signs. Limit heights to 25'-30'.”
“For businesses we need to get noticed, and smaller signs do not help with that, also I am an advocate for
larger signs bring a presence to the community. I strongly feel that the sign approval process is
something that should be looked at on an individual basis, and should be an it depends procedure based
on the building and where the signs will be in the community.”

4. It has been proposed that maximum heights of pole signs be reduced by 10 ft.
Frequency
a. Why is this being proposed?
b. That sounds good.
c. I don’t agree with that.
d. Show me the draft ordinance
with the proposed changes.

3
9
3
6

Percentage
%
14.29
42.86
14.29
28.57

5. How do you feel about this change?
Frequency
a. Strongly Disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neutral
d. Agree
e. Strongly Agree

3
2
4
8
4

Percentage
%
14.29
9.52
19.05
38.10
19.05

6. Do you have any comments about this change? (Optional)
•

”I view monument signs (even ones that are vertical) differently than pole signs. much more accepting of
monument signs than pole signs. also, size may be different based on how far back from the street it is.
the farther back from the street (and the less intrusive), the more size (height) is acceptable, as long as not
above the height of the building.”
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“Have you asked business owners how this affects their business? Their businesses provide jobs in your
city, tax revenue for your city, etc.”
“Go even shorter!:”
“Limit signs heights 25'-30'.”
“It really should depend on the property”
” These matters should be looked at individually or situationally, having a one size fits all protocol may
move paper work faster for the county. However, to truly make an identity for Millcreek and its businesses
it would depend where the sign is and what the sign is advertising. Pole signs can bring a visual identity
to Millcreek again if it is done in the right manner.”
“I understand wanting to create pedestrian traffic corridors, but not everything can fall under that
umbrella.”

7. It has been proposed that signs have a 5 ft setback from the sidewalk
Frequency
a. Why is this being proposed?
b. That sounds good.
c. I don’t agree with that.
d. Show me the draft ordinance
with the proposed changes.

5
8
3
5

Percentage
%
23.81
38.10
14.29
23.81

8. How do you feel about this change?
Frequency
a. Strongly Disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neutral
d. Agree
e. Strongly Agree

1
1
3
9
7

Percentage
%
4.76
4.76
14.29
42.86
33.33

9. Do you have any comments about this change? (Optional)
•

•
•
•

“a 5 foot setback from the sidewalk is problematic. one, not every area has a sidewalk or the same type of
sidewalk. ie: some sidewalks are right on the street, some are 3' off of the street, etc. Also, I believe a lot
of signs are already closer than 5' to sidewalk, so if you already have a lot that are closer and then you
start pushing new ones back it will make it less uniform. The more uniformity in signage the better from a
visual cleanliness standpoint. I think it would be better to have a shorter distance from the sidewalk but
also a minimum requirement from the street. ie: at least 5 foot setback from the street and a minimum of
2 or 3 foot setback from the sidewalk. ”
” What studies show these signs create a safety hazard? How many signs have fallen over in the past five
years and endangered a pedestrian?”
“A 5' setback is reasonable.”
“This could make the signs not visible for advertising and to play the purpose of a sign which is to attract
customers. Also it also may make putting up sign is certain areas extremely difficult to execute especially
with how expensive it already is to add construction and hire architects and engineers.”

10. It has been proposed that a few changes in the EMC section be made. It has also proposed
that EMC signs be approved over the counter rather than a public hearing process.
Planning Commission Staff Report
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Frequency
a. Why is this being proposed?
b. That sounds good.
c. I don’t agree with that.
d. Show me the draft ordinance
with the proposed changes.

4
7
3
7

Percentage
%
19.05
383.33
14.29
33.33

11. How do you feel about this change?
Frequency
a. Strongly Disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neutral
d. Agree
e. Strongly Agree

3
2
4
8
4

Percentage
%
14.29
9.52
19.05
38.10
19.05

12. Do you have any comments about this change?
•
•
•
•

“EMCs should continue to use the public process & planning commission to ensure compatibility for the
specific location”
“An EMC never runs on a full white screen so it's not a true representation of the light it's putting off. The
measurement should be taken based on actual use otherwise the sign owner is be regulated unfairly.”
“Just ban them outright. They're an eyesore.”
“The light from an EMC sign at can be adjusted so that it is no greater than the light produced by a static
sign. Ambient street lights and car headlights can produce as much light as an EMC sign.”

13. It has been proposed that a new section concerning temporary signs be added. The proposed
section discusses the use, material, size, condition, and type of temporary signs.
Frequency
a. Why is this being proposed?
b. That sounds good.
c. I don’t agree with that.
d. Show me the draft ordinance
with the proposed changes.

4
7
2
7

Percentage
%
19.05
33.33
9.52
33.33

14. How do you feel about this change?
Frequency
a. Strongly Disagree
b. Disagree
c. Neutral
d. Agree
e. Strongly Agree

Planning Commission Staff Report

1
3
5
9
3

Percentage
%
4.76
14.29
23.81
42.86
14.26
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15. Do you have any comments about this change?
•
•
•
•

“Going in the right direction, language is vague however. What defines a temporary window sign? A literal
sign in the window? Adhesive letters or paint ON the glass? Things like that should be spelled out.”
“I'm disagreeing because there is no information about meetings with local business owners to get their
feedback. If there were meetings I'd like to know how they went.”
“Those flags in the picture are lame. It looks like they're for a payday loan place? Let's get rid of the
payday loan places. They pull down the value of our town.”
“(1) I did not see where the use of temporary lawn signs or temporary signs attached to a building, such
as real estate signs, for sale and for lease signs, or a contractor putting out a temp sign indicating they are
doing a roof, or remodel project, or landscaping installation were provided for or mentioned, is that
included in the sign ordinance somewhere? (2) There is a small typo on item J, on the second line to the
right side, where it looks like the wording should be paint OR marker.”

Listed under supplemental documents:
• Survey Screenshots
• All Survey Recipients Through Email
• Survey Email Notice
• Complete Raw Data Excel Spreadsheet

.

PLANNING STAFF ANALYSIS

Sign code ordinances are often extremely detailed and updated frequently. As the capabilities,
technology, uses have a high frequency of change in a given time. Staff feels that with the high rate of change
happening in Millcreek, there will most likely be another sign ordinance update within the next couple of years
because of overlay zones being created. At this time, staff found it most important to update general regulations,
immediate issues regarding signs and the city, and create a cohesive look for Millcreek that aligns with the views
in our general plan which will be adopted in the coming months. Immediate issues that staff has covered in these
changes are:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Setbacks
Height
Size
EMC Signs
Temporary Signs
Language, and Technology updates

Staff Reasoning for the Proposed Changes
Safety: The draft Millcreek General Plan as well the draft Millcreek Transportation Master Plan both share great
concern for expanding pedestrian, bike, and transit options for residents and visitors in the Millcreek city. To
create public transit and walking corridors where people feel safe staff felt that it would be beneficial to require
signs be further from the public right of way. This will also allow more room for changes in the future when roads
need to be widened or sidewalks need to be added to create complete streets for the city. Signs can even cause
issues for other vehicles if placed close to a right of way and next to a driveway (see figure 2.)
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Figure 2 Monument sign placed next to sidewalk and exit for parking lot. A car pulling out of this driveway will most likely
need to pull into the pedestrian area to see far enough to look for oncoming traffic.

Figure 3 Signs located in the public right of way can cause safety issues especially for pedestrians in wheelchairs.
Signs used excessively in Millcreek, not currently regulated:
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Figure 4 Banners qualify as temporary signs and under current code may only be used when a permanent sign has not been
created yet but must be removed after approval of permanent signs.
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Figure 5Under the current sign code A-frame signs are specifically prohibited but are used a lot throughout the city.
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Figure 6 Many Businesses in Millcreek use adhesive film to cover up 100% of the windows.

PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Planning staff recommends that the Planning Commission continues the new sign ordinance text amendment for
further discussion.
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SUPPLEMENTAL DOCUMENTS
1.
2.
3.
4.

Draft Sign Survey Ordinance
Survey Recipients
Survey Screenshots
Survey Results Raw Data
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3330 South 1300 East
Millcreek, UT 84106
801-214-2700
millcreek.us
File #

ZT-18-014

Survey – Results and Analysis
Dates Available to Public:
Noticed through:
Staff:

December 26 - Ongoing
Website and City Newsletter, Facebook, Sent to 300 Millcreek Business License
Applicants,
Erin O’Kelley

SUMMARY
Staff was asked to collect public feedback about the proposed text amendment application regarding Millcreek sign
code. The goal of this survey was to understand how Millcreek residents feel about the proposed changes to the sign
ordinance.

SURVEY QUESTIONS
Question

1. It has been proposed that maximum sizes for sign be
reduced. How do you feel about this change?

Available Answers

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

2. Why do you feel this way?

Write in response

3. It has been proposed that maximum sign heights
be reduced how do you feel about this change?

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

4. Why do you feel this way?

Write in response

5.It has been proposed that all setbacks for signs

Strongly Disagree
1
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creased to 5 feet from the public right of way. (1 ft
for A frame signs) How do you feel about this
change?
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

6. Why do you feel this way?

Write in response

7. It has been proposed that a few changes in the
electronic message center section be made. It is also
proposed that EMC signs be approved over the
counter as opposed to the public hearing process.
How do you feel about this change?

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Disagree

8. Why do you feel this way?

Write in response

9. It has been proposed that a new section
concerning temporary signs be added. The proposed
section discusses the use, material, size, condition,
and type of temporary signs. How do you feel about
this change?

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

10. Why do you feel this way?

Write in response

11. I am a

Millcreek Resident
Millcreek Business Owner
Other (With write in option)

12. Do you think Millcreek should hold an open
house about these proposed changes?

No
Yes
Other (with write in option)

13. If you would like to receive updates about the
sign ordinance please fill out the following

Name (Write in option)
Email (Write in option)
2
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14. Do you have any other comments?

Write in option

SURVEY RESULTS

3
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1. It has been proposed that maximum sizes for sign be reduced. How do you feel about this change?

2. Why do you feel this way? (Optional)

Reduction of sign size is good for the community.
Business promotion signs help the community and economy. Millcreek should worry more about other things
like fixing potholes, cleaning up homes that are run down etc... Worrying about how big a sign is a waste of tax
payers money. Find something else that will help the economy.

More homey less industrial
I get concerned when MORE restrictive ordinances come along. What one maybstrongly agree to would work for
their businesss but other businesses that need larger signs he are put at a disadvantage by others. The email
states the “unique” needs of the community. Are those needs defined? These types of approaches reminds me
of HOA regs and seem overly restrictive.

4
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It's not clear to me, and the brief information provided does not specify, how excessive use of pole signs does
not align with the overall vision for the community as per the general plan. Without more specific information, I
wouldn't feel comfortable agreeing with proposed changes.

Keep the ordinances the same.
Billboards are nothing more than eye pollution. When I moved to Utah I was amazed at how many bill boards
exist on surface streets.
Signs can be an important part of running a business. However, there is more to consider than just the interests
of the business. Every sign has an impact on the community and that impact must be considered and balanced
against the benefits for the business.
Would like to see all new ground/pole signs prohibited from Millcreek, no matter what the height or square
footage.

Not certain if it would help or hurt.

I agree that pole signs need to be shorter, but I'd be ok with Window cling signs covering 100% of a window.

We need more electronic signs.

Smaller signs will make community more visually appealing. Millcreek should focus on nature, not man made.
Signs are an eye sore. I only put "agree" because I think a 200'ft pole sign is too big. There shouldn't be any pole
signs.
I am encouraged that the City of Millcreek recognizes the need for improvement, but feel it doesn’t go far
enough. Old signage should not be grandfathered in. Existing signage should be brought into code within five
years of of the signrd ordinance. 50% for window signage is WAY TOO MUCH. Window signage looks shabby and
serves little purpose. It spoils the aesthetics of our community. One example is that horrible window Owl in
Western Governors University.
I think signs, while they may attract business, are a huge distraction and also contribute to light pollution. If they
can be reduced, I am all for that.

Sight pollutions

Visual clutter detracts from the architecture and character of the area.
While signs are important for business identification and advertising, they do not need to "shout" their message
in competition for our attention. Well designed messages which complement their surroundings are far more
effective in contributing to a well planned community.
5
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I do not believe that pole signs belong in our neighborhoods or around small business areas. They distract from
the beauty of our city. I think they should be outlawed. Thank you for allowing me to express my feelings.

Too many signs and they are too big. Really hate the large billboards along 3300 south & Wasatch Blvd.
Currently, signage is overwhelming and visually distracting. In an effort to grab the consumer eye, businesses
and non-businesses create an unpleasing mixture of design , height and size,

Just take a drive thru west valley via 33 or 39 south and that says it all
I really feel that sign size should be considered with property size as well. A large parcel and or building should be
able to have a large size sign. I would prefer to see the size adjust this way so small foot print has a smaller sign
and so on.

Because I believe anything that reduces the impact of signs is good.

The area of Millcreek has a lot of mountain vistas, large signs tend to distract the vistas.
Unless you are on the freeway looking for a business (like a gas station) the signs don't need to be so tall to be
seen

I hate to see Millcreek so littered with huge signs
I would like to see more 25 mph speed signs in residential areas, there is to much speeding going on! Example 29
south between 23 &27 east . I am retired and walk a small dog on this street twice a day I see 40 & 45 mph a
couple of times a day,people in a hurry to and from work and lunch break! We need to stop this! And by the
way they still put their cars in the street on snow days, I have talked to the blow drivers they hate this!

Large pole signs negatively impact the beauty of our community.

Signs are often a form of blight, especially the larger ones. I would like to see signage be as discreet as possibe.
Aside from the fact that most of the signs lack good design, they make most of the city's commercial areas feel
chopped up and trashy. Additionally, most businesses are discovered online now and the signs seem excessive.

I am VERY supportive of protecting the look and feel of our city.

smaller more discrete signs are more attractive.
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Large signs ruin and clutter views.
Smaller pole signs will keep Millcreek attractive and help with future property values if the city can stay highclass

I agree that pole signs are used excessively and obstruct views.

Big huge signs are unnecessary
Large pole signs are borderline billboards, which frankly are ugly because they stick out too much and don’t
blend in.

I think large signs are ugly.
Limitations need to be imposed especially on pole signs on 33rd South. Too bad the limits cannot be imposed
retroactively.
Pole signs tend to distract drivers from keeping their eyes on the road, because the driver has to look up at the
sign. I would eliminate 'pole' signs because drivers looking at them are distracted from paying attention to what
is happening on the road. I have observed that in well planned communities in California, and also in Fort Collins
Colorado, which want to project the image of a well planned community, you don't see many signs that are high
in the air. Millcreek does not exist to make more money for the owners of pole signs.

I would like to see pole signs eliminated.

Should beautify Millcreek as much as [ossible.

It reduces the sign's dimentions.
Signs are intrusive on our view shed and make the neighborhood look cluttered, tacky, and unaesthetic. Signs
should be sufficient for information and not serve as advertisement.

They’re eyesores

Signs arean eyesore. Limiting their size would help.
Signs interfere with vision and can be a hazard. They detract from beauty and can be in the way of important
landmarks.
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There are too many signs.
Any ordinance that reduces the blight of large, obnoxious signage is welcome. I wish we could go back and
correct prior decisions. We have such a beautiful landscape. It is a shame that it is often marred by billboards.

Large pole signs are not consistent with community values
Seems like stores get more space in some instances, like the 50% of window rule.
This should reduce signage in almost all cases. I don't want stores that previouly were restricted to 16sq ft
window signs to be able to now have 50 sq ft window signs

The natural beauty of Millcreek is often diminished by massive signs.

Excessively large signs pollute the landscape of our city. They are over the top and unnecessary.

Signs are ugly.

Big signs are visually unappealing and create a feeling of chaos and overcrowding the streets and skylines.

No pole signs should be allowed.

There are too many tacky signs all over Millcreek. A streamlined look will look more upscale.

Government regulation can screw stuff up, its not an issue anyway.
Signs shouldn't be billboards. The smaller the better! And on that note, I wish we would outlaw billboards in the
city also

Smaller signs will preserve the beauty of the skyline.
Changes the view from the road way and cuts down on visual clutter. If signs are illuminated smaller and Lower
heights will cut down on light pollution.
Millcreek city, especially the 3300 south corridor and also parts of Highland Drive are just a mess! 3300 South
looks so trashy! I support any and all changes that will clean up our streets of signs. Millcreek is beautifully
situated at the base of Mt. Olympus of the Wasatch Front. Wouldn't it be incredible if we could see all the
beautiful trees, landscaping and mountains rather than ugly signs?
Signs are just visual pollution to our beautiful city. I know the proposal states it would only effect new signs but I
8
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would also support new guidelines for older signs. Some businesses are not taking care of their signs. They need
cleaning and painting. Thank you for addressing this long over due issue.

We already have too many billboards and signs and they are too large. Anything that can be done to reduce
existing or curtail future signage is a good thing.
I generally just don't like large obnoxious advertising. They also all look so different that an area can look overrun
with ads

It seems to reduce the size of signage overall.

Pole signs are obnoxious and ugly.
I don’t believe bigger is always better. There are big signs along 33rd South, and they could be seen just as well
smaller.

Large signs and excessive use of pole signs can make the area look cluttered and trashy.

The pole signs mar the landscape and disrupt a cohesive feel to the city.
This is just what the city needs. Millcreek needs to focus on planning and development to ensure future success.
The prime location and increasing property values gives the city opportunity to change course and become a
place we can all be proud of. No more eye sores. Let’s set the standards higher and start to benefit as a
community. Walkable communities, signage that doesn’t make our streets look like I-15 and make driving safer,
etc.

Especially the obnoxious pole signs.
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3. It has been proposed that maximum sign heights be reduced how do you feel about this change?

4. Why do you feel this way? (Optional)
As traffic becomes heavier, I think drivers need to be able to clearly and easily locate what they are looking for, so
signage still needs to be large enough to read at a glance.
Business promotional signs help drivers find a business without last minute lane changes. Not many pedestrians are
walking and shopping. Millcreek should worry more about other things like fixing potholes and looking for bushes that
block the view when merging onto busy streets like 700e, 800e etc... I've personally went to the city and asked about
2 areas of concern. Theses issues still have gone unseen. If a sign is blocking the view of a merging road, I understand
asking the business to adjust but, creating some regulation just to update your file or, because you feel that a business
sign is an eyes sore in your jurisdiction is a waste of tax payer tax money and time. Find something else that will help
with citizens safety, economic standing and help local business visibility.
pedestrian traffic,
Sounds like the approach is just to make things smaller as if that is some great new way to approach commercial
signage.
I like the idea of improving the look of commercial corridors as well as signs that emphasize pedestrian traffic, in
addition to cars.
Keep the same ordinances.
10

ZT-18-014 Survey Results
Billboards are nothing more than eye pollution. When I moved to Utah I was amazed at how many bill boards exist on
surface streets.
OK
Would like to see all new ground/pole signs prohibited from Millcreek, no matter what the height or square footage.
Knee jerk reaction is to make smaller or prohibit, not certain that is correct as it negatively impacts commerce and is a
taking of rights of a property owner, need to make sure moderate and less impactful than more are completed.
Private property rights need to be respected
See above.
Again, an eye sore. 20' is too high for a sign. So is 10' off the ground for a blade sign. I prefer the mush stricter laws of
places like Coral Springs, FL.
A good first step. Does it go far enough? Need more information e.g. a description of the zone types.
Same as above.
Esthetics
Again the view and sight line obstructions disrupt the area and ruin the architectural views
While some businesses like to attract "outside" business by putting their name above the tree tops, I purposely avoid
such establishments while favoring establishments which cater to our community and its residents.
It is hard for me to visualize how much difference this change would make, but it is a step in the right direction.
See above. We need another Lady Bird Johnson
Same reason as above.
Protect the mountain vistas, both of the Wasatch Range and the Oquirrh Mountains.
Most of us need signage we can see from a car.
Same as above
One more comment please stop the Mc mansions from ruining the look of our old neighborhoods!
Tall signs make an area feel industrial not residential.
Aesthetics.
The tall signs along 33rd South make it feel like a freeway. Nobody wants to live next to a freeway.
I don't see what the sign size has to do with walkability, but in general I'm in favor of fewer and/or smaller signs in
order to improve views and minimize clutter.
Are there really that many pedestrians taking advantage of this change? What difference does sign size have to a
pedestrian, they can just look up, having cars slam on breaks and swerve to make a turn cause signs are smaller
doesn't make sense if its "for pedestrians"
It would be good to have signs that are emphasized for both pedestrian and car traffic, but Millcreek is still a carcentric city. It will take many years, or maybe even decades, to change the makeup of the city to be more walkable
and pedestrian friendly. I think this proposed sign change should be delayed until we are closer to a walkability
realization.
Large signs are ugly
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Reductions are reasonable.
The change would help the image of Millcreek as a 'high quality' community.
Seems reasonable, but the wording of "property sign" is vague and is unclear where that would be applied.
See above
See above comments. Also, higher signs are visible blocks away and negatively impact residential areas beyond the
commercial areas.
Too large. Take up too much room and block views of businesses and traffic
Once again, it will improve beauty, needed communication, and create greater ambiance in the community.
See above.
4 ft is too easily overwhelmed by landscaping and traffic to allow for easy visiblity along the street
See above, the less visual space signs take up, the better the visual experience will be in the city
Excessively tall signs pollute the landscape of our city. They are over the top and unnecessary.
Signs are ugly
Big signs are trashy looking and don't create a feeling of small town, suburban life. It feels like a trashy big city with big
signs.
No pole signs of any height should be allowed.
Same reasons as above - less obtrusive signs look better.
Better to be higher than lower. This is a stupid thing for you to be worring about.
See my first comment
I generally just don't like large obnoxious advertising. They also all look so different that an area can look overrun with
ads
Tall signs just clutter the sky and landscape.
I like the trend to smaller signage overall and these are improvements
Signs that are too big are just ugly anyway.
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5. It has been proposed that all setbacks for signs creased to 5 feet from the public right of way. (1 ft for A

frame signs) How do you feel about this change?

6. Why do you feel this way? (Optional)
No one will even see a sign of this type set back 5 feet.
I live on 700 e, it's not the signs, it's the bushes. I've asked on multiple occasions to fix this issue with a few
homes on 700 e. Nothing has been done. I understand signs can be an issue but, it should be a case by case
issue. If someone complains, do something about it, not just write some paper and SAY you're going to do
something.
Safety
Makes it less visable
I'm in favor of improving safety by not having signs that prevent pedestrians from being clearly seen. I'm also
in favor of providing clearer views for exiting vehicles.
A frame signs are put out temporarily and definitely bring in more business when they are closer to the street.
There isn't enough foot traffic on the side walks by the businesses to make a change to move them back. Look
at the foot traffic and there is hardly any on 33rd south. It's all cars. We need more people to shop in
Millcreek to keep the viable tax base from the businesses.
OK
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Agree with philosophy.
Ibid.
Millcreek needs to continue to view itself as wanting to be a walkable community
See above
See above
This will make things look less cluttered and, frankly, classier.
Not sure that 5 feet is enough setback.
Pedestrian comfort
Safety and reduction of visual noise
Pure and simple -- safety!
I think free standing signs should be located near the business establishment or the business should have
attached signage that attracts customers.. 5 feet does not seem like enough of a distance. These types of
signs add to the clutter of the pathway.
Same
5 ft from the street is ok but not 5 ft form the sidewalk
Same reason as above
Safety
It's a safety issue
There are people that don't trim their trees that are more of a hazard then signs, on a busy sidewalk!
Pedestrian safety is important.
For said reasons.
This makes sense to keep residents safe.
5 feet seems like it would defeat the purpose of the A-frame sign. If they are allowed at all, they should be
allowed to be effective. I'm more concerned with them blowing over and getting in the way of pedestrian
traffic.
This change makes signs like this useless. Millcreek doesn't have a city center area where much walking is
happening making a change like this useless. Signs like this are used to promote business.
As both a pedestrian and driver, I can attest that they are unsafe by blocking views.
Seems much safer for pedestrians
It would improve visibility and driving safety.
Safety of pedestrians
Safety.
Traffic safety & pedestrian safety would be improved
5 feet seems too far. How about 3 or 4 feet?
See above
It has been very hard to enter busy streets when the view is blocked by these types of signs. Unfortunately, the
Tagge fruit stands are a big culprit, but there are others. This is a good safety modification.
Have almost been in many accidents due to not being able to see around a sign
It keeps signs from obstructing important traffic information and better beautifies the city.
signs set close to the roadway also interfere with navigation of traffic
Signs are ugly
Better visibility.
Seems safer all around.
Give actual examples.
Pedestrian safety needs to be a top concern. Millcreek needs to continue work in creating a walkable
community.
5feet seems to defeat the purpose of that sort of sign, and besides pedestrians should walk smarter.
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Safety
See my first comment
This is a safety issue that we already have a lot of trouble with. Good proposal.
It is so hard to see into sidewalks or traffic when trying to pull out of a lot that has a sign close to the
sidewalk/road. Same with turning corners where these signs exist.
Ped. friendly community is important!
This seems like common sense for the safety of drivers and pedestrians.
This would help pedestrians.
Safety of pedestrians is important
Because many of these signs are at entry/exits to parking area,which can make it difficult to see traffic and
pedestrians when pulling out onto a road
I don’t even get this one.
7. It has been proposed that a few changes in the electronic message center section be made. It is also

proposed that EMC signs be approved over the counter as opposed to the public hearing process. How do
you feel about this change?

8. Why do you feel this way? (Optional)
I feel the current regulation is fair
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Night sky
Now there is only so much light allowed as measured by a meter? This has restriction written all over it!
I think EMC signs should go through a public hearing process, if this is consistent with other cities similar to
Millcreek.
Keep the same ordinances. No changes.
OK
Are you kidding me? Too bright and distracting electronic signs are a SIGNIFICANT issue. Who wrote and
proposed this, are you on Reagan signs payroll?
I agree, but the minimum image display needs to be extended (perhaps to 30 sec) so that drivers are not as
distracted by changing text/images in signs,
I want to see the stars at night. Millcreek needs to eliminate light pollution!
Signs are becoming horribly bright. This is a great way to mitigate the eyesore.
For all the reasons you articulate.
Brightness
I'd go even further in their texuction and brightness. They are a driver distarction and increase danger
Electronic message centers are more of a distraction than a help. They contribute to significant visual pollution.
Too much light pollution.
Driving distraction
I am ok with this as long a someone can still go through the permit process if they want o go outside of the
above proposed rules. The reason being is that one size does not always fit all and there should be an option to
petition this.
Not sure why dropping the public hearing process is a good thing.
Distractive to drivers and pedestrians and night time light pollution are main concerns.
I think scrolling messages are a tragic hazard.
Not fond of electric signs in general. I would like to see a reduction in light pollution.
Decrease light pollution
I hate the look of these signs.
I am generally not in favor or EMC signs as I feel they are not attractive and they are distracting to drivers.
Drivers have enough distractions and don't need to try and read changing text or information to the side of the
road. EMC signs use energy. I would hope the city is trying to encourage saving energy?? I think the public input
process should remain for signs near residential areas.
I am concerned about light pollution. I like the idea of the lights dimming depending upon ambient lighting and
also having lighting point down.
Signs should be complimentary to the neighborhood.
Seems fine. It would be annoying to have light shining in your home.
electronic reader signs are too distracting and should no longer be allowed at all (no new ones permitted).
Reserve this type of signage for temporary emergency or public safety situations.
It seems like a good compromise so that illuminated signs aren't annoying residents in their homes.
Would better control light pollution from signs and help residents who live near to electronic signs.
Yes, most of these signs are too bright.
Reduction in number of complaints is a reduction in time utilized in this issue.
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I live two blocks away from a lighted billboard that spoils my view of Mt Olympus. It is a new installation, not
there when I bought my house almost 20 years ago. I am furious at this intrusion to my backyard, view, and
sense of being in a surban neighborhood rather than in a commercial area. This should be prohibited. Billboards
and other signs, especially lighted signs, should not be visible except along and in commercial areas! And they
should not impact bird and pollinator activities or migration!
The flashing is distracting
Safety, ambiance, other reasons.
Staff approval seems somewhat removed from accountability.
keep the conditional use permit
again i would feel better if these were even more restricted.
Signs are ugly
Signs are too bright and big and make the area look cheap and trashy.
I highly disagree with any Emc signs - I believe they should be further restricted.
Our neighborhood keeps getting lighter and lighter at night because of all the businesses moving. Also thos signs
are very distracting .
See my first comment
We have a lot of problems with existing light pollution and this helps keep the businesses focused on preventing
it.
I am a strong proponent of downlighting and reducing our city's impact on light pollution. I would like to also see
a Millcreek ordinance on street lights (decorative and otherwise) that uses 180 degree or greater caps for
downlighting.
I agree with the preservation of R zones, and want to keep light low.
Electronic signs are distracting to drivers.
Let's keep our skys dark
We need fewer distracted drivers and safer roads for pedestrians.
No ice.
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9. It has been proposed that a new section concerning temporary signs be added. The proposed section

discusses the use, material, size, condition, and type of temporary signs. How do you feel about this change?

10. Why do you feel this way? (Optional)
Safety
Temporary signage are necessary for seasonal business
Temporary signs can look ugly and can create safety hazards. I'm in favor of a new section for temporary signs.
Who is wanting the changes? Keep the ordinances the same. They are fine. You are hearing from a few vocal
people and the majority think everything is just fine. Don't change anything.
OK
It is often thought restricting temp signs to a permit is wise. IT NEVER IS! Is this California? No way
Sound logic.
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IT DOESN’T GO FAR ENOUGH! Get rid of these horrible banners that are pock marks throughout our community
and serve absolutely no worthwhile purpose. The internet serves as a resource for employment opportunities,
rentals, sales, etc. These banners also pose a significant safety hazard. As someone who has no car and therefore
walks a great deal in the community, I can report that these signs are often pulled from the ground and laying over
the sidewalk. The tall ones lean precariously over the walkways or have also blown over onto the walkway. The
wooden “For Rent” sign at 852 E 3900 S, has been up for many months. It’s unsightly and unstable. Banners
strapped to the facades of businesses advertising office hours, help wanted, rentals available, etc should also be
outlawed.
.”
Safety and preservation of the public right of way. Only very limited and temporary signage should be allowed on
publicly owned and maintained property.
Same
The 5 ft set back should be from the road not the sidewalk. I do not agree with one sign per location. The size of
the property matters here. Having a small building allowed one sign looks good but when you allow one sign on a
big property you may as well not even have one as it will get lost in the large frontage.
Regulating temporary signs is necessary.
The current use of temp signs in Millcreek often looks pretty trashy.
Safety; looks
Some temporary signs hang around until they look terrible.
Too much clutter
I think 6 months is too long
Seems logical.
Again this seems aimed at pedestrians and I'm confused where said pedestrians are. Seems like over regulation.
Feels like too much oversight. I think the negatives of Millcreek businesses disgruntled with certain code changes
would outweigh the positives proposed by the code change.
Seems needlessly complicated. How enforceable is it? Why dont you just enforce the current no temp sign code.
Need some regulations to control what is posted on a temporary basis.
Seems reasonable
Safety visibility is important, also lack of clutter. I’m surprised at the length of time allowed for “temporary” signs.
People tune them out after a couple of days or a week. I recommend you revisit the timelines. For example, three
months is a long time for supposed Grand Opening. Banner signs don’t need to be up for six months. They are ugly
and don’t convey new information after about a week. Rethink what their purpose is and devise a compatible
ordinance.
I think to allow for 6 months is excessive. Two to at most 3 months should be the maximum.
remove the need to permit temporary signs
Temporary signs like the flags in the image above look very trashy. They aren’t good for business and they even
distract drivers.
Signs are ugly.
Temporary signs are everywhere and are very distracting and cheap looking.
I'm a Realtor and will put small signs up for 2-3 hours at a time. As long as they are removed and not put on the
sidewalk I see no issue.
Stupid having to get a permit for this, what is this communist Russia. I dont like the aproch this city is taking kinda
feels like our rights are being taken away not giving us more.
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Seems like a garage sale sign being lumped in with a large advertisement flags are two very different things.
I agree 100%. I am a Realtor, and even I can not stand all the "For sale" directional signs.
temporary signs look junky
This code seems more restrictive than the other proposed sign changes. Five feet is far from a pedestrian walkway
or ROW. Enforcement of the time allotment for temporary signs seem hard to track and enforce, and the
regulation may be deemed irrelevant if left untracked.
This is a lot to decide upon. It would be nice to see more graphic representations to make a decision.
Big temporary flag signs are ugly.
11. I am a
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12. Do you think Millcreek should hold an open house about these proposed changes?

Other write in responses (optional):
•
•
•

Only if more feedback is desired or needed
Neutral
no opinion

13. Do you have any other comments?
I think these regulations would be best encouraged but not required. More regulations do not help small businesses
grow.
No open house if the new ordinance will pass without one.
Thanks for asking. I like the new ordinance.
What is wrong with the current rules? I am so hesitant when beauracrats who do not run businesses start making
abritrary rules that impact those who do. This proposal seems overly restrictive.
I appreciate the City of Millcreek considering this changes and requesting feedback from business owners and
residents of the City.
What a huge pile of regulations! No wonder government costs so much!
Would like to see all new ground/pole signs prohibited from Millcreek, no matter what the height or square footage.
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You may want to consider a "painted wall" sign category. I still mourn the loss of the beautiful Dragonfly Cafe sign in
my ole Liberty Wells neighborhood to a petty interpretation of the ordinance, which produced a blank wall that was
tagged within a month.
Millcreek is turning into bureaucracy nightmare.
Getting to be like communist China.
No respect for private property rights.
Regarding open houses, hearing points and talking through issues on all sides of an argument makes for much less
anxiety and resentment. More discussion is rarely a bad thing!
It’s important to make decisions that do not serve special interest groups, but are in the best interest of the health
and safety of the entire community. Neighborhood aesthetics have been proven to enhance the quality of life for
residents.
A rule of thumb...“Recognize the connection and relationship between people and their spatial setting and the role
that attractive public spaces plays in creating a sense of place and promoting an individual’s wellbeing.”
On all signs, do we really need to have them running 24/7. Can't we preserve some of the night sky and cut down on
our light pollution. It would be nice
Are there additional ordinances regulating advertising on off premise billboards? These are a major source of visual
pollution, and in some cases just a complete "eye sore." They are a distraction along the roadways, and are not as
effective as some sign companies claim. I avoid looking at them while driving, and intentionally avoid the businesses
they promote when I do see their messages.
I agree with what the city is trying to achieve but I do not agree with one size fits all when it comes to property size. I
also do not agree with large set backs.

Are you going to charge enough to cover the cost of administration and enforcement? I believe you should.
Are you proactively enforce it or just wait for complaints? I believe you should actively assure enforcement.
THANK YOU for working to make Millcreek safe and beautiful!
Some of these seem fine. Especially the lit signs and heights or bulk. The reasoning as to why we want to change them
is odd however. Seems to be just over regulation by the government instead of focusing on other things like actually
finishing the general plan and working on infrastructure and housing shortages.
I think the most important part of a sign ordinance is to make sure that Millcreek doesn't end up having a SLC or Orem
State Street problem: where it's a concrete desert with parking lots, signs everywhere, and blighted businesses.
Millcreek, as incorporated, is not like communities that developed as communities. It is made up of different areas
that developed without a community theme, like Holladay. Now that the new Millcreek City is trying to project an
image of a well planned community, which would benefit both residential and property owners, sign ordinance
changes which help with this new image are welcomed.
Not regarding signs. This survey software is terrible. I cannot see the type as it is black type on a black background.
The shorter, smaller, fewer, simpler in design, the better.
This isn’t West Valley. We need to class up our city.
Thanks for addressing this issue.
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I wish phone poles and signs were away from the roadside and sidewalks. Some driveways you can’t even see
oncoming traffic because of signage and the like.
Thanks for gathering public input!
I believe that existing signs should eventually follow the updated changes. A grace period of 24 months could be
allowed.
But it is not fair to new business owners that they have to follow one set of rules and established owners do not.
If we want Millcreek to be safe and nice looking, everyone should be treated the same.
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3330 South 1300 East
Millcreek, UT 84106
801-214-2700
millcreek.us
File #

ZT-18-014

Survey – Results and Analysis
Dates Available to Public:
Noticed through:
Staff:

December 26 - Ongoing
Website and City Newsletter, Facebook, Sent to 300 Millcreek Business License
Applicants,
Erin O’Kelley

SUMMARY
Staff was asked to collect public feedback about the proposed text amendment application regarding Millcreek sign
code. The goal of this survey was to understand how Millcreek residents feel about the proposed changes to the sign
ordinance.

SURVEY QUESTIONS
Question

1. It has been proposed that maximum sizes for sign be
reduced. How do you feel about this change?

Available Answers

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

2. Why do you feel this way?

Write in response

3. It has been proposed that maximum sign heights
be reduced how do you feel about this change?

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

4. Why do you feel this way?

Write in response

5.It has been proposed that all setbacks for signs

Strongly Disagree
1
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creased to 5 feet from the public right of way. (1 ft
for A frame signs) How do you feel about this
change?
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

6. Why do you feel this way?

Write in response

7. It has been proposed that a few changes in the
electronic message center section be made. It is also
proposed that EMC signs be approved over the
counter as opposed to the public hearing process.
How do you feel about this change?

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Disagree

8. Why do you feel this way?

Write in response

9. It has been proposed that a new section
concerning temporary signs be added. The proposed
section discusses the use, material, size, condition,
and type of temporary signs. How do you feel about
this change?

Strongly Disagree

Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

10. Why do you feel this way?

Write in response

11. I am a

Millcreek Resident
Millcreek Business Owner
Other (With write in option)

12. Do you think Millcreek should hold an open
house about these proposed changes?

No
Yes
Other (with write in option)

13. If you would like to receive updates about the
sign ordinance please fill out the following

Name (Write in option)
Email (Write in option)
2
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14. Do you have any other comments?

Write in option

SURVEY RESULTS

3

ZT-18-014 Survey Results

1. It has been proposed that maximum sizes for sign be reduced. How do you feel about this change?

2. Why do you feel this way? (Optional)

Reduction of sign size is good for the community.
Business promotion signs help the community and economy. Millcreek should worry more about other things
like fixing potholes, cleaning up homes that are run down etc... Worrying about how big a sign is a waste of tax
payers money. Find something else that will help the economy.

More homey less industrial
I get concerned when MORE restrictive ordinances come along. What one maybstrongly agree to would work for
their businesss but other businesses that need larger signs he are put at a disadvantage by others. The email
states the “unique” needs of the community. Are those needs defined? These types of approaches reminds me
of HOA regs and seem overly restrictive.
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It's not clear to me, and the brief information provided does not specify, how excessive use of pole signs does
not align with the overall vision for the community as per the general plan. Without more specific information, I
wouldn't feel comfortable agreeing with proposed changes.

Keep the ordinances the same.
Billboards are nothing more than eye pollution. When I moved to Utah I was amazed at how many bill boards
exist on surface streets.
Signs can be an important part of running a business. However, there is more to consider than just the interests
of the business. Every sign has an impact on the community and that impact must be considered and balanced
against the benefits for the business.
Would like to see all new ground/pole signs prohibited from Millcreek, no matter what the height or square
footage.

Not certain if it would help or hurt.

I agree that pole signs need to be shorter, but I'd be ok with Window cling signs covering 100% of a window.

We need more electronic signs.

Smaller signs will make community more visually appealing. Millcreek should focus on nature, not man made.
Signs are an eye sore. I only put "agree" because I think a 200'ft pole sign is too big. There shouldn't be any pole
signs.
I am encouraged that the City of Millcreek recognizes the need for improvement, but feel it doesn’t go far
enough. Old signage should not be grandfathered in. Existing signage should be brought into code within five
years of of the signrd ordinance. 50% for window signage is WAY TOO MUCH. Window signage looks shabby and
serves little purpose. It spoils the aesthetics of our community. One example is that horrible window Owl in
Western Governors University.
I think signs, while they may attract business, are a huge distraction and also contribute to light pollution. If they
can be reduced, I am all for that.

Sight pollutions

Visual clutter detracts from the architecture and character of the area.
While signs are important for business identification and advertising, they do not need to "shout" their message
in competition for our attention. Well designed messages which complement their surroundings are far more
effective in contributing to a well planned community.
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I do not believe that pole signs belong in our neighborhoods or around small business areas. They distract from
the beauty of our city. I think they should be outlawed. Thank you for allowing me to express my feelings.

Too many signs and they are too big. Really hate the large billboards along 3300 south & Wasatch Blvd.
Currently, signage is overwhelming and visually distracting. In an effort to grab the consumer eye, businesses
and non-businesses create an unpleasing mixture of design , height and size,

Just take a drive thru west valley via 33 or 39 south and that says it all
I really feel that sign size should be considered with property size as well. A large parcel and or building should be
able to have a large size sign. I would prefer to see the size adjust this way so small foot print has a smaller sign
and so on.

Because I believe anything that reduces the impact of signs is good.

The area of Millcreek has a lot of mountain vistas, large signs tend to distract the vistas.
Unless you are on the freeway looking for a business (like a gas station) the signs don't need to be so tall to be
seen

I hate to see Millcreek so littered with huge signs
I would like to see more 25 mph speed signs in residential areas, there is to much speeding going on! Example 29
south between 23 &27 east . I am retired and walk a small dog on this street twice a day I see 40 & 45 mph a
couple of times a day,people in a hurry to and from work and lunch break! We need to stop this! And by the
way they still put their cars in the street on snow days, I have talked to the blow drivers they hate this!

Large pole signs negatively impact the beauty of our community.

Signs are often a form of blight, especially the larger ones. I would like to see signage be as discreet as possibe.
Aside from the fact that most of the signs lack good design, they make most of the city's commercial areas feel
chopped up and trashy. Additionally, most businesses are discovered online now and the signs seem excessive.

I am VERY supportive of protecting the look and feel of our city.

smaller more discrete signs are more attractive.
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Large signs ruin and clutter views.
Smaller pole signs will keep Millcreek attractive and help with future property values if the city can stay highclass

I agree that pole signs are used excessively and obstruct views.

Big huge signs are unnecessary
Large pole signs are borderline billboards, which frankly are ugly because they stick out too much and don’t
blend in.

I think large signs are ugly.
Limitations need to be imposed especially on pole signs on 33rd South. Too bad the limits cannot be imposed
retroactively.
Pole signs tend to distract drivers from keeping their eyes on the road, because the driver has to look up at the
sign. I would eliminate 'pole' signs because drivers looking at them are distracted from paying attention to what
is happening on the road. I have observed that in well planned communities in California, and also in Fort Collins
Colorado, which want to project the image of a well planned community, you don't see many signs that are high
in the air. Millcreek does not exist to make more money for the owners of pole signs.

I would like to see pole signs eliminated.

Should beautify Millcreek as much as [ossible.

It reduces the sign's dimentions.
Signs are intrusive on our view shed and make the neighborhood look cluttered, tacky, and unaesthetic. Signs
should be sufficient for information and not serve as advertisement.

They’re eyesores

Signs arean eyesore. Limiting their size would help.
Signs interfere with vision and can be a hazard. They detract from beauty and can be in the way of important
landmarks.
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There are too many signs.
Any ordinance that reduces the blight of large, obnoxious signage is welcome. I wish we could go back and
correct prior decisions. We have such a beautiful landscape. It is a shame that it is often marred by billboards.

Large pole signs are not consistent with community values
Seems like stores get more space in some instances, like the 50% of window rule.
This should reduce signage in almost all cases. I don't want stores that previouly were restricted to 16sq ft
window signs to be able to now have 50 sq ft window signs

The natural beauty of Millcreek is often diminished by massive signs.

Excessively large signs pollute the landscape of our city. They are over the top and unnecessary.

Signs are ugly.

Big signs are visually unappealing and create a feeling of chaos and overcrowding the streets and skylines.

No pole signs should be allowed.

There are too many tacky signs all over Millcreek. A streamlined look will look more upscale.

Government regulation can screw stuff up, its not an issue anyway.
Signs shouldn't be billboards. The smaller the better! And on that note, I wish we would outlaw billboards in the
city also

Smaller signs will preserve the beauty of the skyline.
Changes the view from the road way and cuts down on visual clutter. If signs are illuminated smaller and Lower
heights will cut down on light pollution.
Millcreek city, especially the 3300 south corridor and also parts of Highland Drive are just a mess! 3300 South
looks so trashy! I support any and all changes that will clean up our streets of signs. Millcreek is beautifully
situated at the base of Mt. Olympus of the Wasatch Front. Wouldn't it be incredible if we could see all the
beautiful trees, landscaping and mountains rather than ugly signs?
Signs are just visual pollution to our beautiful city. I know the proposal states it would only effect new signs but I
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would also support new guidelines for older signs. Some businesses are not taking care of their signs. They need
cleaning and painting. Thank you for addressing this long over due issue.

We already have too many billboards and signs and they are too large. Anything that can be done to reduce
existing or curtail future signage is a good thing.
I generally just don't like large obnoxious advertising. They also all look so different that an area can look overrun
with ads

It seems to reduce the size of signage overall.

Pole signs are obnoxious and ugly.
I don’t believe bigger is always better. There are big signs along 33rd South, and they could be seen just as well
smaller.

Large signs and excessive use of pole signs can make the area look cluttered and trashy.

The pole signs mar the landscape and disrupt a cohesive feel to the city.
This is just what the city needs. Millcreek needs to focus on planning and development to ensure future success.
The prime location and increasing property values gives the city opportunity to change course and become a
place we can all be proud of. No more eye sores. Let’s set the standards higher and start to benefit as a
community. Walkable communities, signage that doesn’t make our streets look like I-15 and make driving safer,
etc.

Especially the obnoxious pole signs.
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3. It has been proposed that maximum sign heights be reduced how do you feel about this change?

4. Why do you feel this way? (Optional)
As traffic becomes heavier, I think drivers need to be able to clearly and easily locate what they are looking for, so
signage still needs to be large enough to read at a glance.
Business promotional signs help drivers find a business without last minute lane changes. Not many pedestrians are
walking and shopping. Millcreek should worry more about other things like fixing potholes and looking for bushes that
block the view when merging onto busy streets like 700e, 800e etc... I've personally went to the city and asked about
2 areas of concern. Theses issues still have gone unseen. If a sign is blocking the view of a merging road, I understand
asking the business to adjust but, creating some regulation just to update your file or, because you feel that a business
sign is an eyes sore in your jurisdiction is a waste of tax payer tax money and time. Find something else that will help
with citizens safety, economic standing and help local business visibility.
pedestrian traffic,
Sounds like the approach is just to make things smaller as if that is some great new way to approach commercial
signage.
I like the idea of improving the look of commercial corridors as well as signs that emphasize pedestrian traffic, in
addition to cars.
Keep the same ordinances.
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Billboards are nothing more than eye pollution. When I moved to Utah I was amazed at how many bill boards exist on
surface streets.
OK
Would like to see all new ground/pole signs prohibited from Millcreek, no matter what the height or square footage.
Knee jerk reaction is to make smaller or prohibit, not certain that is correct as it negatively impacts commerce and is a
taking of rights of a property owner, need to make sure moderate and less impactful than more are completed.
Private property rights need to be respected
See above.
Again, an eye sore. 20' is too high for a sign. So is 10' off the ground for a blade sign. I prefer the mush stricter laws of
places like Coral Springs, FL.
A good first step. Does it go far enough? Need more information e.g. a description of the zone types.
Same as above.
Esthetics
Again the view and sight line obstructions disrupt the area and ruin the architectural views
While some businesses like to attract "outside" business by putting their name above the tree tops, I purposely avoid
such establishments while favoring establishments which cater to our community and its residents.
It is hard for me to visualize how much difference this change would make, but it is a step in the right direction.
See above. We need another Lady Bird Johnson
Same reason as above.
Protect the mountain vistas, both of the Wasatch Range and the Oquirrh Mountains.
Most of us need signage we can see from a car.
Same as above
One more comment please stop the Mc mansions from ruining the look of our old neighborhoods!
Tall signs make an area feel industrial not residential.
Aesthetics.
The tall signs along 33rd South make it feel like a freeway. Nobody wants to live next to a freeway.
I don't see what the sign size has to do with walkability, but in general I'm in favor of fewer and/or smaller signs in
order to improve views and minimize clutter.
Are there really that many pedestrians taking advantage of this change? What difference does sign size have to a
pedestrian, they can just look up, having cars slam on breaks and swerve to make a turn cause signs are smaller
doesn't make sense if its "for pedestrians"
It would be good to have signs that are emphasized for both pedestrian and car traffic, but Millcreek is still a carcentric city. It will take many years, or maybe even decades, to change the makeup of the city to be more walkable
and pedestrian friendly. I think this proposed sign change should be delayed until we are closer to a walkability
realization.
Large signs are ugly
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Reductions are reasonable.
The change would help the image of Millcreek as a 'high quality' community.
Seems reasonable, but the wording of "property sign" is vague and is unclear where that would be applied.
See above
See above comments. Also, higher signs are visible blocks away and negatively impact residential areas beyond the
commercial areas.
Too large. Take up too much room and block views of businesses and traffic
Once again, it will improve beauty, needed communication, and create greater ambiance in the community.
See above.
4 ft is too easily overwhelmed by landscaping and traffic to allow for easy visiblity along the street
See above, the less visual space signs take up, the better the visual experience will be in the city
Excessively tall signs pollute the landscape of our city. They are over the top and unnecessary.
Signs are ugly
Big signs are trashy looking and don't create a feeling of small town, suburban life. It feels like a trashy big city with big
signs.
No pole signs of any height should be allowed.
Same reasons as above - less obtrusive signs look better.
Better to be higher than lower. This is a stupid thing for you to be worring about.
See my first comment
I generally just don't like large obnoxious advertising. They also all look so different that an area can look overrun with
ads
Tall signs just clutter the sky and landscape.
I like the trend to smaller signage overall and these are improvements
Signs that are too big are just ugly anyway.

12

ZT-18-014 Survey Results
5. It has been proposed that all setbacks for signs creased to 5 feet from the public right of way. (1 ft for A

frame signs) How do you feel about this change?

6. Why do you feel this way? (Optional)
No one will even see a sign of this type set back 5 feet.
I live on 700 e, it's not the signs, it's the bushes. I've asked on multiple occasions to fix this issue with a few
homes on 700 e. Nothing has been done. I understand signs can be an issue but, it should be a case by case
issue. If someone complains, do something about it, not just write some paper and SAY you're going to do
something.
Safety
Makes it less visable
I'm in favor of improving safety by not having signs that prevent pedestrians from being clearly seen. I'm also
in favor of providing clearer views for exiting vehicles.
A frame signs are put out temporarily and definitely bring in more business when they are closer to the street.
There isn't enough foot traffic on the side walks by the businesses to make a change to move them back. Look
at the foot traffic and there is hardly any on 33rd south. It's all cars. We need more people to shop in
Millcreek to keep the viable tax base from the businesses.
OK
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Agree with philosophy.
Ibid.
Millcreek needs to continue to view itself as wanting to be a walkable community
See above
See above
This will make things look less cluttered and, frankly, classier.
Not sure that 5 feet is enough setback.
Pedestrian comfort
Safety and reduction of visual noise
Pure and simple -- safety!
I think free standing signs should be located near the business establishment or the business should have
attached signage that attracts customers.. 5 feet does not seem like enough of a distance. These types of
signs add to the clutter of the pathway.
Same
5 ft from the street is ok but not 5 ft form the sidewalk
Same reason as above
Safety
It's a safety issue
There are people that don't trim their trees that are more of a hazard then signs, on a busy sidewalk!
Pedestrian safety is important.
For said reasons.
This makes sense to keep residents safe.
5 feet seems like it would defeat the purpose of the A-frame sign. If they are allowed at all, they should be
allowed to be effective. I'm more concerned with them blowing over and getting in the way of pedestrian
traffic.
This change makes signs like this useless. Millcreek doesn't have a city center area where much walking is
happening making a change like this useless. Signs like this are used to promote business.
As both a pedestrian and driver, I can attest that they are unsafe by blocking views.
Seems much safer for pedestrians
It would improve visibility and driving safety.
Safety of pedestrians
Safety.
Traffic safety & pedestrian safety would be improved
5 feet seems too far. How about 3 or 4 feet?
See above
It has been very hard to enter busy streets when the view is blocked by these types of signs. Unfortunately, the
Tagge fruit stands are a big culprit, but there are others. This is a good safety modification.
Have almost been in many accidents due to not being able to see around a sign
It keeps signs from obstructing important traffic information and better beautifies the city.
signs set close to the roadway also interfere with navigation of traffic
Signs are ugly
Better visibility.
Seems safer all around.
Give actual examples.
Pedestrian safety needs to be a top concern. Millcreek needs to continue work in creating a walkable
community.
5feet seems to defeat the purpose of that sort of sign, and besides pedestrians should walk smarter.
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Safety
See my first comment
This is a safety issue that we already have a lot of trouble with. Good proposal.
It is so hard to see into sidewalks or traffic when trying to pull out of a lot that has a sign close to the
sidewalk/road. Same with turning corners where these signs exist.
Ped. friendly community is important!
This seems like common sense for the safety of drivers and pedestrians.
This would help pedestrians.
Safety of pedestrians is important
Because many of these signs are at entry/exits to parking area,which can make it difficult to see traffic and
pedestrians when pulling out onto a road
I don’t even get this one.
7. It has been proposed that a few changes in the electronic message center section be made. It is also

proposed that EMC signs be approved over the counter as opposed to the public hearing process. How do
you feel about this change?

8. Why do you feel this way? (Optional)
I feel the current regulation is fair
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Night sky
Now there is only so much light allowed as measured by a meter? This has restriction written all over it!
I think EMC signs should go through a public hearing process, if this is consistent with other cities similar to
Millcreek.
Keep the same ordinances. No changes.
OK
Are you kidding me? Too bright and distracting electronic signs are a SIGNIFICANT issue. Who wrote and
proposed this, are you on Reagan signs payroll?
I agree, but the minimum image display needs to be extended (perhaps to 30 sec) so that drivers are not as
distracted by changing text/images in signs,
I want to see the stars at night. Millcreek needs to eliminate light pollution!
Signs are becoming horribly bright. This is a great way to mitigate the eyesore.
For all the reasons you articulate.
Brightness
I'd go even further in their texuction and brightness. They are a driver distarction and increase danger
Electronic message centers are more of a distraction than a help. They contribute to significant visual pollution.
Too much light pollution.
Driving distraction
I am ok with this as long a someone can still go through the permit process if they want o go outside of the
above proposed rules. The reason being is that one size does not always fit all and there should be an option to
petition this.
Not sure why dropping the public hearing process is a good thing.
Distractive to drivers and pedestrians and night time light pollution are main concerns.
I think scrolling messages are a tragic hazard.
Not fond of electric signs in general. I would like to see a reduction in light pollution.
Decrease light pollution
I hate the look of these signs.
I am generally not in favor or EMC signs as I feel they are not attractive and they are distracting to drivers.
Drivers have enough distractions and don't need to try and read changing text or information to the side of the
road. EMC signs use energy. I would hope the city is trying to encourage saving energy?? I think the public input
process should remain for signs near residential areas.
I am concerned about light pollution. I like the idea of the lights dimming depending upon ambient lighting and
also having lighting point down.
Signs should be complimentary to the neighborhood.
Seems fine. It would be annoying to have light shining in your home.
electronic reader signs are too distracting and should no longer be allowed at all (no new ones permitted).
Reserve this type of signage for temporary emergency or public safety situations.
It seems like a good compromise so that illuminated signs aren't annoying residents in their homes.
Would better control light pollution from signs and help residents who live near to electronic signs.
Yes, most of these signs are too bright.
Reduction in number of complaints is a reduction in time utilized in this issue.
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I live two blocks away from a lighted billboard that spoils my view of Mt Olympus. It is a new installation, not
there when I bought my house almost 20 years ago. I am furious at this intrusion to my backyard, view, and
sense of being in a surban neighborhood rather than in a commercial area. This should be prohibited. Billboards
and other signs, especially lighted signs, should not be visible except along and in commercial areas! And they
should not impact bird and pollinator activities or migration!
The flashing is distracting
Safety, ambiance, other reasons.
Staff approval seems somewhat removed from accountability.
keep the conditional use permit
again i would feel better if these were even more restricted.
Signs are ugly
Signs are too bright and big and make the area look cheap and trashy.
I highly disagree with any Emc signs - I believe they should be further restricted.
Our neighborhood keeps getting lighter and lighter at night because of all the businesses moving. Also thos signs
are very distracting .
See my first comment
We have a lot of problems with existing light pollution and this helps keep the businesses focused on preventing
it.
I am a strong proponent of downlighting and reducing our city's impact on light pollution. I would like to also see
a Millcreek ordinance on street lights (decorative and otherwise) that uses 180 degree or greater caps for
downlighting.
I agree with the preservation of R zones, and want to keep light low.
Electronic signs are distracting to drivers.
Let's keep our skys dark
We need fewer distracted drivers and safer roads for pedestrians.
No ice.
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9. It has been proposed that a new section concerning temporary signs be added. The proposed section

discusses the use, material, size, condition, and type of temporary signs. How do you feel about this change?

10. Why do you feel this way? (Optional)
Safety
Temporary signage are necessary for seasonal business
Temporary signs can look ugly and can create safety hazards. I'm in favor of a new section for temporary signs.
Who is wanting the changes? Keep the ordinances the same. They are fine. You are hearing from a few vocal
people and the majority think everything is just fine. Don't change anything.
OK
It is often thought restricting temp signs to a permit is wise. IT NEVER IS! Is this California? No way
Sound logic.
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IT DOESN’T GO FAR ENOUGH! Get rid of these horrible banners that are pock marks throughout our community
and serve absolutely no worthwhile purpose. The internet serves as a resource for employment opportunities,
rentals, sales, etc. These banners also pose a significant safety hazard. As someone who has no car and therefore
walks a great deal in the community, I can report that these signs are often pulled from the ground and laying over
the sidewalk. The tall ones lean precariously over the walkways or have also blown over onto the walkway. The
wooden “For Rent” sign at 852 E 3900 S, has been up for many months. It’s unsightly and unstable. Banners
strapped to the facades of businesses advertising office hours, help wanted, rentals available, etc should also be
outlawed.
.”
Safety and preservation of the public right of way. Only very limited and temporary signage should be allowed on
publicly owned and maintained property.
Same
The 5 ft set back should be from the road not the sidewalk. I do not agree with one sign per location. The size of
the property matters here. Having a small building allowed one sign looks good but when you allow one sign on a
big property you may as well not even have one as it will get lost in the large frontage.
Regulating temporary signs is necessary.
The current use of temp signs in Millcreek often looks pretty trashy.
Safety; looks
Some temporary signs hang around until they look terrible.
Too much clutter
I think 6 months is too long
Seems logical.
Again this seems aimed at pedestrians and I'm confused where said pedestrians are. Seems like over regulation.
Feels like too much oversight. I think the negatives of Millcreek businesses disgruntled with certain code changes
would outweigh the positives proposed by the code change.
Seems needlessly complicated. How enforceable is it? Why dont you just enforce the current no temp sign code.
Need some regulations to control what is posted on a temporary basis.
Seems reasonable
Safety visibility is important, also lack of clutter. I’m surprised at the length of time allowed for “temporary” signs.
People tune them out after a couple of days or a week. I recommend you revisit the timelines. For example, three
months is a long time for supposed Grand Opening. Banner signs don’t need to be up for six months. They are ugly
and don’t convey new information after about a week. Rethink what their purpose is and devise a compatible
ordinance.
I think to allow for 6 months is excessive. Two to at most 3 months should be the maximum.
remove the need to permit temporary signs
Temporary signs like the flags in the image above look very trashy. They aren’t good for business and they even
distract drivers.
Signs are ugly.
Temporary signs are everywhere and are very distracting and cheap looking.
I'm a Realtor and will put small signs up for 2-3 hours at a time. As long as they are removed and not put on the
sidewalk I see no issue.
Stupid having to get a permit for this, what is this communist Russia. I dont like the aproch this city is taking kinda
feels like our rights are being taken away not giving us more.
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Seems like a garage sale sign being lumped in with a large advertisement flags are two very different things.
I agree 100%. I am a Realtor, and even I can not stand all the "For sale" directional signs.
temporary signs look junky
This code seems more restrictive than the other proposed sign changes. Five feet is far from a pedestrian walkway
or ROW. Enforcement of the time allotment for temporary signs seem hard to track and enforce, and the
regulation may be deemed irrelevant if left untracked.
This is a lot to decide upon. It would be nice to see more graphic representations to make a decision.
Big temporary flag signs are ugly.
11. I am a
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12. Do you think Millcreek should hold an open house about these proposed changes?

Other write in responses (optional):
•
•
•

Only if more feedback is desired or needed
Neutral
no opinion

13. Do you have any other comments?
I think these regulations would be best encouraged but not required. More regulations do not help small businesses
grow.
No open house if the new ordinance will pass without one.
Thanks for asking. I like the new ordinance.
What is wrong with the current rules? I am so hesitant when beauracrats who do not run businesses start making
abritrary rules that impact those who do. This proposal seems overly restrictive.
I appreciate the City of Millcreek considering this changes and requesting feedback from business owners and
residents of the City.
What a huge pile of regulations! No wonder government costs so much!
Would like to see all new ground/pole signs prohibited from Millcreek, no matter what the height or square footage.
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You may want to consider a "painted wall" sign category. I still mourn the loss of the beautiful Dragonfly Cafe sign in
my ole Liberty Wells neighborhood to a petty interpretation of the ordinance, which produced a blank wall that was
tagged within a month.
Millcreek is turning into bureaucracy nightmare.
Getting to be like communist China.
No respect for private property rights.
Regarding open houses, hearing points and talking through issues on all sides of an argument makes for much less
anxiety and resentment. More discussion is rarely a bad thing!
It’s important to make decisions that do not serve special interest groups, but are in the best interest of the health
and safety of the entire community. Neighborhood aesthetics have been proven to enhance the quality of life for
residents.
A rule of thumb...“Recognize the connection and relationship between people and their spatial setting and the role
that attractive public spaces plays in creating a sense of place and promoting an individual’s wellbeing.”
On all signs, do we really need to have them running 24/7. Can't we preserve some of the night sky and cut down on
our light pollution. It would be nice
Are there additional ordinances regulating advertising on off premise billboards? These are a major source of visual
pollution, and in some cases just a complete "eye sore." They are a distraction along the roadways, and are not as
effective as some sign companies claim. I avoid looking at them while driving, and intentionally avoid the businesses
they promote when I do see their messages.
I agree with what the city is trying to achieve but I do not agree with one size fits all when it comes to property size. I
also do not agree with large set backs.

Are you going to charge enough to cover the cost of administration and enforcement? I believe you should.
Are you proactively enforce it or just wait for complaints? I believe you should actively assure enforcement.
THANK YOU for working to make Millcreek safe and beautiful!
Some of these seem fine. Especially the lit signs and heights or bulk. The reasoning as to why we want to change them
is odd however. Seems to be just over regulation by the government instead of focusing on other things like actually
finishing the general plan and working on infrastructure and housing shortages.
I think the most important part of a sign ordinance is to make sure that Millcreek doesn't end up having a SLC or Orem
State Street problem: where it's a concrete desert with parking lots, signs everywhere, and blighted businesses.
Millcreek, as incorporated, is not like communities that developed as communities. It is made up of different areas
that developed without a community theme, like Holladay. Now that the new Millcreek City is trying to project an
image of a well planned community, which would benefit both residential and property owners, sign ordinance
changes which help with this new image are welcomed.
Not regarding signs. This survey software is terrible. I cannot see the type as it is black type on a black background.
The shorter, smaller, fewer, simpler in design, the better.
This isn’t West Valley. We need to class up our city.
Thanks for addressing this issue.
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I wish phone poles and signs were away from the roadside and sidewalks. Some driveways you can’t even see
oncoming traffic because of signage and the like.
Thanks for gathering public input!
I believe that existing signs should eventually follow the updated changes. A grace period of 24 months could be
allowed.
But it is not fair to new business owners that they have to follow one set of rules and established owners do not.
If we want Millcreek to be safe and nice looking, everyone should be treated the same.
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Minutes of the
Millcreek Planning Commission
December 19, 2018
5:00 p.m.
Regular Meeting
The Planning Commission of Millcreek, Utah, met in a regular public meeting on Wednesday,
December 19, 2018 in the City Hall Annex, located at 3330 S. 1300 E., Millcreek, UT 84106.
PRESENT:
Commissioners
Tom Stephens, Chair
Fred Healey, Vice Chair
David Allen
Russ Booth
Dave Carlson (arrived at 5:18 p.m.)
Scott Claerhout
Shawn LaMar
Mark Mumford
Heather Wilson (left at 8:48 p.m.)

City Staff
Francis Lilly, Community Development Director
Blaine Gehring, Planner
Erin O’Kelley, Planner
Alexandra Muller, Law Clerk
Elyse Greiner, City Recorder
John Brems, City Attorney
John Geilmann, City Manager
Robert May, Planner

Attendees: Mayor Silvestrini, John Janson, Jim Carter, Vivian Wilson, Loren Mott, Steven
Fullmer, Chad Pehrson, Terri Tyner, Jane Young, Rob Peterson, Brigham Wilcox, Jason Mott,
Stephanie Steele, Hal Sharp, Juston Puchar, Bela Vastag, Scott Steed, Carolin Cady, Holly
Tuckett, Ellen Greeneisen, Bob Greeneisen, Tina Grant, Lisa Bagley, Melissa Stephens, Don
Kaczmarek, and Diane Wenzl.
REGULAR MEETING – 5:00 p.m.
TIME COMMENCED: 5:04 p.m.
Chair Stephens read an opening statement explaining the duties of the Planning Commission.
1. Public Hearings
1.1 Consideration of CU-18-019, Conditional Use Permit for Multifamily
Development Consisting of 18 Townhome Dwellings Location: 2272 E. 3280 S. (Mott
Dr.) Applicant: Loren Mott Planner: Blaine Gehring
Blaine Gehring said the applicant would like to build eighteen additional townhome
apartments as part of the existing Mott Townhouse Apartments. The new townhome
apartments would consist of eighteen 3-bedroom units in two 3-plexes and three 4-plexes
on 1.5 acres. The property is vacant except for a few old outbuildings and it is adjacent to
the existing Mott Townhouse Apartment to the west. The project consists of five
buildings fronting on Mott Drive with side and rear yards of 20 feet. The five buildings
are two stories high with 3-bedroom apartments and a 1-car garage on the first level.
There is space for two stalls in the driveway in front of each of the units providing for the
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required guest parking stalls. The proposed building height is 29’8” and 30 feet is the
required height limit in the R-M Zone when within 100 feet of a residential zone. An
open house was held on December 11, 2018 at the City Hall Annex in lieu of the Canyon
Rim Citizens Association meeting because they did not meet in December. Two adjacent
neighbors attended and were supportive of the project. Planning Staff recommends
approval of the conditional use permit with the following conditions:
1. The applicant shall provide a project parking ratio of 2.5 stalls per residential unit, plus
0.33 stalls of visitor parking, for a minimum total of 51 parking stalls.
2. The applicant shall provide the proposed exterior detailing/finishes as provided for in the
application drawings.
3. The development will be limited to the eighteen three-bedroom units.
4. The side and rear yards shall be 20 feet.
5. The proposed building height is no more than 30’.
6. All service and mechanical equipment must be screened by landscaping or other methods
as set forth in section 19.77.070 of the zoning ordinance.
7. Signs will require separate building permits and staff review for zoning/land use
compliance.
8. No light source (light bulb, fluorescent tube, or other direct source of light used to
illuminate a parking area) shall be visible beyond the property line of any off-street parking
area as required by Section 19.80.030 of the zoning ordinance.
9. Any modifications to these approved plans must be approved by the Planning Department,
in writing, prior to the changes being implemented in the field.
10. Landscaping shall be installed in compliance with Chapter 19.77 Water Efficient
Landscape Design and Development Standards. Any revisions to the landscape plan package
shall be reviewed and approved in writing by the director or designee prior to commencement
of construction. Re-certification of compliance with the requirements of the landscaping
ordinance shall be provided by the qualified professionals who prepared and submitted the
11. The applicant will comply with all requirements established through the technical review
process prior to receiving final conditional use approval.
12. The applicant will comply with all requirements of the Unified Fire Code, subject to
approval by the Fire Marshal.
13. The applicant shall install “No Parking” signs in the fire access lane.
14. The applicant shall obtain a complete review for an approved building permit and shall
continually comply with the requirements of Millcreek City, Salt Lake City Department of
Public Utilities, and the S. L. City Suburban Sewer District.
15. The applicant and its successors shall properly and continually maintain all required
landscaping, fencing, buildings, and roads.

Commissioner LaMar asked about guest parking locations. Gehring said they are in the
driveways; there is a single car garage and two spots on the driveways. There are 51
required parking stalls and 54 have been provided. Commissioner LaMar said each unit
gets 2.5 parking stalls then asked how there can be a .5 guest parking stall. Chair
Stephens said the parking count meets code. Francis Lilly said the existing buildings have
excess parking and they are applying that to the new buildings. Chair Stephens asked
about fencing to the north. Lilly said that was a question for the applicant. Commissioner
Mumford asked about the 30-foot height limit when the summary table says 40 feet.
Gehring said the zone allows 40 feet except for when it is within 100 feet of a residence.
Loren Mott, 3245 S. 2125 E., said the fencing on the north border will be a six-foot solid
wood fence supplemented with landscaping. Mott said the current buildings are two 6plexes and parking there can be utilized as guest parking for the new buildings.
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Commissioner Mumford asked how wide the access to the project was. Mott said 26 or
28 feet. Commissioner Claerhout said the gutter is in bad repair. Mott said it is an
irrigation ditch, there is no gutter. The developers are waiting on UDOT to do something
with 3300 S. in general, so they do not install something that gets taken out. Mott said
they can put something in if required to. Mott said the property is family-owned and he
lives adjacent to the property.
Chair Stephens clarified that the Canyon Rim Citizens Association has not seen the
application. Gehring confirmed and said that is why the open house was held.
Chair Stephens opened the public hearing.
Robert Peterson, 3205 S. 2190 E., said he is an adjacent property owner, so an affected
neighbor, but he is also on the Canyon Rim Citizens Association. He said he enjoyed the
rural property there but feels that higher density is a fitting solution. He thought that the
applicant has done a good job at mitigating effects.
Chad Pehrson, 3354 S. 1940 E., said there are a number of utility poles at the entry to the
project on 3300 S. The sidewalks are not great, and the entry area is dangerous. The
project looks nice and the height is appropriate for a project like this.
Melissa Stephens, #6 of existing building Mott Townhouse, said the applicant is a kind
man. She said she did get a phone call from the landlord asking her to give up her second
parking spot as the only single tenant. She said a car hit a power pole outside the entrance
to the project and it affected her power. She thinks the density is the best way to use the
land, but the access and parking would be a concern.
Chair Stephens closed the public hearing.
Commissioner Mumford asked if the fire marshal approved the plans. Gehring said yes
and pointed out a fire hydrant in the project site plan; it meets all the fire requirements.
Lilly said the access road does meet code. He thinks it is within the scope of the City to
require the applicant to fix the gutter. He welcomed the Commission to include that as a
condition.
Commissioner LaMar said he was concerned that there is no guest parking. He thinks
there needs to be a shared parking bank for guests; it is not appropriate to look at the sum
of spaces. Lilly said he does not think the existing guest parking stalls are used all the
time and it would be used for the entire development, which is allowed by code. The
intent of the multifamily ordinance ought to be that guest parking be designated in a
manner such that the parking in front of the garage should not be counted. Lilly said the
existing building has more stalls than they need. Commissioner Healey clarified that the
51 stalls that are required are for both the old project and the new project and the
developer exceeds that requirement by three stalls. Lilly said yes. Gehring said for every
three units there is one guest stall. Commissioner LaMar said you cannot park a vehicle
on a half space. Commissioner Mumford said he lived in a similar complex and there is
not enough space for street parking and traffic in the PUD. Commissioner Allen said if
there is overflow parking, there is no place to go off site because there is no
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neighborhood to spill into. He said it would be nice to be able to consider off-street
parking for high density developments. Lilly said parking would be a management
problem for Mr. Mott to solve. The parking ordinance does not assume there will be
multiple parties occurring simultaneously which would require an abundance of parking
stalls. He would like an update to the code to not allow parking in front of a garage.
Staff’s rationale is that the existing parking is not going to be used and is therefore
adequate. Commissioner Allen said people will park in the hammerheads where the
public safety vehicles need to go. He also expressed concern about 30 units that are
accessed only by a little alleyway. Commissioner Healey asked Melissa Stephens how
many times she had seen all the parking stalls used. She said 4-5 guests could park there,
there is always space. Commissioner Carlson said the Commission spends a lot of time
talking about parking and it gets arbitrary trying to substitute the Commission’s
judgement against the code every time they get a project. He said there are studies for this
issue, so when the Commission applies the ordinance and it does not feel right, the
problem is with the ordinance, not the development.
Commissioner Healey this is not a typical high-density project, it has a lot of green space.
Commissioner Wilson said there are pluses to this being a more family-friendly
development. She thinks there will be children activity happening in the road which will
keep traffic at bay. Chair Stephens said this project does meet the current parking
ordinance.
Commissioner Healey moved to approve the conditional use permit, CU-18-019, an 18-unit
townhome addition to the Mott Townhouse Apartments at 2272 East 3280 South with the
conditions listed in the staff report and to fix the access driveway and approach so that it
meets current standards and is not a difficult access. Commissioner Mumford seconded.
Chair Stephens asked for clarification on the improvements on the access drive. Lilly
recommended per the City Engineer’s specifications and that the Commission sees this as a
detrimental effect of new development that can be reasonably mitigated. Commissioner Healey
changed his motion to meet staff recommendation by the Engineer and that staff mitigate
any ill-effect that might have on the project. Commissioner Mumford seconded the
amended motion. Commissioner Booth said he liked the project, but in his experience, there
were always three cars at the 3-bedroom units because they would fill with single people, not
families. Chair Stephens called for the vote. Commissioner LaMar voted no and the other
Commissioners voted yes. The motion passed.
1.2 Consideration of SD-18-014 / CU-18-010, 8 Unit Townhome Planned Unit
Development Location: 3252 Melbourne St. Applicant: Brigham Wilcox Planner:
Robert May
Robert May said in June there was an application that came before the Commission for a
conditional use permit and it morphed into a PUD, which explains the two file numbers.
May showed pictures of the property to the Commission it its current state. He said there
was a neighborhood meeting in July and residents were interested in height, ownership of
units instead of rentals, the structures blocking cell phone service, traffic impacts on
Melbourne Street, and garbage location. The Planning Commission heard and continued
the application in July. A traffic study was commissioned by Millcreek and conducted by
Avenue Consultants. The results stated the traffic would minorly change traffic patterns
on Melbourne Street, a traffic signal at this location may mitigate some of the existing
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traffic congestion issues, and historical Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT)
growth trends on 3300 S. state that it is unlikely that a signal will be warranted by the
northbound and southbound peak hour traffic volumes for some time. The Canyon Rim
Citizens Association voted to recommend the 8-unit planned development project in
August. The planning staff held a second neighborhood meeting in October. There was
no public concern about the project, but one neighboring property owner inquired about
the easement on her property. May showed renderings of the buildings to the
Commission. May went through the project information summary table which stated that
the proposed project would: be 27-37 feet in height; have 2300 square foot units; have a
15 foot front yard setback, 20 foot setback on 3300 S., 15 foot setback on the north
property line, and 30 foot rear yard setback; be 100 feet wide on Melbourne Street and
160 feet wide on 3300 South; have 21 parking stalls; have 50% open space and 30% lot
coverage; and have one barbecue/picnic area. Commissioner Allen asked about the
density. May said the RM Zone requirement is 3500 square feet for multifamily. Chair
Stephens said it is the gross square footage per acre. Commissioner Allen said the math
added to 3300 square feet. May said there may be a typo on the PowerPoint.
May said the applicant has mitigated the detrimental effects and staff recommended
approval of the conditional use permit and preliminary plat approval. He suggested that
there be a condition of no guest parking on Melbourne St. then went through the
following list of other conditions:
1. Any modifications to these approved plans must be approved by the Planning
Department, in writing, prior to the changes being implemented in the field.
2. The applicant will comply with all requirements established through the technical
review process prior to receiving final plat approval including all necessary bonding
and addressing requirements.
3. The applicant will prepare and record Declarations that are approved by Millcreek
before recording subdivision plat.
4. The applicant will include in the Declarations that no guest parking will be allowed
on Melbourne street.
5. The applicant will pay all required fees associated with final plat approval.
6. All applicable zoning, building, health, fire and safety requirements must be met
prior to receiving final approval of a building permit.
7. All items of the staff report.
8. Any items included by Planning Commission
Chair Stephens asked about the width of the driveway. May said the City standard is a
20-foot minimum. Commissioner LaMar asked how wide the units are. May said PUD
code requirements for parking on the main floor has to be 20’ x 22’ without obstruction.
Commissioner LaMar asked about the stairwell depicted in the rendering obstructing the
depth requirement. May said the applicant could respond to that question. Commissioner
Carlson clarified that the change between this proposal and the first time the Commission
saw the proposal was two less units and a shift of the parking stalls. May confirmed.
Commissioner Healey asked about the green space. May said the project has 50% open
space.
Brigham Wilcox, applicant, said the drive would be 22 feet wide. He said the 20’ x 22’
garage requirement has been complied with. Wilcox said he did not draw up the plans but
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made sure they complied with that standard. Chair Stephens said that issue can be
reviewed in the technical review process with staff. May said the Commission could add
that to the conditions if requested. Wilcox said the neighbors requested ownership of the
units and he did change the focus from being a rental unit to a for sale unit. He said it was
important to keep the roof deck on the south five units. He said it is the owners’ private
outdoor space. He said they could potentially get closer to 36-37 feet in building height.
Chair Stephens opened the public hearing.
Steven Fullmer, 3226 S. Melbourne Street, said he did not object to the project except for
it exiting onto Melbourne Street. He said the developers already have an access on 3300
S. with UDOT. He reiterated that the only thing the neighbors object to is the access on
Melbourne Street and they originally expressed that in the first meeting during the
summer. He said that two cars at the stop sign on Melbourne St. and 3300 S. would block
access to this development.
Lisa Bagley, 3387 Honeycut Road, said she was in favor of the project except for the
height. She expressed appreciation for the staff’s work on the project. She said one
analysis for the project is character. She said the surrounding properties have two stories,
a lot of green space, and there are historical places, so the third story on this project
would be out of character with the neighborhood.
Chad Pehrson, 3354 S. 1940 E., said he thought the public notice radius should be
extended from 300 feet. He said the Commission’s job is to assess detrimental effects and
whether conditions can be imposed to mitigate those effects or if no conditions can be
imposed, then the conditional use permit ought to be denied. His concerns with the
project are incompatible design in terms of use, scale, intensity, and height. The City
Council amended the RM zone in July to limit height to 30 feet when within 100 feet to
an R-1 property. He said the Commission has statutory conditions to consider with
whether this height is compatible with the neighborhood. He said moving forward with
similar parcels, the height limit is 30 feet tall. He said the Commission could impose a
condition that this project be 30 feet tall to be consistent with the neighborhood. He said
the crosswalk on 3300 S. is dangerous and the Commission could impose a condition for
the applicant to put a traffic light in on the intersection of 3300 S. and Melbourne Street
to keep pedestrians safe.
Tina Grant, 1235 E. Elgin Avenue, echoed comments on the safety of the crosswalk and
asked for a traffic signal. She said the speed on a 5-lane road (3300 S.) should warrant a
signal if the traffic does not.
Chair Stephens closed the public hearing.
Chair Stephens agreed that the crosswalk is dangerous, but it was not a burden that could
be placed on the applicant. Lilly said he would pass the message to engineering to then
pass to UDOT that safety was brought up in a public meeting because they pay attention
to public comment. The State controls the road, not Millcreek. Commissioner Carlson
said when he was on the Millcreek Community Council when there was discussion with
UDOT and they were not willing to consider a traffic signal because of the proximity to
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the signal on 2000 E., but they did put the crosswalk signal in then. Mayor Silvestrini
said the City has been in discussion with UDOT about that crossing and they are not in
favor of a traffic signal there but are exploring a hawk crossing.
Commissioner Healey asked what the justification was for the 40-foot height when the
project was so close to residential. May said the RM Zone code changed in August. The
old RM Zone allowed for 40 feet in height and the applicant filed the application under
the old ordinance. Lilly said the conditional use process does talk about detrimental
effects in terms of height and it involves height transitions against residential. The
applicant addressed past concerns about rooftop gardens facing living residents. He said
the fire station is close to 40 feet and the gymnastics building is in excess of 40 feet. The
ordinance asks for the impacts of height against surrounding residents be mitigated and
this project accomplishes that. Commissioner Healey said a neighbor was concerned
about access location. May said there was no access from UDOT to be granted. The
referenced easement is on someone else’s property which cannot be used for access for
this project. May said Melbourne St. is the only place for access. Commissioner Booth
asked about approvals for residential units at this height since Millcreek became a city.
Lilly said there have been projects approved at this height. He said this project is vested
appropriately and it complies with the old RM zone. May said the immediate neighbors
were not concerned about the height. Commissioner Wilson said the current crosswalk is
inadequate and she would love to see a better one. She said the balconies are not solid, so
the height is relatively well mitigated with activity on the roofs and considers this a wellbalanced development.
Commissioner Wilson moved to grant the conditional use and preliminary plat approval of
files numbers CU-18-010 and SD-18-014 subject to the conditions found in the staff report
with the addition of further communication with UDOT about the condition of the
crosswalk at the corner of Melbourne Street. Commissioner Claerhout seconded.
Commissioner LaMar asked to add to the motion that the units must have the unobstructed space
in the garage. Commissioner Wilson accepted the amendment to the motion. Commissioner
Claerhout seconded the amended motion. Chair Stephens called for the vote. The motion
passed unanimously.
The Commission took a break from 6:43 to 6:51 p.m.
1.3 Consideration of GP-18-001, Adoption of the Millcreek General Plan Planner:
Francis Lilly
Jim Carter, Senior Planner with Logan Simpson, said the consultants have been at this
process for over a year and half. He went through the plan process that started in late
summer 2017 and ended in fall 2018. The public process involved; 912 online survey
responses, more than 22 outreach opportunities, 2,000 in person participants, and 7
Envision Committee meetings. He said there were a variety of ways for people to be
involved in the planning process. The consultants tried to piggyback on existing
community events to engage with people. They interviewed over 30 stakeholders and met
with groups that do not typically show up to public meetings. He said they gathered
relevant information from the public and reviewed ideas on what other cities had done in
big ideas workshops then took the draft plan to the Venture Out event series. Logan
Simpson brought that information back to the Envision Committee where they drafted the
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Vision themes; Unique Neighborhoods, Vibrant Gathering Places, Thriving Economy,
Great Connections, Health and Environment, Outdoor Lifestyle, and Enhanced Culture.
He said the plan is a customized plan drafted, revised, and adopted by the community.
John Janson, contracted planner for Millcreek, said there was a lot of input provided on
the future land use map. At a workshop last month, the Planning Commission went
through the land use map in detail. He said since then, the Millcreek Community Council
recommended that the residential Neighborhood 1 along 700 E. be changed to
Neighborhood 2. He said their reasoning was to have more flexibility along a major
arterial street. They also suggested a change on 900 E. from 4500 S. to the north on the
east side of the street to be Neighborhood 2 because Mixed Use was too intense. Chair
Stephens said the intent of the meeting tonight was not a workshop but to give a
recommendation to the City Council. Commissioner LaMar said the map looked the same
from the November draft and wondered about the reflected changes. Janson corrected
himself and said 700 E. ended up as Mixed Use 1, not Neighborhood 2. Janson said the
new functional road classification map shows principle arterials which are generally
UDOT controlled. This is an important tool for the City because it suggests what the
right-of-way’s ought to be and it provides typical road cross-sections. Janson said there
was some discussion going on with the city center study about major and minor
collectors.
Francis Lilly said chapter 4 identifies a plan to move forward with the top priority general
plan goals and accompanying strategies for each of the seven vision themes. He said the
themes influence the day-to-day operations for the community development department.
Lilly then went through each of the seven themes: Unique Neighborhoods, Vibrant
Gathering Places, Great Connections, Health and Environment, Outdoor Lifestyle, and
Enhanced Culture. He said the community development department would brief the
Planning Commission periodically on the progress staff is making with the general plan
priorities and they will provide the Commissioners with a spreadsheet. He said the
general plan is not just a planning document, but a city document.
Chair Stephens opened the public hearing.
Vivian Wilson, 4599 S. 700 E., asked the Commission to consider as increase in density
in the area of 700 E. and Van Winkle. She feels the area would be better served with
townhomes.
Carolin Cady, 1065 Granite Mill Court, representing Granite Mill Home Owners
Association, expressed appreciation for Granite Mill being removed from mixed use to
the residential designation. She said having mixed use directly around them though does
not make sense and asked the Commission to redraw the area. She felt that Mixed Use 1
or Residential 2 would make more sense. Chair Stephens said if the general plan was
adopted without her recommendation, she can petition for change at a later date, the plan
is not set in concrete.
Diane Wenzl, 3240 S. 1000 E., expressed concern about changing the Mixed Use 1 to
Mixed Use 2 in her neighborhood with regard to height. She said the surrounding area is
single story. The greater density will increase traffic, and 3300 S. is already a dangerous
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street. She asked the Commission to reconsider the high-density portion of the plan in the
area from 900 E. to 1100 E. on 3300 S. because the homes to the south of 3300 S. are
single family homes. She then submitted a letter to the Commission for their review.
Tina Grant, 1235 E. Elgin Avenue, echoed the comments from the last two speakers
about changing the future land use map to Mixed Use 1 along 3300 South. She expressed
concern about parking with high density and no on-street parking being allowed.
Chair Stephens closed the public hearing.
John Brems clarified to the Chair that this was a public hearing, not public comment
period. Commissioner Allen said there has been great work done on the plan and he did
not feel he could amend what had been presented. Janson said the motion could include
amendments and the consultants would study them before taking the plan to the Council.
He said he had not heard concerns about the 900 - 1000 E. before tonight. He said they
gave it higher density because of the lot depths off 3300 S. He insisted that the plan
suggests what can happen, but the ordinances govern what goes in. Commissioner Wilson
said the general plan has taken as much public comment into consideration as necessary
at this point. She said the plan is a way for the City to point toward what it might like to
see in the future, but it is not set. Lilly said the land use chapter had prefatory language
on how the Planning Commission needs to treat outer bound limits of 2-4 stories. The
language gives staff the scope in the general plan change to allow heights up to 4 stories,
it does not mean they will allow it; it articulates an upper bound, not median or lower.
The height can be regulated through a rezone or development agreement.
Commissioner LaMar, regarding file number GP-18-001, moved to recommend to the City
Council the adoption of the general plan. Commissioner Healey seconded.
Commissioner Claerhout said he would like to look at solar panels in future ordinances.
Chair Stephens called for the vote. The motion passed unanimously.
2. Continuing Business
2.1 Consideration of ZT-18-011, Residential Dog Boarding Code Amendments
Planner: Francis Lilly
Francis Lilly said at the last meeting the Planning Commission continued the petition to
establish an ordinance regulating residential dog boarding in a single-family zone. At that
meeting, the Commission discussed vaccination requirements, insurance requirements,
separation requirements for each business, and minimum size requirements. Lilly said
this was the applicant’s proposal, but the Planning Commission was free to craft any
recommendation to the Council. The recommended changes staff has made to the
proposal were the following:
1) Maintain a minimum lot size requirement, such that no dogs may be boarded on lots smaller
than 6,000 square feet, that no more than 2 dogs be boarded on lots up to 8,000 square feet,
and that no more than 4 dogs be boarded on lots greater than 8,000 square feet in size.
2) The applicant must obtain a license through Salt Lake County Animal Services. This
requirement covers the vaccination and record-keeping requirement. Currently, SLCAS
requires at least three vaccines and that records be kept for three years. Staff recommended
using the same reporting and vaccination standards that SLCAS uses for small kennels.
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3) Per the recommendation of a member of the Millcreek Community Council, staff proposed
to define residential dog boarding in a way that a fee is taken for boarding for at least three
days in a six-month period.
4) Staff added a requirement that dog waste be picked up daily and stored in an enclosed
container prior to being disposed of properly.
5) Staff proposed that a 1,000-foot separation apply only in instances where an accessory
building is being used for a shelter. If the sheltering is occurring within the primary
residence, then a 1,000-foot separation should not be necessary, since there is no limit to the
number of dogs a household may own.
6) The separation requirement for the shelter adjacent to neighboring structures is 40 feet – the
same standard used in Millcreek for chicken coops.
7) Staff added a standard for the humane treatment of animals. This allows for a license to be
revoked on the basis of inhumane or cruel treatment of animals. Notably, the standard
contract rover.com uses with its dog and cat hosts does not discuss the humane treatment of
animals.
8) Finally, staff recommended a limit to the number of licenses by community council district.
Staff believed that such a limit will be more effective overall than an arbitrary separation
requirement for each business. Their recommendation is that each community council
district (or community district in the parlance of our code) be allowed a base of four permits,
plus one additional permit per 300 single-family residences in each district. Millcreek would
get 17 licenses, East Mill Creek would get 15, Canyon Rim would get 14, and Mount
Olympus would get 12.

Lilly said on rover.com last week, there were 60 existing dog boarders in the City. Some
of the boarders are in apartments, but the proposed standard is only for single family
residences. He said he had only received one complaint on the issue of residential dog
boarding which resulted in this ordinance petition. He said nearly 60 Millcreek residents
are boarding dogs through rover.com. In light of the City’s current policy that there be no
limit to the number of household pets a person can own, the question of the potential
adverse impacts to a neighborhood for boarding a dog should be evaluated against the
known impacts of dog ownership, for which there is no limit. Salt Lake County Animal
Services preferred no limit of dogs in the City because people will get what they want
anyway and not license them; the current method serves as a more successful relationship
with licensing. Chair Stephens asked who would serve a nuisance complaint with dog
ownership, not a boarding arrangement. Lilly said Salt Lake County Animal Services
would enforce it. Chair Stephens clarified that a boarder would require two licenses; city
business license and animal services license. Lilly confirmed and said the business
license code offers an enforcement tool to revoke licenses.
Lilly went through the proposed text changes, which included: adding the definition of
“residential dog boarding” and removing “kennel.” To amend Chapter 19.14.030 R-1
Zone Permitted Uses to include the following:
Residential Dog Boarding, subject to the following standards:
1. Limitation on number of dogs boarded based on minimum lot area:
a. Boarding of dogs on lots less than 6,000 square feet is prohibited.
b. For residential lots between 6,000 square feet and 8,000 square feet, no more than two
dogs may be boarded at a time.
c. For residential lots 8,000 square feet in area or greater, no more than four dogs may be
boarded at a time.
2. Pick up and drop off of dogs must occur between the hours of 7:00 am and 7:00 pm.
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Residential dog boarding businesses shall maintain a Millcreek Business License, which is
predicated on meeting all the requirements below. Failure to adhere to these requirements or
any other applicable law or regulation may be grounds for suspension or revocation of the
business license, pursuant to MKC Chapter 5.07.
3. Residential dog boarding businesses shall maintain all licenses required Salt Lake County
Animal Services.
4. Residential dog boarding businesses shall continually comply with the Millcreek Animal
Code.
5. Residential dog boarding businesses shall have in force business liability insurance, separate
from a homeowner’s or renter’s insurance policy, adequate to protect third parties from the
consequence of bodily injury or property damage arising from the dog boarding business.
6. Dogs that are boarded shall not constitute a nuisance as defined by 8.01.010 of the Millcreek
Code.
7. Dogs must be licensed within the origin of their jurisdiction. Operator shall have record of
license and current vaccination records of all dogs in its care, as required by Salt Lake
County Animal Services.
8. Residential dog boarding businesses shall dispose of all solid animal waste daily and place
the waste in an enclosed container.
9. With the exception of pick up, drop off, or walking on public rights-of-way, outdoor
activities for dogs while being boarded shall be limited to rear yards only.
10. The rear yard shall be fully enclosed with an opaque fence material that is not incompatible
with designs in terms of fencing materials used by residential properties within 300 feet of
the applicant’s property. Fencing must be secure, including self-closing gates, to prevent
escape.
11. Residential dog boarding businesses shall provide an enclosed shelter, with climate control,
and smooth walls to protect the dogs from weather conditions and minimize noise. Shelters
shall be constructed of materials that are water-resistant and can be readily cleaned and
sanitized.
12. Shelters may be within the primary residence in an accessory building in a rear yard only,
provided that the accessory building is set back at least 40 feet from any human dwelling,
school or church located on an abutting property not owned by the licensee, and 1,000 feet
from any other accessory building used as a shelter for a dog boarding business. Distances
are to be measured from the edge of the shelter to the nearest edge of any human dwelling,
school or church.
13. While outside of an enclosed shelter, dogs must be supervised by either the licensee or
designee, so as to prevent nuisances caused by the dogs, including, but not limited to, noise
and odor. Dogs shall be treated in a humane matter, including, but not limited to, adequate
opportunity for exercise, freedom from restraints, hydration, food, protection from weather
and extremes of temperature, and protection from other animals.
14. Dogs shall be treated in a humane matter, including, but not limited to, adequate
opportunity for exercise, freedom from restraints, hydration, food, protection from weather
and extremes of temperature, and protection from other animals.
15. Limited Number of Residential Dog Boarding Businesses in Millcreek. The total number of
residential dog boarding business licenses issued within Millcreek shall be limited as
follows:
a. The maximum number of residential dog boarding businesses shall be calculated for
each Community District within Millcreek. Each Community District shall have a
minimum base of four (4) residential dog boarding businesses plus one (1) permit for
every 300 single-family detached dwellings within each Community District Boundary.
b. The total number of available licenses shall be recalculated biennially based on an
estimated number of single-family dwellings within Millcreek derived by the Community
Development Department.
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c. If a complete application meeting all other requirements for approval is received after
the maximum number of licenses has been issued within the Community District the
proposed residential dog boarding business is located within, the application shall be
placed on a waiting list in order of the date of receipt of a completed application. The list
shall be reviewed on an annual basis. No fees will be due until a license becomes
available. An application is deemed complete by the Business License Official upon
completion of all information required by the provisions of this chapter, the Millcreek
Animal Code, and the Millcreek Business License Code.

Commissioner LaMar asked for clarification on the 40-foot requirement of the accessory
building from a human dwelling and whether it included the boarder’s home. Lilly said it
did not. Commissioner LaMar clarified that the 1,000-foot separation from other
businesses is from boarding businesses. Lilly said it would prevent another similar
business from using an accessory dwelling in that 1,000-foot range and it would be
measured from the edge of the shelter to the nearest edge of the other business.
Commissioner Mumford asked about an accessory structure in the front yard. Lilly said
they are only allowed in the back yard. Commissioner Carlson asked about the ordinance
going in the land use code or business license code. Lilly said land use, and it was
derived from other cities’ regulations in other states. Commissioner Carlson said the
proposed ordinance was a lot of regulation for a simple activity. Lilly said the community
councils expressed concern about regulation but wanting to preserve property rights and
this ordinance strikes a good balance for business and property rights. Commissioner
Carlson appreciated the limit of licenses in an area but said the no limit on owning dogs
issue needed to be addressed. Commissioner Mumford agreed with Commissioner
Carlson and said he wanted a pet limit for the City to have a grounding base going
forward. He referred to this as a commercial business in a residential neighborhood. Lilly
said this was not a commercial business, a commercial kennel is entirely different.
Chair Stephens opened the item for public comment.
Jane Young, 4589 S. Westview Drive, said she lives across the street from the applicant.
She said this ordinance originally involved dog walking and dog boarding and it would
be a conditional use. She was concerned that the neighbors will not know this ordinance
is in process because it has changed to a permitted use. She said the ordinance should be
clear about not including dog walking. There are contractors coming and going with the
applicant’s business that are for dog walking. She said making comparisons to dog sitting
on rover.com and boarding is very different. She expressed concern that these proposed
changes were too big of a leap. She posed that if there were not negative effects to the
neighbor, why would the City limit the number of dogs. She said she was okay with
boarding a couple dogs overnight in a house, but the extent that the proposal makes
would be better suited in a commercial area.
Terri Tyner, 4590 S. Westview Drive, said she does not know how rover.com was picked
for a standard with this ordinance. She said this type of business is more commercial. She
said the dog walking and dog boarding businesses provide for constant drop off and pick
up.
Bela Vastag, 4589 Westview Drive, said he has witnessed the direct impact of the
applicant’s business. He expressed concern about the proposed ordinance allowing too
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much impact on the neighborhood. He said the ordinance would allow the applicant’s dog
walking portion of the business to resume with no changes. He mentioned that the
activity at the applicant’s home has dramatically changed since she moved in. He said
this business is quite different from rover.com. because the dogs do not sleep in the
house. He said the exterior building provision and square footage to dog ratio do not
make sense. He said the business is allowed to have employees come and go and that
increases the impact on the neighborhood. He brought up that he had inquired what
Holladay City’s rules were on this issue. He said Holladay told him that they did not have
any record of the applicant’s business having a license, and they probably would not have
granted one based on the amount of traffic it produced. Vastag recommended the City
work with Holladay on best practices.
Don Kaczmarek, 4590 S. Westview Drive, said he lives next door to the applicant. Has
expressed concern about comparing rover.com to this ordinance. He said rover.com has
people who are doing “gig” jobs, which are part time jobs. He said the applicant’s
business is mostly dog walking not boarding. He said this was a commercial business and
he wanted to know why the word kennel was being removed from the ordinance.
Bob Greeneisen, 4594 Westview Drive, said they have three teenagers with cars, so that
increased traffic in the neighborhood. He said they have not had any noise complaints
from the neighbors and there were at least four dogs in the neighborhood who bark all the
time.
Ellen Greeneisen, 4594 Westview Drive, applicant, said it was important to understand
the ordinance is about Millcreek, not just her. She said change happens; it is important for
rules and regulations to create a baseline for the City. She does not feel the proposed
ordinance is over-regulating.
Commissioner Allen feels the Planning Commission has spent too much time on this
issue. He expressed favor of what staff has proposed because it was a start on the issue,
but he does not like limits per district because it seems random and he is not sure what it
accomplishes. He said the City should consider the total number of dogs in a day not just
at a time. Commissioner Booth said he would like to first start with the limit on dogs that
residents can own and make it part of the discussion. He said the Commission was using
a concern to justify a law and it felt awkward. He said dogs do have an impact on
neighborhoods and he was not in favor of approving the ordinance tonight.
Commissioner Wilson said this was a business license code issue not a zoning code issue.
Commissioner LaMar said he was in favor of the ordinance limiting hours of operation.
Lilly said there is a land use component to this issue in addition to licensing.
Commissioner LaMar said he heard about the coming and going of contractors and would
like to address that in some fashion. Commissioner Carlson said he was conflicted on the
issue, but the Commission must be vigilant about home occupations and not allow
anything to change the character of the neighborhood. He said if they let business creep
into a residential neighborhood, they have to be very careful. He said he was not aware of
any home occupation that allows the business to be conducted outside of the home. The
Commission listed some uses, such as childcare. Commissioner Carlson said the issue
was similar to what people do with their own pets aside from the traffic. Commissioner
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Healey said he was not conflicted by the ordinance but set against it because it takes
away rights of an individual homeowner and giving them to someone else. He said he
would like to set boarding limits to the following: no dogs on lots less than 8,000 square
feet, 2 dogs for lots from 8,000-12,000 square feet, and lots with 12,000-15,000 square
feet would be limited to 4 dogs. Commissioner Healey said he has talked to neighbors
where this type of business occurs, and they said they do not like the business being in
their neighborhood but do not complain about them to the City so as not to create angst in
the neighborhood. He said if anyone takes renumeration for taking on a pet, that it was
considered a business and the code should define boarding as that.
Commissioner Healey moved to recommend to the City Council to adopt the plan as
proposed by Francis Lilly with the modifications of boarding not being allowed on lots less
than 8,000 square feet, 2 dogs allowed between 8,000-12,000 square feet, and 4 dogs allowed
on lots more than 12,000 square feet and that boarding be defined as “any renumeration
for taking a pet for walking, overnight stay, or grooming.” Commissioner Allen seconded.
Commissioner Mumford asked Commissioner Healey to consider adding to the motion that staff
begin studying pet limitations in the City and make sure boarders and the like are brought in to
that to keep consistency. Commissioner Healey accepted the amendment to the motion.
Commissioner Allen seconded the amended motion.
Commissioner Allen said this was the best chance to forward a positive recommendation to the
City Council. Commissioner Mumford said the City would still have a hard time enforcing
violations. Chair Stephens said enforcement would be easier to not allow the activity.
Commissioner Allen said if there was no ordinance saying residents cannot have this business, it
will continue. Chair Stephens asked if rover.com boarders would be out of compliance if this
ordinance took effect. Lilly said he does not know property specifics with boarders on that site
but believed they would be out of compliance with the proposed code. Lilly said they would be
subject to the new requirements. Commissioner Allen said if the Planning Commission does
nothing, the boarders are still not in compliance.
Chair Stephens called for the vote. Commissioners Carlson, Stephens, and Wilson voted
no. Commissioners Claerhout, Allen, Booth, Mumford, LaMar, and Healey voted yes. The
motion passed.
The Commission took a break from 8:44 to 8:54 p.m.
2.2 Consideration of ZT-18-012, Sign Code Amendments Planner: Erin O’Kelley
Erin O’Kelley said the Millcreek general plan triggered the need to update the sign
ordinance as well as it being outdated. She said the updated ordinance would increase
safety and design of public corridors and create a unique and consistent look for
Millcreek’s commercial areas. John Janson said the electronic message center section of
code was relatively new. The general plan says that the City will support business
diversity, enhanced culture, unique neighborhoods, and thriving economy. She showed
the Commission a map of the areas on the future land use map that would allow signs,
and they are on populated corridors. The proposed changes would be to the height of
signs, size of signs, setbacks for all signs, electronic message center signs, and temporary
signs. Per the request of the community councils, staff sought the response of the
community on the proposed changes through an online survey that was distributed to
residents, business owners and sign companies. She said 21 people took a survey of the
40 people that it was sent to on the City’s business council.
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O’Kelley provided picture examples of sign code violations in the City. She went through
proposals for temporary signs which included: a 5 foot setback, 50 square foot size of
banner for business, 20 foot maximum height for businesses, 6 month time limit, 3 month
time limit for grand opening, one A-frame permitted 1 foot from the right-of-way which
must be taken indoors at night, a 10 foot height limit for construction signs, and that all
signs must be maintained in good condition. The survey revealed that most people agreed
with theses proposals. O’Kelley went over the proposed changes for size: construction
signs to 64 square feet, ground pole in C-1 zone to 64 square feet, ground pole in C2 and
C-3 zone to 200 square feet, 50% coverage on temporary window signs, 12 square foot
projecting blade sign in the C-2 and C-3 zones, and 50% coverage for window signs in
the M zone. The survey agreed with the proposal. Commissioner Allen asked if all
window signs would be temporary. O’Kelley said the difference is the material.
Commissioner Carlson asked about regulations on the type of film. Janson said the
practice is that you can see from the inside out. Commissioner Carlson said that should be
specified in the ordinance. Commissioner LaMar asked if 12 square feet of blade signs
was in total or on one sign. O’Kelley said one sign and they are limited to one per
entrance. Chair Stephens asked about height and size of signs in the MD zone. Janson
said that zone has its own standard. O’Kelly said she decreased the proposed size and
height of pole signs because they did not have an inviting neighborhood feel. Staff wants
more walking friendly signs in village centers. O’Kelly said the M zone stays the same
except for allowing window signs and reducing height with ground pole signs.
Commissioner Mumford asked about real estate signs for open houses. O’Kelley said
they are temporary signs and they must be on private property. Janson said the consistent
theme is to not allow signs in the public right-of-way, which is in the current ordinance.
Commissioner Carlson asked about what the City will do with nonconforming signs.
O’Kelley said the presentation covered the survey and the proposed changes.
O’Kelly went through the proposed changes for height of signs: property signs to 4 feet,
ground pole in C-1 to 15 feet, ground pole in C-2 and C-3 to 20 feet, projecting blade
sign C-2 and C-3 to a minimum of 10 feet above the ground, and 25 feet for ground poles
in the M zone. The survey results for height changes were favorable. It was mentioned
that campaign signs are regulated in the temporary sign section. O’Kelley said the
proposed setback is 5 feet from the right-of-way for all signs except A-frames.
Commissioner LaMar asked if the setback was for the pole or the edge of the sign. Janson
said it was 5 feet from the leading edge of the sign. Commissioner Healey asked if
existing poles are grandfathered (allowed to remain since it was in before the ordinance
change). Janson said the City does not have a choice on the existing sign unless the
business changes the sign. Commissioner Healey said people can change the face of the
sign as long as the pole does not change. Lilly said with respect to nonconforming signs,
if the business alters, reconstructs, raises, removes, the entire sign (take the sign cabinet
off), the new sign has to come into compliance with code. However, if just the face of the
sign changes, it would not trigger abandonment of the sign. There is a maintenance
requirement for the sign.
Commissioner Carlson said unless the City has an aggressive nonconforming use,
changing the city scape with on-premise signs will not happen. Businesses will maintain
the sign and never change it. He suggested that staff look at what other cities have done

Millcreek Planning Commission Meeting Minutes

19 December 2018 Page 16 of 18

to change the city scape because there was no incentive for businesses to move from a
larger sign to a smaller sign. Chair Stephens said the sign ordinance change in West
Valley City worked. O’Kelley said in overlay zones there will be a more restrictive sign
ordinance which will create a more definitive neighborhood feel in certain areas. Janson
said West Valley City had a more restrictive provision with the onsite sign ordinance
requiring conformance with changes to businesses, but the practice was ruled to be
illegal. He said their big changes came about because things had to be moved because of
roads widening. Commissioner Mumford asked about natural disasters causing sign
damage. Janson said usually faces that falls out and are fixed was considered
maintenance. Commissioner Carlson said one idea was to advertise how many years a
sign can be maintained before it has to be changed. He said it might be worth it to talk to
sign companies about the vision of the City and their idea to achieve that.
O’Kelly went over the proposals for electronic message center signs which included
specifications for lighting, a new permit approval process conducted by staff, and adding
measurement standards. The survey results agreed with the changes. Commissioner
LaMar asked about existing signs’ compliance with the proposal. Lilly said they would
follow the same conditions of non-conformance. Mayor Silvestrini brought up that some
signs may have vested rights through a conditional use permit.
Chair Stephens asked O’Kelly about staffs’ recommendation for continuance. Chair
Stephens would not recommend having a work session on the matter in the future, but the
Commissioners can instead offer their comments on the proposed changes via email.
Lilly said the new sign code ordinance changes will go to the community councils first
then come back to the Commission. Commissioner Carlson requested more information
on the nonconforming sign ordinance.
Commissioner LaMar, regarding file ZT-18-012, moved to recommend continuance to
another meeting as recommended by staff. Commissioner Mumford seconded. Chair
Stephens called for the vote. The motion passed unanimously.
3. Business Meeting
3.1 Approval of November 20, 2018 Meeting Minutes
Commissioner Carlson moved to approve the November 20, 2018 minutes. Commissioner
Claerhout seconded. Commissioner LaMar asked that he be removed from the vote for
application CU-18-018 because he was not at the meeting when that vote was taken. Chair
Stephens called for the vote. The motion passed unanimously.
3.2 Approval of November 29, 2018 Meeting Minutes
Commissioner Healey moved to approve the minutes. Commissioner LaMar seconded.
Chair Stephens called for the vote. The motion passed unanimously.
3.3 Election of Planning Commission Chair and Vice Chair for 2019
Chair Stephens said he would like to step down as Chair. Commissioner Mumford
nominated Commissioner Healey as Chair. Commissioner LaMar said he would
nominate Commissioner Allen or Commissioner Stephens as Vice Chair.
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Commissioner Mumford moved to appoint Commissioner Healey as Planning Commission
Chair for 2019. Commissioner Carlson seconded. Chair Stephens called for the vote. The
motion passed unanimously.
Commissioner LaMar moved to appoint Commissioner Stephens as Vice Chair for 2019.
Commissioner Allen seconded. Chair Stephens called for the vote. The motion passed
unanimously.
Lilly said Chair Stephens had been the Chair through two different Planning
Commissions. He said Chair Stephens was passionate and engaging, and he
appreciated the work he had done in the position. Lilly presented Chair Stephens with
a book, “Painters of the Wasatch Mountains.”
Chair Stephens brought up billboard ordinances and read the following, "The offpremises sign (billboard) ordinance (19.82.185) has not been revised or updated in
many years and consequently is out of step with other Wasatch Front cities' billboard
ordinances. The City's ordinance is dated and does not reflect the prevailing public
attitude toward billboards, as represented by the vast majority of Wasatch Front
cities' billboard ordinances. The planning commission hereby instructs planning
staff to amend the current ordinance in a manner that will make billboards less
intrusive by requiring lesser height, lesser size, greater separation, avoidance of light
pollution, greater setback and minimum separation from existing pole signs, amongst
other ordinance language that fulfills this goal." Chair Stephens said he did a survey
of billboards in Millcreek, and there are about 43-47 billboards. He said state code
restricts what cities can do with billboards, but it would make sense to update the
City’s ordinance. Lilly requested informal direction from the Commission to move
forward. Commissioner Carlson gave a suggestion to meet with billboard companies
and discuss the matter with them. The Planning Commission gave staff direction to
draft a billboard ordinance to make them less intrusive.
3.4 Adoption of Planning Commission Meeting Schedule for 2019
Commissioner Allen moved to adopt the schedule. Commissioner Booth seconded. Chair
Stephens called for the vote. The motion passed unanimously.
4. New Items for Subsequent Consideration
None.
5. Calendar of Upcoming Planning Meetings
 Canyon Rim Citizens Association Mtg., 1/2/19, 7:00 p.m. at 2375 E. 3300 S.
 East Mill Creek Community Council Mtg., 1/3/19, 6:30 p.m. at 2266 E. Evergreen
Ave.
 Mt. Olympus Community Council Mtg., 1/8/19, 6:00 p.m. at 3450 E. Oakview Dr.
 Millcreek Community Council Mtg., 1/8/19, 6:30 p.m. at 1025 E. 4405 S.
 City Council Mtg., 1/14/19, 5:00 p.m. at City Hall
 Planning Commission Mtg., 1/16/19, 5:00 p.m. at City Hall
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ADJOURNED: Commissioner Healey moved to adjourn the meeting at 9:49 p.m.
Commissioner LaMar seconded. Chair Stephens called for the vote. The motion passed
unanimously.
APPROVED: ______________________________ Date
Tom Stephens, Chair

Attest:

______________________________
Elyse Greiner, City Recorder

