TOOELE CITY CORPORATION
ORDINANCE 2021-21

AN ORDINANCE OF THE TOOELE CITY COUNCIL REASSIGNING THE ZONING CLASSIFICATION TO
THE MR-16 MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL ZONING DISTRICT FOR APPROXIMATELY 4.3 ACRES OF
PROPERTY LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY 740 WEST MCKELLAR STREET.

WHEREAS, Utah Code §10-9a-401, et seq., requires and provides for the adoption of a
“comprehensive, long-range plan” (hereinafter the “General Plan”) by each Utah city and town,
which General Plan contemplates and provides direction for (a) “present and future needs of the
community” and (b) “growth and development of all or any part of the land within the municipality”;
and,

WHEREAS, the Tooele City General Plan includes various elements, including water, sewer,
transportation, and land use. The Tooele City Council adopted the Land Use Element of the Tooele
City General Plan, after duly-noticed public hearings, by Ordinance 2020-47, on December 16, 2020,
by a vote of 5-0; and,

WHEREAS, the Land Use Element (hereinafter the “Land Use Plan”) of the General Plan
establishes Tooele City’s general land use policies, which have been adopted by Ordinance 2020-47
as a Tooele City ordinance, and which set forth appropriate Use Designations for land in Tooele City
(e.g., residential, commercial, industrial, open space); and,

WHEREAS, the Land Use Plan reflects the findings of Tooele City’s elected officials regarding
the appropriate range, placement, and configuration of land uses within the City, which findings are
based in part upon the recommendations of land use and planning professionals, Planning
Commission recommendations, public comment, and other relevant considerations; and,

WHEREAS, Utah Code §10-9a-501, et seq., provides for the enactment of “land use [i.e.,
zoning] ordinances and a zoning map” that constitute a portion of the City’s regulations (hereinafter
“Zoning”) for land use and development, establishing order and standards under which land may be
developed in Tooele City; and,

WHEREAS, a fundamental purpose of the Land Use Plan is to guide and inform the
recommendations of the Planning Commission and the decisions of the City Council about the
Zoning designations assigned to land within the City (e.g., R1-10 residential, neighborhood
commercial (NC), light industrial (LI)); and,

WHEREAS, the City received an application for Zoning Map Amendments for property
located at approximately 740 West McKellar Street on May 17, 2021, requesting that the Subject
Property be reassigned to the MR-25 Multi-Family Residential zoning district (see Rezone Petition
and map attached as Exhibit A, and Staff Report attached as Exhibit B); and,

WHEREAS, the Subject Properties are owned by Kim Dean Glaser and are currently assigned
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the MR-8 Multi-Family Residential zoning district; and,

WHEREAS, on June 23, 2021, the Planning Commission convened a duly noticed public
hearing, accepted written and verbal comment, and voted to forward its recommendation to the
City Council (see Planning Commission minutes attached as Exhibit F); and,

WHEREAS, on July 7, 2021, the City Council convened a duly-advertised public hearing; and

WHEREAS, following the July 7, 2021 City Council public hearing, discussion and deliberation,
the applicant requested to have the review of the original application continued to allow the
opportunity to have a revised application and conceptual development plan submitted, and the City
Council voted unanimously to table the ordinance (see City Council minutes attached as a part of
Exhibit G); and,

WHEREAS, on July 12, 2021 the applicant submitted a revised application and conceptual
development plan which demonstrated and requested the zoning district assigned to the subject
property be reassigned to the MR-16 Multi-Family Residential zoning district (see Revised Rezone
Petition and map attached as part of Exhibit C); and,

WHEREAS, on August 4, 2021 the City Council continued the review of the Zoning Map
Amendment application requesting reassignment to the MR-16 Multi-Family Residential zoning
district (see City Council minutes attached as a part of Exhibit G); and,

WHEREAS, on December 3, 2021 the applicant submitted a traffic study, revised application,
conceptual development plan, and supporting materials which demonstrated and requested the
zoning district assigned to the subject property be reassigned to the MR-25 Multi-Family Residential
zoning district (see Second Revised Rezone Petition and map attached as part of Exhibit D):

WHEREAS, on February 14, 2022 the applicant submitted a third revised application which
demonstrated and requested the zoning district assigned to the subject property be reassigned to
the MR-16 Multi-Family Residential zoning district (see Second Revised Rezone Petition and map
attached as part of Exhibit E):

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE TOOELE CITY COUNCIL that:

1. this Ordinance and the zoning amendment proposed therein is in the best interest of
Tooele City and its residents because it will provide increased housing options in the
lower price-point range, helping to address the housing gap in Utah; and,

2. the Zoning Map is hereby amended for the 4.3 acres of property located at
approximately 740 West McKellar Street as requested in Exhibit E, attached.

This Ordinance is necessary for the immediate preservation of the peace, health, safety, or
welfare of Tooele City and shall become effective immediately upon passage, without further
publication, by authority of the Tooele City Charter.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this Ordinance is passed by the Tooele City Council this day of
,20
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TOOELE CITY COUNCIL

(For) (Against)
Justin Brady Justin Brady
Dave McCall Dave McCall
Tony Graf Tony Graf
Ed Hansen Ed Hansen
Maresa Manzione Maresa Manzione
ABSTAINING:
MAYOR OF TOOELE CITY
(Approved) (Disapproved)
Debra E. Winn Debra E. Winn

(If the mayor approves this ordinance, the City Council passes this ordinance with the Mayor’s approval. If the Mayor disapproves this ordinance, the City
Council passes the ordinance over the Mayor’s disapproval by a super-majority vote (at least 4). If the Mayor neither approves nor disapproves of this
ordinance by signature, this ordinance becomes effective without the Mayor’s approval or disapproval. City Charter Section 2-05. UCA 10-3-704(11).)

ATTEST:

Michelle Pitt, City Recorder

SEAL

Approved as to Form:

Roger Evans Baker, Tooele City Attorney
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EXHIBIT A

INITIAL PETITION AND MAPPING PERTINENT TO ZONING MAP AMENDMENT



"S-

. Zoning, General Plan, & Master Plan
Map Amendment Application

Community Development Department

90 North Main Street. Tooele, UT 84074 ( Z [ t
(435)843-2132  Fax (435) 843-2139 0 e e z y
www looelecity.org far ae

Notice: The applicant must submit copres of the map amendment proposal to be reviewed by the City i accordance with the terms of the Tooele
City Code. Once plans for a map amendment proposal are submitted. the plans are subject to compliance reviews by the various city departments
and may be returned Lo the applicant for revision if the plans are found to be inconsistent with the requirements of the City Code and all other
applicable City ordinances. Al submitted map amendmient proposals shall be reviewed in accordance with the Tooele City Code. Submission of
4 map amendment proposal in no way g placement of the application on any particular agenda of any City reviewing body. 1t 15 strongly
advised that all applications be submitted well in advance of any anticipated deadlines

Project Information

Date of Submissiong

Current Map Designation Proposed Map Designation: Parcel #(s): —obo|

Zr7 | MR — 4 MR-~ 25 |4-01%-D —2002]

Acres:
o +3)
Project Address

TT4r WesT MEKEU AR, ST, . TolPere uT  B4vi4
Froposad W N“c"dmm lZfOrdlnance [0 General Plan [J Master Plan:

Project Name:

Brief I'ru;ccr Summury:

REQUESTING REZzowE oF 4.2\ AZves Fovw MR -8 = MPE 25
& . 7
TV ATeoMm MODATE THE DevELoymenT OF A MuLTI- Py
S\ DERTIAL . ATABTMERT Coimu ity oF APPRUXIMATELY
a4 DWELLING LUNUTS

P ty Ow 3 t
PETRVETAN GLaseR. A MATHAN M. AUGEE v
Address: Add
T4o WesT MEKEUW AR ST c?-ﬁ DO WEST SAGUARO DR.
Ciryg State: Zi City: State: Zip:
‘Tntamc LT 5540'14 WEST JogDanN | UT 29408 |
Phone: Phone:
435 - 282—-48)5 Do\ - L2p—-2L713
Contact Person: Address:
TOHNATHAN M AvRReY 408 0p WELT SALUARD DA
Phone;, City: State. i
@0l - b28-2672 WEST JDRPAKN uT ?Jgfoﬁl
(cllul% AR F--.m.N ‘A Fgmi;v\ a ll_lv\l)l’!l-r gj M‘l«L o

*The application vou are subminting will become o public record pursuan 1o the provissons of the Luh State Govermment Reconds Access and Management Act {GRAM AL You
are asked to furnish the mformation on this form for the purpese of identificanon and (o expedite the processing of vour request. This infurmation will be used only so far as
wecessary for completing the transaction. I you decide not o supply the requested information, you should be aware that yours spplication may lake @ longer bime of iy be
impossible 1o complete. I you are an “at-risk government employee™ as defined in Utah Code Arm. § 63-2-302.5, please inform the ciry employee accepting this imformation
Toocte Ciry docs not currently shore your prvate. controlled or protected information with any other person o government entity

Note to Applicant:

Zoning and map designations are made by ordinance. Any change of zoning or map designation is an
amendment the ordinance establishing that map for which the procedures are established by city and state
law. Since the procedures must be followed precisely. the time for amending the map may vary from as
little as 2% months to 6 months or more depending on the size and complexity of the application and the
timing.

For Office Use Only
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STAFF REPORT



: N ]
Tooe[e Clty Community Development Department

Est. 1853

STAFF REPORT
June 15, 2021

To: Tooele City Planning Commission
Business Date: June 23, 2021

From: Planning Division
Community Development Department

Prepared By: Andrew Aagard, City Planner / Zoning Administrator

Re: The Meadows Subdivision — Zoning Map Amendment Request
Application No.: P21-522

Applicant: Johnathan Aubrey

Project Location: 740 West McKellar Street

Zoning: MR-8 Multi-Family Residential Zone

Acreage: 4.31 Acres (Approximately 187,743 ft?)

Request: Request for approval of a Zoning Map Amendment in the MR-8 Multi-

Family Residential zone regarding reassignment of the subject properties to
the MR-25 Multi-Family Residential zoning district.

BACKGROUND

This application is a request for approval of a Zoning Map Amendment for approximately 4.31 acres
located at 740 West McKellar Street. The property is currently zoned MR-8 Multi-Family Residential.
The applicant is requesting that a Zoning Map Amendment be approved to reassign the zoning for the
subject properties to MR-25 Multi-family residential that will facilitate the development of the property
with multi-family residential units, up to 25 units per acre.

ANALYSIS

General Plan and Zoning. The Land Use Map of the General Plan calls for the High Density Residential
land use designation for the subject property. The property has been assigned the MR-8 Multi-Family
Residential zoning classification, supporting approximately eight dwelling units per acre. The MR-8
Multi-Family Residential zoning designation is identified by the Land Use Map of the General Plan as a
preferred zoning classification for the High Density Residential land use designation. To the north
property is zoned LI Light Industrial and is the old waster water treatment plant. To the west and the
south properties are zoned RR-1 Residential. To the east properties are zoned MR-8 Multi-Family
Residential. Mapping pertinent to the subject request can be found in Exhibit “A” to this report.

The purpose of the MR-8 zone is to provide an environment and opportunities for high-density residential
uses, including attached single-family residential units, apartments, condominiums and townhouses. This
zoning district is intended to serve as a transitional district between principally single-family residential
zoning districts and higher density multi-family zoning districts.

The purpose of the MR-25 Multi-Family Residential district is to provide an environment and
opportunities for high-density residential uses, primarily, apartments, condominiums and townhouses.a

The only difference between the two zones is density. All uses that are permitted in the MR-25 zone are
also permitted in the MR-8 zone. However the MR-8 zone limits density to 8 units per acre where in the

The Meadows Subdivision App. # P21-522
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MR-25 zone a property could be developed with as much as 25 units per acre. So what does that look
like. The property has 187,743 square feet. Considering at least 20% of the site will be developed as
roads and other infrastructure, that leaves 150,195 square feet for density calculations. 150,195 square
feet is 3.44 acres. If the 3.44 acres were to develop at 8 units per acre the density yield could, potentially,
be 27 units. If the 3.44 acres were to develop at 25 units per acre the property could, potentially, yield 86
units, a difference of 59 residential units. Please keep in mind the term “potentially” is used when
calculating density limitations. There are many factors that are involved when determining ultimate unit
yield in a multi-family residential development. Some of those factors involve, but are not limited to,
building setbacks, required amount of parking, open space, landscaping, etc. The site plan will ultimately
dictate total unit yield. This means that if the MR-25 zoning is approved it is not guaranteed that the
project will yield exactly 25 units per acre. Ultimate unit density could be 18, 19 or 22 units per acre
which would still require an MR-25 zoning district.

The Land Use Map of the Tooele City General Plan has designated the two parcels being considered for
rezoning as HDR High Density Residential. The HDR designation encourages the MR-8, MR-16 and
MR-25 zoning districts but does not require the City to approve a zoning district just because it is
requested by the applicant. Therefore, the property’s current zoning is compliant with the Land Use Map
and the MR-25, should it be approved, would also comply with the HDR designation. The question that
needs to be asked is if this property is more appropriately zoned MR-8 or MR-25.

There is an existing non-conforming structure located at the southeast corner of the property. This
structure was converted to a 6 unit multi-family residential structure contrary to the zoning and without a
building permit and is not considered a legal multi-family residential structure. By rezoning the
properties to MR-25 and including the structure within the new development the multi-family residential
status of the structure would then be considered legal and conforming. This would only resolve the non-
conformity in regards to the zoning. The owner of the structure would still need to work with the Tooele
City Building Department to ensure the work to convert the structure to multi-family dwellings meets
existing building codes.

Site Plan Layout. The applicant has provided a concept plan showing their intentions with the property.
The plan is very much conceptual and should be considered as such. This is not a site plan hearing but is
instead a zoning hearing where the objective is to establish the proper zoning for the property. The
concept plan shows the property being developed with multi-unit apartment buildings.

Criteria For Approval. The criteria for review and potential approval of a Zoning Map Amendment
request is found in Sections 7-1a-7 of the Tooele City Code. This section depicts the standard of review
for such requests as:

(1)  No amendment to the Zoning Ordinance or Zoning Districts Map may be recommended
by the Planning Commission or approved by the City Council unless such amendment or
conditions thereto are consistent with the General Plan. In considering a Zoning
Ordinance or Zoning Districts Map amendment, the applicant shall identify, and the City
Staff, Planning Commission, and City Council may consider, the following factors,
among others:

(a) The effect of the proposed amendment on the character of the surrounding area.
(b) Consistency with the goals and policies of the General Plan and the General Plan
Land Use Map.

(c) Consistency and compatibility with the General Plan Land Use Map for
adjoining and nearby properties.

(d) The suitability of the properties for the uses proposed viz. a. viz. the suitability of
the properties for the uses identified by the General Plan.
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(e) Whether a change in the uses allowed for the affected properties will unduly
affect the uses or proposed uses for adjoining and nearby properties.
® The overall community benefit of the proposed amendment.

REVIEWS

Planning Division Review. The Tooele City Planning Division has completed their review of the Zoning
Map Amendment submission and has issued the following comments:

1. Three MR Multi-Family Residential zoning districts comply with the HDR designation of
the Land Use Map. The MR-8, MR-16, and the MR-25 zoning districts. Each zone has
varying degrees of densities and residential intensity from least intensity with the MR-8
up to the highest intensity with the MR-25. All three zones comply with the HDR
designation and the HDR designation does not guarantee an MR-25 zoning district.

2. The MR-25 zoning district could yield a unit count of approximately 86 multi-family
residential units (gross calculation only and does not consider parking area, open space
and building setback requirements).

3. The existing non-conforming multi-family building containing 6 units will be made
conforming with an MR-25 zoning district assignment and inclusion into the surrounding
development.

Engineering Review. The Tooele City Engineering and Public Works Divisions have not issued any
comments in regards to this zoning map amendment application.

Building Division Review. The Tooele City Building Division has have not issued any comments in
regards to this zoning map amendment application.

Noticing. The applicant has expressed their desire to rezone the subject property and do so in a manner
which is compliant with the City Code. As such, notice has been properly issued in the manner outlined
in the City and State Codes.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends the Planning Commission carefully weigh this request for a Land Use Map
Amendment according to the appropriate tenets of the Utah State Code and the Tooele City Code,
particularly Section 7-1A-7(1) and render a decision in the best interest of the community with any
conditions deemed appropriate and based on specific findings to address the necessary criteria for making
such decisions.

Potential topics for findings that the Commission should consider in rendering a decision:

1. The effect of the proposed application on the character of the surrounding area.

2. The degree to which the proposed application is consistent with the intent, goals, and
objectives of any applicable master plan.

3. The degree to which the proposed application is consistent with the intent, goals, and
objectives of the Tooele City General Plan.

4, The degree to which the proposed application is consistent with the requirements and

provisions of the Tooele City Code.

The suitability of the properties for the uses proposed.

6. The degree to which the proposed application will or will not be deleterious to the health,
safety, and general welfare of the general public or the residents of adjacent properties.

e
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7. The degree to which the proposed application conforms to the general aesthetic and
physical development of the area.

8. Whether a change in the uses allowed for the affected properties will unduly affect the
uses or proposed uses for adjoining and nearby properties.
The overall community benefit of the proposed amendment.

10. Whether or not public services in the area are adequate to support the subject
development.
11. Other findings the Commission deems appropriate to base their decision upon for the

proposed application.

MODEL MOTIONS

Sample Motion for a Positive Recommendation — “I move we forward a positive recommendation to the
City Council for the The Meadows Subdivision Zoning Map Amendment request by Johnathan Aubrey,
for the purpose of reassigning the zoning for 4.31 acres located at 740 West McKellar Street to MR-25
Multi-Family residential, application number P21-522, based on the findings listed in the Staff Report
dated June 15, 2021:”

1. List any additional findings and conditions...
Sample Motion for a Negative Recommendation — “I move we forward a negative recommendation to the
City Council for the The Meadows Subdivision Zoning Map Amendment request by Johnathan Aubrey,
for the purpose of reassigning the zoning for 4.31 acres located at 740 West McKellar Street to MR-25
Multi-Family residential, application number P21-522, based on the following findings:”

1. List findings...
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EXHIBIT A

MAPPING PERTINENT TO THE THE MEADOWS SUBDIVISION ZONING MAP
AMENDMENT

The Meadows Zoning Map Amdendment

Aerial View



The Meadows Zoning Map Amdendment
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. Zoning, General Plan, & Master Plan
Map Amendment Application

Community Development Department

90 North Main Street. Tooele, UT 84074 ( Z [ t
(435)843-2132  Fax (435) 843-2139 0 e e z y
www looelecity.org far ae

Notice: The applicant must submit copres of the map amendment proposal to be reviewed by the City i accordance with the terms of the Tooele
City Code. Once plans for a map amendment proposal are submitted. the plans are subject to compliance reviews by the various city departments
and may be returned Lo the applicant for revision if the plans are found to be inconsistent with the requirements of the City Code and all other
applicable City ordinances. Al submitted map amendmient proposals shall be reviewed in accordance with the Tooele City Code. Submission of
4 map amendment proposal in no way g placement of the application on any particular agenda of any City reviewing body. 1t 15 strongly
advised that all applications be submitted well in advance of any anticipated deadlines

Project Information

Date of Submissiong

Current Map Designation Proposed Map Designation: Parcel #(s): —obo|

Zr7 | MR — 4 MR-~ 25 |4-01%-D —2002]

Acres:
o +3)
Project Address

TT4r WesT MEKEU AR, ST, . TolPere uT  B4vi4
Froposad W N“c"dmm lZfOrdlnance [0 General Plan [J Master Plan:

Project Name:

Brief I'ru;ccr Summury:

REQUESTING REZzowE oF 4.2\ AZves Fovw MR -8 = MPE 25
& . 7
TV ATeoMm MODATE THE DevELoymenT OF A MuLTI- Py
S\ DERTIAL . ATABTMERT Coimu ity oF APPRUXIMATELY
a4 DWELLING LUNUTS

P ty Ow 3 t
PETRVETAN GLaseR. A MATHAN M. AUGEE v
Address: Add
T4o WesT MEKEUW AR ST c?-ﬁ DO WEST SAGUARO DR.
Ciryg State: Zi City: State: Zip:
‘Tntamc LT 5540'14 WEST JogDanN | UT 29408 |
Phone: Phone:
435 - 282—-48)5 Do\ - L2p—-2L713
Contact Person: Address:
TOHNATHAN M AvRReY 408 0p WELT SALUARD DA
Phone;, City: State. i
@0l - b28-2672 WEST JDRPAKN uT ?Jgfoﬁl
(cllul% AR F--.m.N ‘A Fgmi;v\ a ll_lv\l)l’!l-r gj M‘l«L o

*The application vou are subminting will become o public record pursuan 1o the provissons of the Luh State Govermment Reconds Access and Management Act {GRAM AL You
are asked to furnish the mformation on this form for the purpese of identificanon and (o expedite the processing of vour request. This infurmation will be used only so far as
wecessary for completing the transaction. I you decide not o supply the requested information, you should be aware that yours spplication may lake @ longer bime of iy be
impossible 1o complete. I you are an “at-risk government employee™ as defined in Utah Code Arm. § 63-2-302.5, please inform the ciry employee accepting this imformation
Toocte Ciry docs not currently shore your prvate. controlled or protected information with any other person o government entity

Note to Applicant:

Zoning and map designations are made by ordinance. Any change of zoning or map designation is an
amendment the ordinance establishing that map for which the procedures are established by city and state
law. Since the procedures must be followed precisely. the time for amending the map may vary from as
little as 2% months to 6 months or more depending on the size and complexity of the application and the
timing.

For Office Use Only
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Zoning Amendment Application Checklist

SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS

Application Fee: ( $1,000.00 + $100.00/acres up to 50 acres regardless of application size)
$1,000 + $431 (4.31 acres) = $1431 (attached)

Completed Application Form (attached)
List of names and mailing addresses of property owners within 200 feet (attached)

Legal Description: Lots 1 and 2, GLASER SUBDIVISION, a subdivision of Tooele City, According to
the Official Plat thereof, on file and of record in the Office of the Tooele County Recorder, State
of Utah.

Zoning Map Amendment Questions:

1. What is the current zoning of the property? Current zoning is MR-8. Requesting a
zoning map amendment to the MR-25 Zone.

2. Explain how the proposed zoning is consistent with the current land use description.
The current land use designation for the property, as designated in the Tooele City General Plan
adopted December 2020, is “HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL MR-25, MR-16.” The proposed zone
would allow a residential density of up to 25 dwelling units per acre. The submitted concept plan
illustrates a possible development design with a potential density of less than 25 dwelling units
per acre.

3. Explain how the proposed zoning is similar or compatible to the current zoning in the
surrounding area.

The development of the subject property will be similar to the two existing multi-family projects
to the east. While these adjoining properties are currently zoned MR-8, their residential
densities are approximately 17 and 13 dwelling units per acre). The submitted concept plan for
the proposed rezoning indicates a possible density of approximately 22 dwelling units per acre.
This proposed development would be of similar size, setbacks, etc. as each of the two multi-
family residential projects to the east.

1]



4. Explain how the proposed zoning is suitable for the existing uses of the subject
property(s).
The subject property does have some limited agricultural use, but is mostly vacant. There is an
existing multi-family residential structure on the southeast corner and a single family dwelling
the west of that. The multi-family residential units proposed for the MR-25 Zone will have
direct public access from 600 North and McKeller Streets, as well as internal access meeting fire
codes. (see attached Concept Plan)

5. Explain how the proposed zoning promotes the goals and objectives of Tooele City.
The proposed rezoning supports the following Tooele City Goals and Objectives:

Tooele City General Plan Land Use Element ADOPTED: DECEMBER 16, 2020:

Page 3.12

Goal #3 Enable higher density residential developments which support local retail
establishments, promote a walkable community, and provide housing options for varying
income levels and lifestyles.

* Provide design standards for the development of higher density housing in close proximity to
services, schools, commercial centers, and employment centers.

e Establish design standards for the development of high density and multi-family dwellings to
assure high quality materials, recreation opportunities and maintained landscaping.

Tooele City General Plan Affordable Housing Plan Element ADOPTED: DECEMBER 16, 2020:

Page 4.11

“Condominiums and townhomes sales at the 50% Area Median Income level dropped from
70.8% to 18.5% in 2016. This makes Tooele City less affordable and this target group has limited
choices in home or condominium purchases. Per HUD CHAS, Tooele City, with only 37
affordable homes and 10 affordable condos, needs 48 additional affordable homes or condos at
the 50% AMI level.”

Page 4.14

“As the City population ages, more families will elect to move their elderly family members to
Tooele City to be near them. Some elderly residents may not be able to remain in their homes
or may choose to relocate to a dwelling type that better suits their preferences and needs. The
Tooele City Council recognizes the need to evaluate the housing options available to seniors
wishing to remain in or move to the community.”

2|
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Page 4.21

“Rezone for Densities Necessary to Assure the Production of Moderate Income Housing....The
City has also created a new multi-family residential zoning district, the MR-25 Multi-Family zone
permitting up to 25 dwelling units per acre and has amended building height and setback
restrictions within this zone to be more compatible to developments with this density.”
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EXHIBIT C

REVISED PETITION AND MAPPING PERTINENT TO ZONING MAP AMENDMENT



Zoning, General Plan, & Master Plan

Map Amendment Application

Community Development Department

90 North Main Street, Tooele, UT 84074 l‘e Z
(435) 843-2132 TFax (435) 843-2139 ( :

W\V\V.lOOEIBCi[V.OrQ, Est. 1853

Notice: The applicant must submit copies of the map amendment proposal to be reviewed by the City in accordance with the terms of the Tooele
City Code. Once plans for a map amendment proposal are submitted, the plans are subject to compliance reviews by the various city departments
and may be returned to the applicant for revision if the plans are found to be inconsistent with the requirements of the City Code and all other
applicable City ordinances. All submitted map amendment proposals shall be reviewed in accordance with the Tooele City Code. Submission of
a map amendment proposal in no way guarantces placement of the application on any particular agenda of any City reviewing body. It is strongly
advised that all applications be submitted well in advance of any anticipated deadlines.

Project Information

Date of Submission: V Z E 2_[ AR Wda;ﬁcqtgnmmn Pmsﬁ;\f?g&gnmim: fycl E"e_o: ﬁ,;-

Project Name: Tl? /M ' E r Acres: L)‘, 3 /

WMMIMUTWQW

P’i"s"dr)' decm g Ordinance []General Plan [JMaster Plan:

Brief Project Summary:

RPalkEgTinNG REZOAR OF 131 ACRES FRON ARG fo MR-16 T
MCOMMODATE Tre PEVELOPIMENT OF A Tousm Hore Conmynft;
¢
of APROKLIITELY 63 T i1 Horees

Property‘?ﬂz(sl: - 1 ir QIMFR ::;pllcant(s):mlg I: [;’:E: l :L [ 529 glt

(ELLAR IT. 00 WesT SAGUARD PR.
Yool E Gt |2wzd | West Jepay G | dhosr

"y 35957~ UG)5 |™"Borb2g 2673
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*The application you are submitting will become a public record pursuant to the provisions of the Utah State Government Records Access and Management Act (GRAMA). You
arc asked to furnish the information on this form for the purposc of identification and to expedite the processing of your request. This information will be used only so far as
necessary for completing the transaction. If you decide not to supply the requested information, you should be awarc that your application may lake a longer time or may be
impossible to complete. If you are an “at-risk government cmployee” as defined in Utah Code Ann. § 63-2-302,5, please inform the city employec accepting this information,
Tooele City does not currently share your private, controlled or protected information with any other person or government cntity.

Note to Applicant:

Zoning and map designations are made by ordinance. Any change of zoning or map designation is an
amendment the ordinance establishing that map for which the procedures are established by city and state
law. Since the procedures must be followed precisely, the time for amending the map may vary from as
little as 2% months to 6 months or more depending on the size and complexity of the application and the
timing.
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SECOND REVISED PETITION AND MAPPING
PERTINENT TO ZONING MAP AMENDMENT



Zoning, General Plan, & Master Plan

Map Amendment Application

Community Development Department

90 North Main Street, Tooele, UT 84074 [e Cz
(435) 843-2132 Fax (435) 843-2139

www.tooelecity.org Est. 1853

Notice: The applicant must submit copies of the map amendment proposal to be reviewed by the City in accordance with the terms of the Tooele
City Code. Once plans for a map amendment proposal are submitted, the plans are subject to compliance reviews by the various city departments
and may be returned to the applicant for revision if the plans are found to be inconsistent with the requirements of the City Code and all other
applicable City ordinances. All submitted map amendment proposals shall be reviewed in accordance with the Tooele City Code. Submission of
a map amendment proposal in no way guarantees placement of the application on any particular agenda of any City reviewing body. It is strongly
advised that all applications be submitted well in advance of any anticipated deadlines.

Project Information
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*The application you are submitting will become a public record pursuant to the provisions of the Utah State Government Records Access and Management Act (GRAMA). You
are asked to furnish the information on this form for the purpose of identification and to cxpedite the processing of your request. This information will be used only so far as
necessary for completing the transaction. If you decide not to supply the requested information, you should be aware that your application may take a longer time or may be
impossible to complete. If you are an “at-risk govemment employee” as defined in Utah Code Ann. § 63-2-302.5, please inform the city employee accepting this information.

Tooele City does not currently share your private, controlled or protected information with any other person or government entity.

Note to Applicant:

Zoning and map designations are made by ordinance. Any change of zoning or map designation is an
amendment the ordinance establishing that map for which the procedures are established by city and state
law. Since the procedures must be followed precisely, the time for amending the map may vary from as
little as 2% months to 6 months or more depending on the size and complexity of the application and the
timing.

For Office Use Only
Received By: Date Received: Fees: App#




Mayor, Tooele City Council, and Staff:

We are requesting that the 4.31 acres located at 738 W and 740 W McKellar St. be rezoned to be MR25
which fits within Tooele’s future plans for high density. Items to evaluate for MR25 as opposed to the
current zoning are the following: traffic, conformity with surrounding neighborhoods, and the effect of
the proposed application on the character of the surrounding area.

These are important to consider. In looking at them one at a time, we will find that there is a lot of
support for the MR25 zoning.

e Traffic- Horrocks Engineers were hired and completed a traffic study for this development. The
traffic study, which is attached, states that this is a favorable development and that Tooele’s
roads 600 N, 400 N, 200 N, and Coleman St will be able to handle the additional traffic from this
development without the need for road expansion for at least the next 5 years or more.

e Conformity with surrounding neighborhoods — There are 2 townhome developments just to the
east of the subject property. The density of these developments do not conform to what they
are zoned as they are both zoned MR8 with a 13 and 17 unit per acre density. These density
counts are not adjusted for streets and setbacks as required by all development. When
adjusting the density according to available acreage minus roads, the density of both
developments would be over 16 units per acre. This means that both townhome developments
were built based on a MR25 zone.

e The effect of the proposed application on the character of the surrounding area- The National
Association of Realtors did research to determine what happens to the value of surrounding
properties of a new apartment development. While we are looking to build a condominium
community, the finding will be similar. The report is attached and sites that home values of
property within 1 mile of a new multifamily development receives a higher than average
increase of appreciation.

Millennials and Generation Z are for the most part are looking for condos and town home in
order to live the kind of lifestyle they desire. There is a concern that those moving into the new
development will have a negative influence on the surrounding neighbors who own farm
animals. At the same time, MR8 or MR16 could possibly have the same influence as MR25. For
myself, | currently do not have the means to own a farm and farm animals, but would enjoy
living next to those who do.

In short, there is relatively minimal to no negative impact on Tooele or the surrounding area and MR25
fits within the current community. It will be a pleasure to work with Tooele and fulfill the needs of our
community.

Thanks

Hunter & Aubrey Development
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THIRD REVISED PETITION AND MAPPING
PERTINENT TO ZONING MAP AMENDMENT



Zoning, General Plan, & Master Plan
Map Amendment Application
Community Development Department

90 North Main Street, Tooele, UT 84074 [-e z
(435) 843-2132 Fax (435) 843-2139 ( :

www.looelecity.org Est. 1853

Notice: The applicant must submit copies of the map amendment proposal to be reviewed by the City in accordance with the terms of the Tooele
City Code. Once plans for a map amendment proposal are submitted, the plans are subject to compliance reviews by the various city departments
and may be returned to the applicant for revision if the plans are found to be inconsistent with the requirements of the City Code and all other
applicable City ordinances. All submitted map amendment proposals shall be reviewed in accordance with the Tooele City Code. Submission of
a map amcndment proposal in no way guarantces placement of the application on any particular agenda of any City reviewing body. It is strongly
advised that all applications be submitted well in advance of any anticipated deadlines.

Project Information
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*The application you are submitting will b a public record pursuent to the provisions of the Uteh Siate Government Records Access and Management Acl (GRAMA). You
arc asked to fumish the mformnllon on this form for the purpose of identification and to expedite the processing of your request. This information will be used only so fer as
y for plcting the jon. If you decide not to supply the requested information, you should be awarc that your application may take a longer time or may be

impossible to complete. If you are an “at-risk govemment employee™ as defined in Utak Cade Ann. § 63-2-302.5, please inform the city employec aceepling this information.
Toocle City does not currently sharc your private, contralled or protected information with any other person or govemment entity.

Note to Applicant:

Zoning and map designations are made by ordinance. Any change of zoning or map designation is an
amendment the ordinance establishing that map for which the procedures are established by city and state
law. Since the procedures must be followed precisely, the time for amending the map may vary from as
little as 2% months to 6 months or more depending on the size and complexity of the application and the

timing.
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Tooele City Planning Commission
Business Meeting Minutes

Date: Wednesday, June 23, 2021

Time: 7:00 p.m.

Place: Tooele City Hall Council Chambers
90 North Main Street, Tooele Utah

Commission Members Present:
Tyson Hamilton

Dave McCall

Matt Robinson

Paul Smith

Weston Jensen

Chris Sloan

Nathan Thomas

Commission Members Excused:
Shauna Bevan
Melanie Hammer

City Council Members Present:
Maresa Manzione, City Council Member
Ed Hansen, City Council Member

City Employees Present:

Jim Bolser, Community Development Director
Paul Hansen, City Engineer

City Employees Excused:
Andrew Aagard, City Planner
Roger Baker, City Attorney

Minutes prepared by Katherin Yei

Chairman Hamilton called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

1.Pledge of Allegiance
The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Chairman Hamilton.

90 North Main Street | Tooele, Utah 84074
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2. Roll Call

Tyson Hamilton, Present
Dave McCall, Present
Matt Robinson, Present
Paul Smith, Present
Chris Sloan, Present
Nathan Thomas, Present
Weston Jensen, Present

Est. 1853

Melanie Hammer, Excused
Shauna Bevan, Excused

3. Public Hearing and Recommendation on a Zoning Map Amendment by Johnathan Aubrey
to reassign the zoning designation for approximately 4.3 acres located at 740 West McKellar
Street from MR-8 Multi-Family Residential to MR-25 Multi-Family Residential.

Mr. Bolser stated the identified area has been assigned the high-density residential land use
designation and the Zoning Map shows it as an MR-8 Multi-Family Residential area. He stated
the Zoning Map would be amended to show the subject property as MR-25 Multi-Family
Residential if this application proved successful. He stated the applicant has submitted a concept
plan and is the initial plan to help explain the intended use of the area.

Mr. Bolser stated public comment was received via email from Greg Parkensen prior to the
meeting. It reads as follows:

This email is in regard to a rezoning hearing scheduled for June 23, 2021 at 7:00 PM. This
hearing is about a rezoning amendment by Johnathan Aubrey to rezone 740 McKeller Street
from MR-8 to MR-25.

Despite my best efforts, I am unable to attend this hearing, so 1’d appreciate if you could read
my statement during the hearing. Thank you in advance.

I own 750 McKeller Street which is right next to the property they want to rezone. I have a
modest job I work very hard at and I have been saving every penny possible for the last 15 years
so I can afford to build a little house on a quiet corner of Tooele. After years of searching |
found and purchased 750 McKeller. It’s a nice quiet neighborhood on a dead-end street with
nice neighbors. My family goes out frequently to pick up trash, mow, kill off weeds and be a
good neighbor.

I expected some single-family houses to go in next door, but this proposed rezoning by
Johnathan Aubrey will destroy our quiet little rural neighborhood by introducing high density
housing with so many buildings and people that the developer is expecting to have to turn
McKeller into a through-street in order to handle the excessive traffic. This will not just crush
my retirement dream, but will also destroy the neighborhood for my neighbors who have worked

90 North Main Street | Tooele, Utah 84074
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so hard remodeling and fixing up their properties. That’s not coming out of thin air, ask the
developer.

Est. 1853

Please deny this proposal. Not only will it crush my retirement dream, but it will make my
property worthless. Put yourself'in my shoes. Would you want to work for 15 years, scrimping
and saving just to have your dream crushed? Again, PLEASE deny this proposal.

Commissioner Sloan asked if there was an access point to McKellar Street at the south end of the
property.

Mr. Bolser stated there is one along the south edge of the property onto McKellar Street and one
from the center of the property onto 600 North.

Commissioner Robinson stated in the information from the applicant, the nearby properties are
zoned MR-8 but the density is higher. He stated he has been by that area and asked for
clarification on the discrepancy.

Mr. Bolser stated that the overall average density of the area is an MR-8 as a combination of
multi-family and single-family units, which was developed previously under different zoning.

Commissioner Sloan asked if the map is accurate.
Mr. Bolser stated the development has gone up quicker than Google maps has updated so the
mapping is accurate but the aerial under it is not.

Commissioner McCall asked if there would be a wall as a sound barrier.
Mr. Bolser stated that discussion would come later in the process.

Chairman Hamilton opened the public hearing.

Sean Heap stated he owns half of the property that is flagged shaped. He shared his frustration to
hearing a road might go right through his property. He stated he has built the home of his dreams
away from everyone and is disappointed to hear they are going to build next to him. He stated he
hopes the Council rejects it.

Jonathan Aubrey, Applicant with Hunter and Aubrey Development, stated he entered into an
agreement with the owner to possibly purchase and develop the land but needs to amend the
zoning map from an MR-8 to an MR-25 to accommodate multi-family development and density.

Commissioner Smith stated on the application it says they are going to build 98 units.

Mr. Aubrey stated they hired someone to draw up the plan, setbacks, etc. and can meet 98 units.
He stated it is a concept plan and they are willing to work with the City.

Commissioner Smith asked if he is the builder.

Mr. Aubrey stated he will oversee the project but is not the builder directly.

Commissioner Smith asked if he will own it.

Mr. Aubrey stated if it is apartments he will own it; if they build town homes or condominiums
they will be individually owned.

90 North Main Street | Tooele, Utah 84074
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Commissioner Smith stated the applicant does not know the plan.
Mr. Aubrey stated he knows what he wants there but he wants to meet the needs of the City.

Est. 1853

Commissioner Smith stated he has seen properties like this owned by corporations and the
quality of the property goes down. He stated his concern is that it doesn’t fit with the rest of the
neighborhood.

Mr. Aubrey stated big corporations’ purpose is for profit; Hunter and Aubrey Development’s
mission is to provide housing for the City and uplift the neighborhood; if they can stay in budget,
they will build apartments that can stand on their own and believes the best investments are those
you hold forever.

Commissioner Smith asked if the company is non-profit.
Mr. Aubrey stated it is for profit but has the understanding that people need good housing.

Commissioner McCall asked if the apartments will be Section 8.
Mr. Aubrey stated they have not addressed if it will be Section 8, but it will impact neighborhood
and quality of neighbors.

Commissioner Robinson stated his concern is the jump between MR-16 and MR-25. He stated
when the areas where discussed for high density, he cannot remember MR-25 being apart of the
discussion.

Mr. Aubrey stated he understood the concern, but by having single-family homes there are
multiple vehicles. He stated with apartments it is usually one per apartment, having a little less
traffic.

John Hunter, partner of Hunter and Aubrey developments stated they put together an additional
plan for zoning. He stated they looked at what the highest level of density would match

would match those. He stated they are not necessarily pushing for 98 apartments but creating a
plan that fits for Tooele City and possibly a 55+ community.

Chairman Hamilton asked Mr. Bolser what impact studies could be done.

Mr. Bolser stated they can request a traffic study or other studies on topics the Commission or
City Council feel are necessary to understand the impacts before making a decision.
Commissioner Thomas asked if it is approved and they went to site design, have they requested
multiple designs to review.

Mr. Bolser stated the City has not because a site plan is an administrative case review, and there
is not much flexibility in the process. He stated as long as the applicant meets the City Codes,
they are obligated to go with the plan.

Commissioner Thomas stated in the last meeting, the Commission had a similar discussion
regarding design plans.

Mr. Bolser stated it was part of the legislative case, where they wanted to see drawings and have
more flexibility and be requested in part of that process

90 North Main Street | Tooele, Utah 84074
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Commissioner Smith motioned to reopen the public hearing for this item. Commissioner
McCall seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: Commissioner McCall, “Aye”,
Commissioner Robinson, “Aye”, Commissioner Jensen, “Aye”, Commissioner Smith, “Aye”,
Commissioner Sloan, “Aye”, Commissioner Thomas, “Aye,”, and Chairman Hamilton, “Aye”.

Chris Thompson, citizen whom bought 3 '% acres on McKellar, stated he is against the high-
density development.

Commissioner Smith moved to forward a negative recommendation to the City Council
due to not fitting into the neighborhood. Commissioner McCall seconded the motion. The vote
was as follows: Commissioner McCall, “Aye”, Commissioner Robinson, “Aye”, Commissioner
Jensen, “Aye”, Commissioner Smith, “Aye”, Commissioner Sloan, “Nay”’, Commissioner
Thomas, “Nay,”, and Chairman Hamilton, “Nay”.

Mr. Bolser stated as a reminder that this is not a final vote; The City Council gets the final say.
He stated there will be a public hearing at the City Council but no more mailed notices.

4. Public Hearing and Recommendation on Land Use Map Amendment request by Lonestar
Properties, LLC, to reassign the land use designation for approximately 20.5 acres located at
approximately 2800 North 400 East from Medium Density Residential and Regional
Commercial to High Density Residential.

Mr. Bolser stated the subject property is in the northeast portion of the community,
approximately 2800 North 400 East near Liddiard’s Home Furnishings with the area north of
Liddiard’s being a series of properties that are long and narrow. He stated there was an
application for property with a similar request that the City Council was looking at that is the two
properties immediately south of this application.

He stated Medium Density Residential would become High Density Residential and the Regional
Commercial would be shortened by about three acres. He stated the applicant had submitted a
rough concept plan with a layout of a potential development. He specified his understanding that
the intent would be to seek MR-25 zoning if this application proves successful and disclosed the
applicant provided two maps based on the Land Use Map. The first being a concept map with
current land use designations overlaid. The second map shows how the development lies with the
proposed change to the Land Use Map.

Commissioner Robinson asked what happened with the other application.
Mr. Bolser stated it had been tabled with the City Council because they wanted to see a concept
plan.

Commissioner Thomas asked for a reminder of the other application.
Mr. Bolser stated the property would be similar to this application. He stated there was no
concept plan and the City Council asked for additional information.

90 North Main Street | Tooele, Utah 84074
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Commissioner Smith stated it was unclear to him why they wanted regional commercial with
apartments.

Mr. Bolser stated they wanted MR-25 because it is the highest density; the applicant can answer
further questions.

Chairman Hamilton opened the public hearing.

Mr. Allsop stated they wanted regional commercial because it has the potential for restaurants.
He stated it would be maintained as two separate uses; five acres of commercial, reducing
original commercial to accommodate high density with club house.

Chairman Hamilton stated it is nice to see a concept plan apart of the application.

Commissioner Robinson asked about access to Main Street.

Mr. Allsop stated there will be access to the main road and a design plan for the club house is in
the works. He stated they are asking for MR-25 to be able to reach the height restriction. He
understands that there is a prohibition on unit count because of parking, but the density will
match the parking.

Commissioner McCall stated he never imagined the growth in Tooele.
Mr. Allsop stated there is a lot of growth within the county and neighboring areas and they want
to get in front of it.

Chairman Hamilton stated he is in favor of the concept plan and high density.

Commissioner Robinson asked if they have talked to neighbors and land owners close to this
area.

Mr. Allsop stated he talked to owners to the South and property owners have no qualms but are
not working together.

Commissioner Thomas stated the traffic issue is commonly brought up, but to keep in mind
vehicles don’t come and go all at the same time.

Mr. Bolser stated they received a question during the public hearing via email.
It read as follows: “How will the development tie into properties to the north?”

Mr. Allsop stated there is potential for more access to come in and potential for commercial. He
stated they would like to be cohesive with the property south.

Commissioner Smith stated there is not a lot of commercial property in Tooele. His concern is if
they change commercial to residential, there will be no commercial land in Tooele City. He
stated he is against it.
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Commissioner Thomas moved to forward a positive recommendation to the City Council
for the land use map amendment. Commissioner Robinson seconded the motion. The vote was
as follows: Commissioner McCall, “Aye”, Commissioner Robinson, “Aye”, Commissioner
Jensen, “Aye”, Commissioner Smith, “Nay”, Commissioner Sloan, “Aye”, Commissioner
Thomas, “Aye,”, and Chairman Hamilton, “Aye”.

Est. 1853

5. Recommendation on a Subdivision Plat Amendment request to consolidate lots 103 and 108
of the existing Lexington at Overlake Subdivision Plat into one lot, lot 201, located at
approximately 1150 North Franks Drive in the MR-16 Multi-Family Residential zoning district.

Mr. Bolser stated the application is to consolidate lots 103 and 108 into one lot with the current
zoning of the property being MR-16. He stated the application is to amend the existing
Lexington at Overlake Subdivision plat by taking the current boundary line separating the two
lots and erasing it.

Commissioner Jensen asked what the reason was behind the request.

Mr. Bolser stated the original plan with the eight lots was going to sell it to different builders. He
stated these two lots were both sold to the same person who will be building on both lots and
they want to combine them to make it more cohesive.

Commissioner Robinson moved to forward a positive recommendation of the subdivision
plat amendment request. Commissioner Jensen seconded the motion. The vote was as follows:
Commissioner McCall, “Aye”, Commissioner Robinson, “Aye”, Commissioner Jensen, “Aye”,
Commissioner Smith, “Aye”, Commissioner Sloan, “Aye”, Commissioner Thomas, “Aye,”, and
Chairman Hamilton, “Aye”.

6. City Council Reports

Council Member Manzione stated the City Council approved minor subdivision by Green River,
approved the restrooms at golf course, and had a healthy discussion for rezoning and
classification to MR-25 for property by the bowling alley with a vote to table the discuss and ask
for additional information and studies.

Council Member Manzione stated during the last Planning Commission meeting, the
Commission had asked for a summary of the budget. She stated the budget was approved for
next year; the City will adopt current tax rate. She stated there was a discussion on a competitive
compensation to hire and maintain good employees.

7. Review and Approval of Planning Commission Minutes for Meeting held on June 9. 2021.

There are no changes to the minutes for June 9, 2021.
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Commissioner Thomas moved to approve the June 9th minutes. Commissioner McCall
seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: Commissioner McCall, “Aye”, Commissioner
Robinson, “Aye”, Commissioner Jensen, “Aye”, Commissioner Smith, “Aye”, Commissioner
Sloan, “Aye”, Commissioner Thomas, “Aye,”, and Chairman Hamilton, “Aye”.

8. Adjourn

Chairman Hamilton adjourned the meeting at 8:11 p.m.

The content of the minutes is not intended, nor are they submitted, as a verbatim transcription
of the meeting. These minutes are a brief overview of what occurred at the meeting.

Approved this day of July, 2021

Tyson Hamilton, Tooele City Planning Commission Chair
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Tooele City Council
Business Meeting Minutes

Date: Wednesday, July 7, 2021

Time: 7:00 p.m.

Place: Tooele City Hall, Council Chambers
90 North Main Street, Tooele, Utah

City Council Members Present:
Tony Graf

Melodi Gochis

Ed Hansen

Justin Brady

Maresa Manzione

City Employees Present:

Mayor Debbie Winn

Jim Bolser, Community Development Director
Chief Ron Kirby, Police Department Chief
Steve Evans, Public Works Director

Roger Baker, City Attorney

Shannon Wimmer, Finance Director

Darwin Cook, Parks and Recreation Director
Michelle Pitt, City Recorder

Cylee Pressley, Deputy City Recorder

Minutes prepared by Katherin Yei
Chairwoman Gochis called the meeting to order at 7:07 p.m.

1. Pledge of Allegiance
The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Matt Robinson.

2. Roll Call

Tony Graf, Present
Melodi Gochis, Present
Ed Hansen, Present

Justin Brady, Present
Maresa Manzione, Present
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3. Resolution 2021-66 A Resolution of the Tooele City Council Consenting to Mayor
Debra E. Winn’s Appointment of Caption Adrian Day as Tooele City Chief of Police
Presented by Debbie Winn, Tooele City Mayor

Mayor Debbie Winn asked Chief Kirby to come to the front. She stated her appreciation for
his many years of service within the community. She addressed the City Council to appoint
Captain Adrian Day as the Tooele City Chief of Police. She stated they did put out the
application nationwide with Captain Day being the best choice.

Council Member Hansen motioned to approve resolution 2021-66. Council Member Graf
seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: Council Member Hansen, “Aye,” Council
Member Graf, “Aye,” Council Member Brady, “Aye,” Council Member Manzione, “Aye,”

Chairwoman Gochis, “Aye.” The motion passed.

Caption Adrian Day was sworn in by Michelle Pitt, Tooele City Recorder.

4. Public Comment Period

There were no public comments.

5. Public Hearing & Motion on Ordinance 2021- 20 An Ordinance of Tooele City
Reassigning the Land Use Designation From Medium Density Residential (MDR) &
Regional Commercial (RC) to High Density Residential (HDR) for Approximately 29.3
Acres of Property Located at Approximately 2800 North 400 East

Presented by Jim Bolser, Community Development Director

Mr. Bolser stated the application is to adjust the Land Use Map, which is the step that would
be required prior to amending zoning. He stated the subject property is in the north east corner
of the community. He stated the subject property currently has three land use designations on
the property, dividing it effectively in quarters. He stated the consideration is for two areas be
reassigned to the High-Density Residential land use area. The first is the eastern half
currently assigned the Medium Density Residential and the second is approximately 3 acres of
the Regional Commercial land use area. The applicant had submitted a concept plan for
discussion. Mr. Bolser stated the applicant was present and could further explain. He stated
the Planning Commission did review it before the Council and has forwarded a positive
recommendation with a 6 to 1 vote.

Chairman Gochis asked what the condition was the Planning Commission approved it under.
Mr. Bolser stated the motion passed with a six to one vote without any specific conditions on
the motion.

Council Member Brady stated his concern was the island that will be created within the
Medium Density Residential area. He stated there has been multiple applications for this area
and asked if this was different from those.
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Mr. Bolser stated the other applications are the properties immediately to the south. He stated
there are six properties in this area and between the two applications on file it involves the
four middle parcels with one left at each end.

Council Member Hansen asked if the roads are going to SR-36 to get out of the property.
Mr. Bolser stated he believes so. He stated he believes the applicant had spoken with the
proposed applicant to the south, but at this time, can only provide a proposal for the two
parcels that he represents. Mr. Bolser stated there are existing roadways including, 400 East
and 600 East that could potentially be extended north to this project as well. He stated there
are other options for roadways and any development on any of these parcels would be
obligated to provide the necessary infrastructure, be that water, sewer, storm, power, roads,
etc.

Council Member Hansen asked if the City would be required to build the road at 600 East if
he built there.

Mr. Bolser stated they might have to. He stated as they look at the development reviews
specifically, a traffic study will be required. He stated they would be looking for how much
access is needed and from where.

Chairman Gochis asked about water.

Mr. Bolser stated they will be obligated to provide water system that includes connection from
existing source to this site. He stated similarly sewer out of this site, as well as providing
water rights to satisfy the demand of the development.

Chairman Gochis asked if the developer has to have water rights or is it just that they are
required to.

Mr. Bolser stated they will be required to. He stated he will allow the developer to comment
on the status of the water.

Chairman Gochis invited the developer to speak.

Mr. Sydney Allsop stated he represents Loanstar on this project. He stated they are asking for
MR-25 because of a height restriction. He stated the apartment buildings would rent well; as
well as support the commercial on Highway 36. He stated there will be a leasing office and a
clubhouse and amenities on-site for families.

Chairman Gochis asked if the units will be for sale or rent and if they have the water rights for
this project.

Mr. Allsop stated the seller has water rights that they will acquire with the transaction if the
land use and zoning is approved and they have under contract other water rights as needed.

Council Member Manzione stated she hates to see the general commercial cut down.

Mr. Allsop stated though they want to put commercial on the property, they notice at 10 to 15,
they get to deep and are not as successful. He stated they want to provide a successful and
vibrant commercial area.

Council Member Manzione stated they also want a vibrant commercial area.
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Council Member Hansen asked if they will be the builder on the commercial.

Mr. Allsop stated they will be the developer for the entire project and hold onto the project
once it’s done.

Chairman Gochis stated that with the zoning of MR-25, there is a potential of 725 units. She
asked if that is what the developer was planning.

Mr. Allsop stated they will be restricted by the surface area that the unit count is going to
require. He stated that'll come through when they go into the zoning and planning. He stated
the concept shows what we believe we can get.

Chairman Gochis stated there is limited access from this area and asked what plan they had
for roads and transportation.

Mr. Allsop stated once they move to the next step, they will provide a traffic study. He stated
they have not initiated that study yet.

Council Member Brady stated he understands Tooele County is to the East and the North. He
stated he does not want to be unfair to the County residents in building apartments building
there, when they had originally zoned for something different.

Mr. Bolser stated that it was one of the difficult things for this area. He stated there are a few
things to discuss: do they continue down that same road with the non-residential zoning in
place now and hope for additional success? Or do they start looking at a different proposal
that may be more appropriate for the land use in this area? He stated it is an open area that he
has proposals for.

Council Member Brady stated his concern is the rezoning to high density, the rest of the
property is likely going to follow. He stated he does not want to see high density of just
apartments in one area. He stated this area would be a perfect area for an RSD so it does not
just focus on apartments.

Council Member Manzione stated with higher density comes more traffic. She stated her big
concern is here is traffic and would like to see a traffic study before approving the
amendment.

Chairman Gochis stated it needs to be walkable to the amenities of the businesses. She stated
no one will be able to walk to local stores in Tooele without a trail system or sidewalk. She
asked if that could be included in the traffic study.

Mr. Bolser stated the Council could make recommendations of what they would like to see
from the applicant.

Chairman Gochis stated she does want a firmer answer on the water for this project. She asked
if the developer was working towards bringing water or if they already had it.

Mr. Allsop stated they do have it in the contract to buy the property and will close if they are
approved for zoning. He stated they do not want to spend the money if they are a different
density.
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Chairman Gochis stated she does not want to make a change on the land use if we don't have a
firm plan for water.

Mr. Allsop stated he does not want to spend millions of dollars on the water until he knows
what he has.

Council Member Hansen asked if there is water coming then.
Mr. Allsop stated they do have water on contract.

Council Member Graf stated he has some concerns about regional commercial. He stated one
of the things that's important when building high density is transportation. He stated there is
use of the express bus to Salt Lake and the intertown bus within the City. He stated if you
have higher high density in this type of situation, optimally, you'll have close connections to
public transportation. He stated he doesn’t like creating an island of medium density
residential because to the north, they would probably have to go to the high density.

Chairman Gochis stated that area is a buffer zone between what is considered agricultural and
asked what the County zoning was there.

Mr. Bolser stated he was not familiar in depth with the County Zoning Map, but believes that
it is the same as the existing development to the northeast, with the ultimate plan being large
lot residential.

Chairman Gochis stated a County resident approached the City about the safety of residents
because of machines that work agriculture in the fields.

Council Member Graf stated a recurring theme of green and open spaces is important to the
City. He stated when there is a high concentration of people, they do not want a concrete
jungle.

Mr. Allsop stated they will follow code, but will work with the City on open space.

Chairman Gochis opened the public hearing.

Council Member Brady motioned to deny 2021-20. Council Member Manzione seconded
the motion.

Chairman Gochis asked if that would allow the applicant to make changes and come back.
Mr. Bolser stated by denying it, the applicant would need to start the process over with a new
application since a decision had been made. If the Council was interested in allowing the
applicant to provide the Council with some additional information on their questions they
could table the discussion and allow them to do so without having to repeat any steps.

Council Member Manzione withdrawn her second.

Council Member Graf stated they would like to see conceptual plans that integrate green and
open space and walking paths.
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Mr. Allsop asked what they are looking for in the trails. He stated they could easily add to the
City’s trial system.

Council Member Manzione stated a traffic study is warranted.

Council Member Graf motioned to Table 2021-20 with the conditions discussed with the
developer. Council Member Hansen seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: Council
Member Hansen, “Aye,” Council Member Graf, “Aye,” Council Member Brady, “Naye,”
Council Member Manzione, “Aye,” Chairwoman Gochis, “Aye.” The motion passed.

6. Public Hearing & Motion on Ordinance 2021-21 An Ordinance of the Tooele City
Council Reassigning the Zoning Classification to the MR-25 Multi-Family Residential
Zoning District for Approximately 4.3 Acres of Property Located at Approximately 740
West McKellar Street

Presented by Jim Bolser, Community Development Director

Mr. Bolser stated this is a Zoning Map Amendment. He stated the subject property is the west
end of the current MR-8, Multi-Family Residential designation. He stated there are a
combination of projects in this area under that zoning designation, including townhomes,
smaller lot single-family dwellings and an existing trailer home development. He stated the
applicant was present to provide some additional context. He stated the Planning Commission
did hear this item and held their own public hearing. He stated after a robust discussion about
the differences of whether or not this could develop more appropriately as MR-25 as
requested or MR-16, they forwarded a negative recommendation for the application at hand
by a4 to 3 vote.

Chairman Gochis stated there is a Union Pacific Railroad crossing there. She asked if that was
blocked off or people could cross it?

Mr. Bolser stated it was blocked off and warranted another consideration. He stated a
gentleman had requested information at the prior Council introduction discussion about this
current mapping and those concerns where given to the Planning Commission. He stated those
concerns were as follows: the mapping was correct and how an extension through Tooele
Boulevard would work. He stated they receive information directly from the County
Recorder’s Office on a monthly basis. He stated if you measure from the edge of the Union
Pacific right-of-way line to the closest corner of this parcel, it’s approximately 88 feet. He
stated there is room to get Tooele Boulevard through there, which would occur with
development.

Chairman Gochis stated she had concerns about the traffic on Coleman Street that residents
have brought forward. She asked if the developer had done a traffic study.

Council Member Brady asked how many parking stalls are required.
Mr. Bolser stated it is the same for all multi-family units; two spaces per unit and one space
for every four units to be designated as guest parking.
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Council Member Brady stated it seems that vehicles park on the street. He stated he shares
concerns with Chairman Gochis. He stated he feels that it is not an appropriate area for MR-
25; MR-16 would be a better fit.

Chairman Gochis invited the developer forward.
Mr. John Aubrey introduced himself and stated he was happy to answer questions.

Chairman Gochis stated she believes MR-25 is too high density for this area. She stated her
concerns for traffic getting in and out of the development. She asked if they will be doing a
traffic study.

Mr. Aubrey stated they will be doing a traffic study, but have not yet because they want to
know what density they will be approved for. He stated when you look at a report from the
transit authority, it has been stated on average a single-family home will have ten car trips per
day and an apartment unit will have four cars per day. He stated he calculated with an MR-8,
there would be 340 car trips, where as an MR-25 would be a proposed 390 car trips. He stated
they want to partner with the City and meet their needs. He stated if they want apartments,
they would need MR-25; if they wanted townhomes, they can do MR-16.

Mr. Aubrey stated when they met with the Planning Commission they had two concerns, the
traffic and apartments not fitting in at that location. He stated he heard that the City might be
building a park north of this site and would be happy to partner with them to build that.

Chairman Gochis stated she was unsure if that is a location for a park.

Council Member Manzione stated she spoke with Mr. Cook earlier that day and it is a location
they will be putting a park.

Mr. Baker stated there is not a confirmed plan yet, but there are plans beginning to develop.
He stated it remains something they expect to become a park.

Council Member Manzione stated she believes that is not the place for MR-25 because of the
traffic and not being considerate to the neighbors.

Mr. Aubrey stated they have not done a traffic study yet, but in his experience coming and
going from that property, there are not more than three cars on that road.

Chairman Gochis stated the Planning Commission recommended an MR-16. She asked if he
desired they consider MR-25 or is willing to table this and bring back a proposal as an MR-
16.

Mr. Aubrey stated if the Council preferred MR-16, they would be okay with that.

Chairman Gochis asked Mr. Bolser if he would have to do a new application for that.

Mr. Bolser stated if they tabled it with the purpose of the developer coming back with an MR-
16 proposal, they would need to check to see if the notices sent out to the community and the
public hearings were sufficient for MR-16. He stated it might have to go back to the Planning
Commission step, but an entire new application won’t be necessary.
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Mr. Aubrey stated MR-25 if going to be too much and they can build townhomes under MR-
16, but asked if they have filled the need for rental units. Mr. Bolser stated they are compliant
with the State of Utah requirements for moderate income housing as of the last study adopted
with the new General Plan in December, which is based on cost of housing compared to
family income. He stated Tooele does not have something in house that shows where we are
for those specific needs on a day-to-day basis.

Council Member Manzione stated there is a shortage of housing all around, but we must
balance the need with what is in the City and MR-25 does not fit in that neighborhood. She
stated though we may need the rentals, we must find a balance.

Mr. Aubrey stated they are equally happy to provide townhomes in the MR-16.

Council Member Brady stated it is not townhomes verses apartments, but it is the density in
this area that is the concern.

Council Member Hansen stated if they went down in units based on the concept plan, he
would only be two building too many.
Mr. Aubrey stated they do have another concept plan for townhomes that they did not turn in.

Council Member Graf stated the Northlake Elementary School parking lot becomes slow
moving. He stated the impact of the traffic on MR-25 with Coleman Street outweighs the
higher density.

Mr. Aubrey stated they want to work with the City and would be happy to develop under MR-
16.

Mr. Baker stated they have an application that is asked to be voted on. He stated if they
wanted to entertain a variation, the Council has two options. He stated they can table it, and
Mr. Bolser and himself will discuss further options with the applicant to amend their
application or they can issue a decision on the application at hand.

Chairman Gochis asked if they need to hold another public hearing. Mr. Baker stated they
would.

Chairman Gochis opened the public hearing.

Chairman Gochis motioned to table 2021-21 until they have additional information and
an amended application. Council Member Brady seconded the motion. The vote was as
follows: Council Member Hansen, “Aye,” Council Member Graf, “Aye,” Council Member
Brady, “Aye,” Council Member Manzione, “Aye,” Chairwoman Gochis, “Aye.” The motion
passed.

7. Resolution 2021-49 A Resolution of the Tooele City Council Consenting to the One-
Time Incorporation of Stipends Paid to Specific City Employees by the Redevelopment
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Agency of Tooele City (RDA) to Employee Regular Rates of Pay by Tooele City

Corporation
Presented by Shannon Wimmer, Finance Director

Ms. Wimmer stated the adoption of the resolution gives authority to the City to move some of
those salaries that were previously paid out of the RDA to the City’s budget.

She stated this is being done in anticipation of the RDS sunset and give some consistency in
the City’s budget.

Council Member Manzione motioned to approve 2021-49. Council Member Hansen
seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: Council Member Hansen, “Aye,” Council
Member Graf, “Aye,” Council Member Brady, “Aye,” Council Member Manzione, “Aye,”
Chairwoman Gochis, “Aye.” The motion passed.

8. Resolution 2021- 74 A Resolution of the Tooele City Council Approving an Agreement
with Nelson Brothers Construction Company for the Water Reclamation Facility 2021
Upgrades, Phase 1

Presented by Paul Hansen, Tooele City Engineer

Mr. Hansen stated the Council has three projects that are either recently completed or in process,
the second deals with upgrades to the filter process that's in works, and the third is phase one
upgrades. He stated many of the elements have become deteriorated over the last 20 years; the
water that flows through that plant is quite caustic, and quite corrosive and damaging to the
processing equipment. He stated they put it out for public bid and received bids from three
contractors, the lowest bid being Nelson Brothers Construction with a submitted cost of
$827,024. He stated Nelson Brothers Construction has worked for the city in the past. He stated
where they typically ask for a 5% contingency, they are asking for additional contingency of
15%.

Council Member Brady motioned to approve 2021-74. Council Member Hansen seconded the
motion. The vote was as follows: Council Member Hansen, “Aye,” Council Member Graf,
“Aye,” Council Member Brady, “Aye,” Council Member Manzione, “Aye,” Chairwoman
Gochis, “Aye.” The motion passed.

9. Subdivision Plat Amendment Request by Lexington Townhomes, LL.C for the Purpose
of Amending the Lexington at Overlake Subdivision to Combine Lots 103 & 108 into a
Single Lot 201 on 6.39 Acres in the MR-16 Multi-Family Residential Zoning District
Presented by Jim Bolser, Community Development Director

Mr. Bolser stated the subject property is on the south end of the Lexington at Overlake
subdivision, a part of the overall Lexington Greens project. He stated the applicant bought these
two lots and wants to make it a more cohesive development on them so he is looking to make it a
single lot. He stated the application is simply to take the two separate lots and combine it to
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make it one lot. He stated the Planning Commission has heard this application and forwarded a
unanimous positive recommendation.

Council Member Graf motioned to approve the Subdivision Plat Amendment. Council
Member Manzione seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: Council Member Hansen,
“Aye,” Council Member Graf, “Aye,” Council Member Brady, “Aye,” Council Member
Manzione, “Aye,” Chairwoman Gochis, “Aye.” The motion passed.

10. Minutes: June 16, 2021 Work & Business Meeting
No changes needed to be made to the minutes from June 16, 2021.

Council Member Manzione motioned to approve minutes from June 16, 2021. Council
Member Hansen seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: Council Member Hansen,
“Aye,” Council Member Graf, “Aye,” Council Member Brady, “Aye,” Council Member
Manzione, “Aye,” Chairwoman Gochis, “Aye.” The motion passed

11. Invoices
Presented by Michelle Pitt, Tooele City Recorder

Ms. Pitt presented the following invoices to the Council for approval:

Nickerson Company Inc for Pump motors for wells #7, #9, #11, and Kennecott in the amount of
$103, 567.

Nickerson Company Inc for repair and replacement of the pump for the water waste plant in the
amount of $24, 320.

Council Member Hansen motioned to approve invoices with an extra pump added to the
pump. Council Member Manzione seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: Council
Member Hansen, “Aye,” Council Member Graf, “Aye,” Council Member Brady, “Aye,” Council
Member Manzione, “Aye,” Chairwoman Gochis, “Aye.” The motion passed.

12. Adjourn
Chairwoman Gochis adjourned the meeting at 8:45pm

The content of the minutes is not intended, nor are they submitted, as a verbatim transcription of
the meeting. These minutes are a brief overview of what occurred at the meeting.

Approved this 21 day of July, 2021
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Melodi Gochis, City Council Chairwoman
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Tooele City Council
Business Meeting Minutes

Date: Wednesday, August 4, 2021

Time: 7:10 p.m.

Place: Tooele City Hall, Council Chambers
90 North Main Street, Tooele, Utah

City Council Members Present:
Tony Graf

Melodi Gochis

Ed Hansen

Maresa Manzione

City Council Members Excused:
Justin Brady

City Employees Present:

Mayor Debbie Winn

Jim Bolser, Community Development Director
Chief Adrian Day, Police Department Chief
Roger Baker, City Attorney

Shannon Wimmer, Finance Director

Jamie Grandpre, Public Works Director
Michelle Pitt, City Recorder

Minutes prepared by Katherin Yei

Chairwoman Gochis called the meeting to order at 7:06 p.m.

1. Pledge of Allegiance
The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Mr. Jim Bolser, Community Development Director.

2. Roll Call

Tony Graf, Present
Melodi Gochis, Present
Ed Hansen, Present
Maresa Manzione, Present
Justin Brady, Excused

3. Public Comment Period

Mayor Winn showed her concern for those effected by the flood.
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Mr. Baker stated he has reviewed documents from many years ago including correspondence,
claims, and damage amounts from the event on of May 30, 2005. He stated there was a lack of
understanding of the events that happened with an intense discussion that followed. He stated
there are differences in process from 2005 to now. He stated the City’s no-fault claims ordinance
in 2005 allowed payments up to $2,000, irrespective of negligence on the City’s part. He stated
the City raised their no-fault benefit from $2,000 to $10,000. He stated the City also has a
different insurance carrier that offers a no-fault benefit of $5,000, and is prepared to receive and
administer no-fault claims up to $15,000.

Mr. Baker stated they have taken the initiative to contact the insurance company and prepare
them to help. He stated the residents still need to file a claim with as much detail as possible and
then they can move the claims forward.

Hard copies of the no-fault claim form were made available.

Chairwoman Gochis stated there are Tooele County Emergency Management available and
asked that to be addressed.

Mr. Baker stated TCEM is gathering information on where property damage occurred and can
help later down the road if and when federal and/or state funds become available. But TCEM is
simply gathering information, and is not providing services to claimants.

Mayor Winn stated when the public reports their damage to the City, the City reports that to the
County (to TCEM).

Chairwoman Gochis opened the Public Hearing.

Mr. Zach Sailing asked what the City did to fix the problem after the flood in 2005. He stated he
built his home in 2006 and asked the City if he needed to add anything to his property. He stated
the City claimed they would fix the issue. He asked if there is a way to submit pictures online
and who to contact regarding their claims.

Mayor Winn stated the images can be brought in or sent electronically and their forms will be
notarized in the attorney’s office.

Mr. Baker stated as a formality, once the claim is received, the claimant will receive a letter form
the attorneys office indicating that the claim has been received and will be forwarded to the
City’s insurer. He stated there is a list of mitigation companies that have negotiated rates for
property mitigation. The list was created by the Utah Local Governments Trust.

Mr. Myran Nix stated he was hit in 2005 and was told by the City that the drainage would be
corrected. He stated he wanted an answer about what has been done. He stated he was
approached by a lawyer who asked about the steps he had taken for the sewer and the fees he
pays for the service. He stated he does not want it to happen again and wants to know what the
City is going to do to prevent the issue in the future.

Mr. Bryant asked how the list of companies could be obtained.
Mr. Baker stated he will provide hard copies, but claimants also can contact the insurance
company for that list.
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Mr. Bryant stated the contaminants now sit in the basement, where his mother-in-law lives. He
stated in 2005 the City stated they would fix the problem.

Mayor Winn stated he should contact the Health Department to address the concerns about his
mother-in-law and will personally find out what had been told or fixed.

Mr. Bryant stated his recollection was they knew there was a problem and said they would fix it.
Mr. Baker stated during the meeting the Council contracted with an engineering firm to figure
out what the problem was in 2005. Correspondence in Mr. Baker’s files indicated the firm’s
report was mailed to the claimants.

Mr. Nix asked who they contact to ask additional questions and get information.
Mayor Winn stated they can call the Mayor’s office.

Chairman Gochis apologized for the situation. She stated they will work to fix the problem.

4. Public Hearing and Motion on Ordinance 2021-28 An Ordinance of Tooele City
Amending Table 2 of Chapter 7-16 Regarding Setback Requirements in Industrial Zoning
Districts

Presented by Jim Bolser, Community Development Director

Mr. Bolser stated the City Code establishes the setbacks that a community determines would be
appropriate. He stated that one aspect that goes into this determination is the building code which
has varying requirements based on the type of construction and use of the building. He stated
there was an application that went through a pre-development process with the intent to look at a
mass subdivision and split the property for different uses. That subdivision would split existing
buildings onto separate properties that would be too close to meet setbacks. He stated
commercial and non-residential has more varying aspects to it where the uses and construction
types are less consistent than residential. He stated the amendment is to allow and establish a
minimum standard lower than the current requirement with the emphasis shifting the setback
determination to the applicant based on the type of construction of and nature of use for the
building and what they want to do. He stated the Planning Commission forwarded a unanimous
positive recommendation.

Chairman Gochis opened the public hearing.

Council Member Hansen motioned to approve ordinance 2021-28. Council Member
Manzione seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: Council Member Hansen, “Aye,”
Council Member Graf, “Aye,” Council Member Manzione, “Aye,” Chairwoman Gochis, “Aye.”
The motion passed.

5. Ordinance 2021-21 An Ordinance of the Tooele City Council Reassigning the Zoning
Classification to the MR-16 Multi-Family Residential Zoning District for Approximately
4.3 Acres of Property Located at Approximately 740 West McKellar Street

Presented by Jim Bolser, Community Development Director
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Mr. Bolser stated the City Council has seen this application before and decided to table the
discussion previously. He stated the Land Use Map shows the surrounding property in the high-
residential zoning. He stated the prior request was to rezone to MR-25, but re-did the application
for MR-16. He stated the applicant did submit an alternative concept plan with intended town
homes.

Mr. Bolser stated the Council did meet the requirements needed and does not need to hold
another public hearing.

Chairman Gochis stated if it were to be rezoned there could be up to 64 homes in the area. She
stated her concerns are the density that it would bring and being only two exits. She stated MR-8
is already compliant with the zone, but her concern is in density.

Mr. Bolser stated the applicant is here if they would like to ask him questions directly.

Council Member Hansen motioned to approve Ordinance 2021-21 to change the
classification to MR-16. Council Member Graf seconded the motion. The vote was as follows:
Council Member Hansen, “Aye,” Council Member Graf, “Aye,” Council Member Manzione,
“Naye,” Chairwoman Gochis, “Naye.” The motion failed.

The applicant was invited to speak to the Council. Mr. Aubrey stated it was viewed as being
appropriate to approve if they adjusted their application to MR-16. He stated the goal is to
provide good housing for a good price. He stated if they are not able to get MR-16, there is not a
reality to give the ability to build there. He stated they are looking to purchase the property
bordering the other properties and bring it to code

Council Member Manzione stated she was still is not in favor of the project as MR-16, because
of the traffic.
Mr. Aubrey stated they would be doing a traffic study when they knew what their zone would be.

Chairman Gochis stated her opinion would not change, but asked Mr. Bolser if there were any
further options for the applicant.
Mr. Bolser stated there was always an option for the applicant to file another application.

Mr. Baker stated the Council has an option for reconsideration that is generally made during the
meeting in which the original motion passed, and would require a minimum of three votes. He
stated it would put them back into the position to make another motion.

Mr. Baker stated the Mayor has the authority to break the tie according to the City Code, chapter
1-6 and her veto power is in the charter.

Mayor Winn stated she was under the impression that if the applicant adjusted their application
to MR-16, the Council would move forward. She stated she would also like to see a traffic study
before re-evaluating.

Council Member Graf asked if there was a way to table for further discussion.
Mr. Baker stated only if there was a successful motion to reconsider.
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Mayor Winn stated she abstained to vote to break the tie.
Council Member Manzione stated she is willing to reconsider her motion.

Council Member Hansen asked the applicant if he was willing to do a traffic study.
Mr. Aubrey asked if that is the only way to move forward, he would talk to his partner.

Chairman Gochis stated her vote would not change. She asked what the applicant would do to
bring the other property to compliance.

Mr. Bolser stated it was an existing single-family dwelling. He stated the resident did not want to
bring it to compliance to meet the City’s code.

Council Member Manzione stated she lived in that area. She stated if they had an actual study,
she could make a better decision.

Council Member Hansen stated he wanted to know if the council would change their votes if
they made a new motion.

Council Member Hansen motioned to reconsider the previous motion on Ordinance 2021-
21 to change the classification to MR-16. Council Member Graf seconded the motion. The vote
was as follows: Council Member Hansen, “Aye,” Council Member Graf, “Aye,” Council
Member Manzione, “Aye,” Chairwoman Gochis, “Aye.” The motion passed.

Council Member Graf stated they want to see a traffic study.

Chairman Gochis asked what the yield is on MR-16 verses MR-8.
Mr. Aubrey stated the goal of having quality and reasonable priced homes would be better at an
MR-16.

Chairman Gochis asked for a motion.

Council Member Hansen motioned to table Ordinance 2021-21 and have the applicant
bring back a traffic study. Council Member Graf seconded the motion. The vote was as
follows: Council Member Hansen, “Aye,” Council Member Graf, “Aye,” Council Member
Manzione, “Aye,” Chairwoman Gochis, “Aye.” The motion passed.

6. Preliminary Subdivision Plan Request by Building Dynamics, Inc., for the Creation of 25
Townhome Lots Located at Approximately 1150 North Franks Drive in the MR-16 Multi-
Family Residential Zoning District on 2.14 Acres

Presented by Jim Bolser, Community Development Director

Mr. Bolser stated the Preliminary Subdivision Plan request does not include the entirety of the
lot, just one of the two lots. He stated zoning on property is MR-16, along with surrounding
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properties. He stated it is townhome plat to create 25 townhomes. It does comply with City Code
and gone through Planning Commission. He stated the site plan drawing removes the property
lines, some are rear-loaded garages, some are front-loaded, they are 4 and 5 units building. He
stated planning commission has forwarded a positive recommendation.

Council Member Graf asked if it is different than Lexington Greens.

Mr. Bolser stated it is a part of the overall but not by the same builders

Council Member Graf asked if they thought about joining the special service district.
Mr. Bolser stated they have chosen not to.

Chairman Gochis stated there was a recommendation to put in a gazebo. She asked if there were
any conditional-plan uses.
Mr. Bolser stated there was no recommendations and a gazebo could not be required.

Council Member Manzione motioned to approve Preliminary Subdivision Plan Request.
Council Member Hansen seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: Council Member
Hansen, “Aye,” Council Member Graf, “Aye,” Council Member Manzione, “Aye,” Chairwoman
Gochis, “Aye.” The motion passed.

7. Resolution 2021-79 A Resolution of the Tooele City Council Approving Audit
Agreements with Larson & Company PC
Presented by Shannon Wimmer, Finance Director

Ms. Wimmer stated the contract with Larson & Company PC is a five-year contract. She stated
the current auditors will be a consultant. They put out a bid for an auditor report, and got
references from agencies within the county. They are still in current auditing budget.

Chairman Gochis stated her appreciation to Ms. Wimmer for her work.

Council Member Graf motioned to approve Resolution 2021-79. Council Member Manzione
seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: Council Member Hansen, “Aye,” Council
Member Graf, “Aye,” Council Member Manzione, “Aye,” Chairwoman Gochis, “Aye.” The
motion passed.

8. Resolution 2021-80 A Resolution of the Tooele City Council Approving a Change Order
with WesTech Engineering for the 2021 Water Reclamation Facility Filters Upgrades
Project, Phase 1

Presented by Jamie Grandpre, Public Works Director

Mr. Grandpre stated the change order from WesTech is in regards to the electrical requirements.
He stated the Electrical cabinet had to be moved into the main room and required a stainless-steel
cabinet with heater and AC.
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Council Member Hansen motioned to approve Resolution 2021-80. Council Member
Manzione seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: Council Member Hansen, “Aye,”
Council Member Graf, “Aye,” Council Member Manzione, “Aye,” Chairwoman Gochis, “Aye.”
The motion passed.

9. Minutes
-July 21, 2021 Work & Business Meeting

No changes are to be made to the minutes.

Council Member Hansen motioned to approve the Work & Business minutes from July 21,
2021. Council Member Manzione seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: Council
Member Hansen, “Aye,” Council Member Graf, “Aye,” Council Member Manzione, “Aye,”

Chairwoman Gochis, “Aye.” The motion passed.

10. Invoices
Presented by Michelle Pitt, City Recorder

Ms. Pitt presented the following invoices to the Council for approval:

Rehrig Pacific Company for 702, 65-gallon garbage cans in the amount of $48,903.50.
Mountainland Supply Co for Water Meters in the amount of $37,995.64.

Council Member Manzione motioned to approve invoices. Council Member Graf seconded

the motion. The vote was as follows: Council Member Hansen, “Aye,” Council Member Graf,
“Aye,” Council Member Manzione, “Aye,” Chairwoman Gochis, “Aye.” The motion passed.

11. Adjourn
Chairwoman Gochis adjourned the meeting at 8:30pm

Council Member Manzione moved to adjourn to a closed session in the upstairs conference
room. Council Member Hansen seconded.

The content of the minutes is not intended, nor are they submitted, as a verbatim transcription of
the meeting. These minutes are a brief overview of what occurred at the meeting.

Approved this day of August, 2021

Melodi Gochis, City Council Chairwoman
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MEMORANDUM

To: Tooele City Council
Cc: Debbie Winn, Mayor

Michelle Pitt, City Recorder
From: Jim Bolser, Aicp, Director %
Date: January 27,2022
Re: The Meadows Subdivision Zoning Map Amendment Continuation - Revised
Subject:

During the City Council meeting of July 7, 2021, the City Council held a public hearing and heard testimony and
discussion regarding Ordinance 2021-21 to amend the Tooele City Zoning Map for 4.3 acres of property at 740
West McKellar Street, excerpts of the minutes for that meeting can be found in Exhibit “B” to this memo. This
review followed the Planning Commission’s positive recommendation, by a 4-3 vote, on June 23, 2021,
excerpts of the minutes for that meeting can be found in Exhibit “A” to this memo. During that meeting the
Council unanimously voted to continue the review to a future meeting. On August 4, 2021, the City Council
again heard discussion on this application, excerpts of the minutes for that meeting can be found in Exhibit “C”
to this memo. During that meeting the Council again unanimously voted (4-0) to continue the review to a
future meeting. As a part of that continuation, the Council requested the applicant have a traffic study
conducted to examine the potential impact of the conceptual development of the subject property should the
Zoning Map Amendment be approved. In the time since, the applicant has commissioned that traffic study
and submitted that work to the City for review. The staff has reviewed the study and determined that it has
examined the scope of review requested by the Council. The study submitted can be found in Exhibit “D” to
this memo.

Through the course of discussion on this application, the applicant expressed his intent to have the Zoning
Map Amendment revised to assign the property to the MR-16 Multi-Family Residential zoning district as
opposed to the MR-25 Multi-Family Residential zoning district identified in the original application as an effort
to make the potential development more palatable for the City. With the submission of the traffic study, the
applicant has indicated intent to revert back to the initial request of amending the Zoning Map to assign the
property to the MR-25 Multi-Family Residential zoning district.

Following the Council’s discussion of the continued request and submitted traffic study and information, on
February 14, 2022 staff received a third amended application again requesting the application be reviewed as
a request for the MR-16 Multi-Family Residential zoning district. As such, the materials you will find in your
packet moving forward will reflect this original request.

As always, should you have any questions or concerns please feel free to contact me at any time.
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Dwelling Units and Parking

NORTH OF 600 NORTH STREET

Building | Floors Total Required | With 8% | Req. Total Parking
Dwelling | Parking | Reduction | Visitor | Required Stalls
Units Stalls Parking | Parking | Provided
A 3 24 48
B 3 6 12
C 3 18 36
Total 9 48 96 89 12 101 106
SOUTH OF 600 NORTH STREET
D 3 12 24
E 3 12 24
F 2 8 16
G 3 12 24
H 2 6 12
Total 13 50 100 92 13 105 105
Grand | 22 98 196 181 25 206 211
Total
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2. Roll Call

Tyson Hamilton, Present
Dave McCall, Present
Matt Robinson, Present
Paul Smith, Present
Chris Sloan, Present
Nathan Thomas, Present
Weston Jensen, Present

Est. 1853

Melanie Hammer, Excused
Shauna Bevan, Excused

3. Public Hearing and Recommendation on a Zoning Map Amendment by Johnathan Aubrey
to reassign the zoning designation for approximately 4.3 acres located at 740 West McKellar
Street from MR-8 Multi-Family Residential to MR-25 Multi-Family Residential.

Mr. Bolser stated the identified area has been assigned the high-density residential land use
designation and the Zoning Map shows it as an MR-8 Multi-Family Residential area. He stated
the Zoning Map would be amended to show the subject property as MR-25 Multi-Family
Residential if this application proved successful. He stated the applicant has submitted a concept
plan and is the initial plan to help explain the intended use of the area.

Mr. Bolser stated public comment was received via email from Greg Parkensen prior to the
meeting. It reads as follows:

This email is in regard to a rezoning hearing scheduled for June 23, 2021 at 7:00 PM. This
hearing is about a rezoning amendment by Johnathan Aubrey to rezone 740 McKeller Street
from MR-8 to MR-25.

Despite my best efforts, I am unable to attend this hearing, so 1’d appreciate if you could read
my statement during the hearing. Thank you in advance.

I own 750 McKeller Street which is right next to the property they want to rezone. I have a
modest job I work very hard at and I have been saving every penny possible for the last 15 years
so I can afford to build a little house on a quiet corner of Tooele. After years of searching |
found and purchased 750 McKeller. It’s a nice quiet neighborhood on a dead-end street with
nice neighbors. My family goes out frequently to pick up trash, mow, kill off weeds and be a
good neighbor.

I expected some single-family houses to go in next door, but this proposed rezoning by
Johnathan Aubrey will destroy our quiet little rural neighborhood by introducing high density
housing with so many buildings and people that the developer is expecting to have to turn
McKeller into a through-street in order to handle the excessive traffic. This will not just crush
my retirement dream, but will also destroy the neighborhood for my neighbors who have worked
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so hard remodeling and fixing up their properties. That’s not coming out of thin air, ask the
developer.

Est. 1853

Please deny this proposal. Not only will it crush my retirement dream, but it will make my
property worthless. Put yourself'in my shoes. Would you want to work for 15 years, scrimping
and saving just to have your dream crushed? Again, PLEASE deny this proposal.

Commissioner Sloan asked if there was an access point to McKellar Street at the south end of the
property.

Mr. Bolser stated there is one along the south edge of the property onto McKellar Street and one
from the center of the property onto 600 North.

Commissioner Robinson stated in the information from the applicant, the nearby properties are
zoned MR-8 but the density is higher. He stated he has been by that area and asked for
clarification on the discrepancy.

Mr. Bolser stated that the overall average density of the area is an MR-8 as a combination of
multi-family and single-family units, which was developed previously under different zoning.

Commissioner Sloan asked if the map is accurate.
Mr. Bolser stated the development has gone up quicker than Google maps has updated so the
mapping is accurate but the aerial under it is not.

Commissioner McCall asked if there would be a wall as a sound barrier.
Mr. Bolser stated that discussion would come later in the process.

Chairman Hamilton opened the public hearing.

Sean Heap stated he owns half of the property that is flagged shaped. He shared his frustration to
hearing a road might go right through his property. He stated he has built the home of his dreams
away from everyone and is disappointed to hear they are going to build next to him. He stated he
hopes the Council rejects it.

Jonathan Aubrey, Applicant with Hunter and Aubrey Development, stated he entered into an
agreement with the owner to possibly purchase and develop the land but needs to amend the
zoning map from an MR-8 to an MR-25 to accommodate multi-family development and density.

Commissioner Smith stated on the application it says they are going to build 98 units.

Mr. Aubrey stated they hired someone to draw up the plan, setbacks, etc. and can meet 98 units.
He stated it is a concept plan and they are willing to work with the City.

Commissioner Smith asked if he is the builder.

Mr. Aubrey stated he will oversee the project but is not the builder directly.

Commissioner Smith asked if he will own it.

Mr. Aubrey stated if it is apartments he will own it; if they build town homes or condominiums
they will be individually owned.
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Commissioner Smith stated the applicant does not know the plan.
Mr. Aubrey stated he knows what he wants there but he wants to meet the needs of the City.

Est. 1853

Commissioner Smith stated he has seen properties like this owned by corporations and the
quality of the property goes down. He stated his concern is that it doesn’t fit with the rest of the
neighborhood.

Mr. Aubrey stated big corporations’ purpose is for profit; Hunter and Aubrey Development’s
mission is to provide housing for the City and uplift the neighborhood; if they can stay in budget,
they will build apartments that can stand on their own and believes the best investments are those
you hold forever.

Commissioner Smith asked if the company is non-profit.
Mr. Aubrey stated it is for profit but has the understanding that people need good housing.

Commissioner McCall asked if the apartments will be Section 8.
Mr. Aubrey stated they have not addressed if it will be Section 8, but it will impact neighborhood
and quality of neighbors.

Commissioner Robinson stated his concern is the jump between MR-16 and MR-25. He stated
when the areas where discussed for high density, he cannot remember MR-25 being apart of the
discussion.

Mr. Aubrey stated he understood the concern, but by having single-family homes there are
multiple vehicles. He stated with apartments it is usually one per apartment, having a little less
traffic.

John Hunter, partner of Hunter and Aubrey developments stated they put together an additional
plan for zoning. He stated they looked at what the highest level of density would match

would match those. He stated they are not necessarily pushing for 98 apartments but creating a
plan that fits for Tooele City and possibly a 55+ community.

Chairman Hamilton asked Mr. Bolser what impact studies could be done.

Mr. Bolser stated they can request a traffic study or other studies on topics the Commission or
City Council feel are necessary to understand the impacts before making a decision.
Commissioner Thomas asked if it is approved and they went to site design, have they requested
multiple designs to review.

Mr. Bolser stated the City has not because a site plan is an administrative case review, and there
is not much flexibility in the process. He stated as long as the applicant meets the City Codes,
they are obligated to go with the plan.

Commissioner Thomas stated in the last meeting, the Commission had a similar discussion
regarding design plans.

Mr. Bolser stated it was part of the legislative case, where they wanted to see drawings and have
more flexibility and be requested in part of that process
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Commissioner Smith motioned to reopen the public hearing for this item. Commissioner
McCall seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: Commissioner McCall, “Aye”,
Commissioner Robinson, “Aye”, Commissioner Jensen, “Aye”, Commissioner Smith, “Aye”,
Commissioner Sloan, “Aye”, Commissioner Thomas, “Aye,”, and Chairman Hamilton, “Aye”.

Chris Thompson, citizen whom bought 3 '% acres on McKellar, stated he is against the high-
density development.

Commissioner Smith moved to forward a negative recommendation to the City Council
due to not fitting into the neighborhood. Commissioner McCall seconded the motion. The vote
was as follows: Commissioner McCall, “Aye”, Commissioner Robinson, “Aye”, Commissioner
Jensen, “Aye”, Commissioner Smith, “Aye”, Commissioner Sloan, “Nay”’, Commissioner
Thomas, “Nay,”, and Chairman Hamilton, “Nay”.

Mr. Bolser stated as a reminder that this is not a final vote; The City Council gets the final say.
He stated there will be a public hearing at the City Council but no more mailed notices.

4. Public Hearing and Recommendation on Land Use Map Amendment request by Lonestar
Properties, LLC, to reassign the land use designation for approximately 20.5 acres located at
approximately 2800 North 400 East from Medium Density Residential and Regional
Commercial to High Density Residential.

Mr. Bolser stated the subject property is in the northeast portion of the community,
approximately 2800 North 400 East near Liddiard’s Home Furnishings with the area north of
Liddiard’s being a series of properties that are long and narrow. He stated there was an
application for property with a similar request that the City Council was looking at that is the two
properties immediately south of this application.

He stated Medium Density Residential would become High Density Residential and the Regional
Commercial would be shortened by about three acres. He stated the applicant had submitted a
rough concept plan with a layout of a potential development. He specified his understanding that
the intent would be to seek MR-25 zoning if this application proves successful and disclosed the
applicant provided two maps based on the Land Use Map. The first being a concept map with
current land use designations overlaid. The second map shows how the development lies with the
proposed change to the Land Use Map.

Commissioner Robinson asked what happened with the other application.
Mr. Bolser stated it had been tabled with the City Council because they wanted to see a concept
plan.

Commissioner Thomas asked for a reminder of the other application.
Mr. Bolser stated the property would be similar to this application. He stated there was no
concept plan and the City Council asked for additional information.
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Mr. Allsop asked what they are looking for in the trails. He stated they could easily add to the
City’s trial system.

Council Member Manzione stated a traffic study is warranted.

Council Member Graf motioned to Table 2021-20 with the conditions discussed with the
developer. Council Member Hansen seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: Council
Member Hansen, “Aye,” Council Member Graf, “Aye,” Council Member Brady, “Naye,”
Council Member Manzione, “Aye,” Chairwoman Gochis, “Aye.” The motion passed.

6. Public Hearing & Motion on Ordinance 2021-21 An Ordinance of the Tooele City
Council Reassigning the Zoning Classification to the MR-25 Multi-Family Residential
Zoning District for Approximately 4.3 Acres of Property Located at Approximately 740
West McKellar Street

Presented by Jim Bolser, Community Development Director

Mr. Bolser stated this is a Zoning Map Amendment. He stated the subject property is the west
end of the current MR-8, Multi-Family Residential designation. He stated there are a
combination of projects in this area under that zoning designation, including townhomes,
smaller lot single-family dwellings and an existing trailer home development. He stated the
applicant was present to provide some additional context. He stated the Planning Commission
did hear this item and held their own public hearing. He stated after a robust discussion about
the differences of whether or not this could develop more appropriately as MR-25 as
requested or MR-16, they forwarded a negative recommendation for the application at hand
by a4 to 3 vote.

Chairman Gochis stated there is a Union Pacific Railroad crossing there. She asked if that was
blocked off or people could cross it?

Mr. Bolser stated it was blocked off and warranted another consideration. He stated a
gentleman had requested information at the prior Council introduction discussion about this
current mapping and those concerns where given to the Planning Commission. He stated those
concerns were as follows: the mapping was correct and how an extension through Tooele
Boulevard would work. He stated they receive information directly from the County
Recorder’s Office on a monthly basis. He stated if you measure from the edge of the Union
Pacific right-of-way line to the closest corner of this parcel, it’s approximately 88 feet. He
stated there is room to get Tooele Boulevard through there, which would occur with
development.

Chairman Gochis stated she had concerns about the traffic on Coleman Street that residents
have brought forward. She asked if the developer had done a traffic study.

Council Member Brady asked how many parking stalls are required.
Mr. Bolser stated it is the same for all multi-family units; two spaces per unit and one space
for every four units to be designated as guest parking.
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Council Member Brady stated it seems that vehicles park on the street. He stated he shares
concerns with Chairman Gochis. He stated he feels that it is not an appropriate area for MR-
25; MR-16 would be a better fit.

Chairman Gochis invited the developer forward.
Mr. John Aubrey introduced himself and stated he was happy to answer questions.

Chairman Gochis stated she believes MR-25 is too high density for this area. She stated her
concerns for traffic getting in and out of the development. She asked if they will be doing a
traffic study.

Mr. Aubrey stated they will be doing a traffic study, but have not yet because they want to
know what density they will be approved for. He stated when you look at a report from the
transit authority, it has been stated on average a single-family home will have ten car trips per
day and an apartment unit will have four cars per day. He stated he calculated with an MR-8,
there would be 340 car trips, where as an MR-25 would be a proposed 390 car trips. He stated
they want to partner with the City and meet their needs. He stated if they want apartments,
they would need MR-25; if they wanted townhomes, they can do MR-16.

Mr. Aubrey stated when they met with the Planning Commission they had two concerns, the
traffic and apartments not fitting in at that location. He stated he heard that the City might be
building a park north of this site and would be happy to partner with them to build that.

Chairman Gochis stated she was unsure if that is a location for a park.

Council Member Manzione stated she spoke with Mr. Cook earlier that day and it is a location
they will be putting a park.

Mr. Baker stated there is not a confirmed plan yet, but there are plans beginning to develop.
He stated it remains something they expect to become a park.

Council Member Manzione stated she believes that is not the place for MR-25 because of the
traffic and not being considerate to the neighbors.

Mr. Aubrey stated they have not done a traffic study yet, but in his experience coming and
going from that property, there are not more than three cars on that road.

Chairman Gochis stated the Planning Commission recommended an MR-16. She asked if he
desired they consider MR-25 or is willing to table this and bring back a proposal as an MR-
16.

Mr. Aubrey stated if the Council preferred MR-16, they would be okay with that.

Chairman Gochis asked Mr. Bolser if he would have to do a new application for that.

Mr. Bolser stated if they tabled it with the purpose of the developer coming back with an MR-
16 proposal, they would need to check to see if the notices sent out to the community and the
public hearings were sufficient for MR-16. He stated it might have to go back to the Planning
Commission step, but an entire new application won’t be necessary.
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Mr. Aubrey stated MR-25 if going to be too much and they can build townhomes under MR-
16, but asked if they have filled the need for rental units. Mr. Bolser stated they are compliant
with the State of Utah requirements for moderate income housing as of the last study adopted
with the new General Plan in December, which is based on cost of housing compared to
family income. He stated Tooele does not have something in house that shows where we are
for those specific needs on a day-to-day basis.

Council Member Manzione stated there is a shortage of housing all around, but we must
balance the need with what is in the City and MR-25 does not fit in that neighborhood. She
stated though we may need the rentals, we must find a balance.

Mr. Aubrey stated they are equally happy to provide townhomes in the MR-16.

Council Member Brady stated it is not townhomes verses apartments, but it is the density in
this area that is the concern.

Council Member Hansen stated if they went down in units based on the concept plan, he
would only be two building too many.
Mr. Aubrey stated they do have another concept plan for townhomes that they did not turn in.

Council Member Graf stated the Northlake Elementary School parking lot becomes slow
moving. He stated the impact of the traffic on MR-25 with Coleman Street outweighs the
higher density.

Mr. Aubrey stated they want to work with the City and would be happy to develop under MR-
16.

Mr. Baker stated they have an application that is asked to be voted on. He stated if they
wanted to entertain a variation, the Council has two options. He stated they can table it, and
Mr. Bolser and himself will discuss further options with the applicant to amend their
application or they can issue a decision on the application at hand.

Chairman Gochis asked if they need to hold another public hearing. Mr. Baker stated they
would.

Chairman Gochis opened the public hearing.

Chairman Gochis motioned to table 2021-21 until they have additional information and
an amended application. Council Member Brady seconded the motion. The vote was as
follows: Council Member Hansen, “Aye,” Council Member Graf, “Aye,” Council Member
Brady, “Aye,” Council Member Manzione, “Aye,” Chairwoman Gochis, “Aye.” The motion
passed.

7. Resolution 2021-49 A Resolution of the Tooele City Council Consenting to the One-
Time Incorporation of Stipends Paid to Specific City Employees by the Redevelopment
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Mr. Bryant stated the contaminants now sit in the basement, where his mother-in-law lives. He
stated in 2005 the City stated they would fix the problem.

Mayor Winn stated he should contact the Health Department to address the concerns about his
mother-in-law and will personally find out what had been told or fixed.

Mr. Bryant stated his recollection was they knew there was a problem and said they would fix it.
Mr. Baker stated during the meeting the Council contracted with an engineering firm to figure
out what the problem was in 2005. Correspondence in Mr. Baker’s files indicated the firm’s
report was mailed to the claimants.

Mr. Nix asked who they contact to ask additional questions and get information.
Mayor Winn stated they can call the Mayor’s office.

Chairman Gochis apologized for the situation. She stated they will work to fix the problem.

4. Public Hearing and Motion on Ordinance 2021-28 An Ordinance of Tooele City
Amending Table 2 of Chapter 7-16 Regarding Setback Requirements in Industrial Zoning
Districts

Presented by Jim Bolser, Community Development Director

Mr. Bolser stated the City Code establishes the setbacks that a community determines would be
appropriate. He stated that one aspect that goes into this determination is the building code which
has varying requirements based on the type of construction and use of the building. He stated
there was an application that went through a pre-development process with the intent to look at a
mass subdivision and split the property for different uses. That subdivision would split existing
buildings onto separate properties that would be too close to meet setbacks. He stated
commercial and non-residential has more varying aspects to it where the uses and construction
types are less consistent than residential. He stated the amendment is to allow and establish a
minimum standard lower than the current requirement with the emphasis shifting the setback
determination to the applicant based on the type of construction of and nature of use for the
building and what they want to do. He stated the Planning Commission forwarded a unanimous
positive recommendation.

Chairman Gochis opened the public hearing.

Council Member Hansen motioned to approve ordinance 2021-28. Council Member
Manzione seconded the motion. The vote was as follows: Council Member Hansen, “Aye,”
Council Member Graf, “Aye,” Council Member Manzione, “Aye,” Chairwoman Gochis, “Aye.”
The motion passed.

5. Ordinance 2021-21 An Ordinance of the Tooele City Council Reassigning the Zoning
Classification to the MR-16 Multi-Family Residential Zoning District for Approximately
4.3 Acres of Property Located at Approximately 740 West McKellar Street

Presented by Jim Bolser, Community Development Director
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Mr. Bolser stated the City Council has seen this application before and decided to table the
discussion previously. He stated the Land Use Map shows the surrounding property in the high-
residential zoning. He stated the prior request was to rezone to MR-25, but re-did the application
for MR-16. He stated the applicant did submit an alternative concept plan with intended town
homes.

Mr. Bolser stated the Council did meet the requirements needed and does not need to hold
another public hearing.

Chairman Gochis stated if it were to be rezoned there could be up to 64 homes in the area. She
stated her concerns are the density that it would bring and being only two exits. She stated MR-8
is already compliant with the zone, but her concern is in density.

Mr. Bolser stated the applicant is here if they would like to ask him questions directly.

Council Member Hansen motioned to approve Ordinance 2021-21 to change the
classification to MR-16. Council Member Graf seconded the motion. The vote was as follows:
Council Member Hansen, “Aye,” Council Member Graf, “Aye,” Council Member Manzione,
“Naye,” Chairwoman Gochis, “Naye.” The motion failed.

The applicant was invited to speak to the Council. Mr. Aubrey stated it was viewed as being
appropriate to approve if they adjusted their application to MR-16. He stated the goal is to
provide good housing for a good price. He stated if they are not able to get MR-16, there is not a
reality to give the ability to build there. He stated they are looking to purchase the property
bordering the other properties and bring it to code

Council Member Manzione stated she was still is not in favor of the project as MR-16, because
of the traffic.
Mr. Aubrey stated they would be doing a traffic study when they knew what their zone would be.

Chairman Gochis stated her opinion would not change, but asked Mr. Bolser if there were any
further options for the applicant.
Mr. Bolser stated there was always an option for the applicant to file another application.

Mr. Baker stated the Council has an option for reconsideration that is generally made during the
meeting in which the original motion passed, and would require a minimum of three votes. He
stated it would put them back into the position to make another motion.

Mr. Baker stated the Mayor has the authority to break the tie according to the City Code, chapter
1-6 and her veto power is in the charter.

Mayor Winn stated she was under the impression that if the applicant adjusted their application
to MR-16, the Council would move forward. She stated she would also like to see a traffic study
before re-evaluating.

Council Member Graf asked if there was a way to table for further discussion.
Mr. Baker stated only if there was a successful motion to reconsider.
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Mayor Winn stated she abstained to vote to break the tie.
Council Member Manzione stated she is willing to reconsider her motion.

Council Member Hansen asked the applicant if he was willing to do a traffic study.
Mr. Aubrey asked if that is the only way to move forward, he would talk to his partner.

Chairman Gochis stated her vote would not change. She asked what the applicant would do to
bring the other property to compliance.

Mr. Bolser stated it was an existing single-family dwelling. He stated the resident did not want to
bring it to compliance to meet the City’s code.

Council Member Manzione stated she lived in that area. She stated if they had an actual study,
she could make a better decision.

Council Member Hansen stated he wanted to know if the council would change their votes if
they made a new motion.

Council Member Hansen motioned to reconsider the previous motion on Ordinance 2021-
21 to change the classification to MR-16. Council Member Graf seconded the motion. The vote
was as follows: Council Member Hansen, “Aye,” Council Member Graf, “Aye,” Council
Member Manzione, “Aye,” Chairwoman Gochis, “Aye.” The motion passed.

Council Member Graf stated they want to see a traffic study.

Chairman Gochis asked what the yield is on MR-16 verses MR-8.
Mr. Aubrey stated the goal of having quality and reasonable priced homes would be better at an
MR-16.

Chairman Gochis asked for a motion.

Council Member Hansen motioned to table Ordinance 2021-21 and have the applicant
bring back a traffic study. Council Member Graf seconded the motion. The vote was as
follows: Council Member Hansen, “Aye,” Council Member Graf, “Aye,” Council Member
Manzione, “Aye,” Chairwoman Gochis, “Aye.” The motion passed.

6. Preliminary Subdivision Plan Request by Building Dynamics, Inc., for the Creation of 25
Townhome Lots Located at Approximately 1150 North Franks Drive in the MR-16 Multi-
Family Residential Zoning District on 2.14 Acres

Presented by Jim Bolser, Community Development Director

Mr. Bolser stated the Preliminary Subdivision Plan request does not include the entirety of the
lot, just one of the two lots. He stated zoning on property is MR-16, along with surrounding

90 North Main Street | Tooele, Utah 84074
Ph: 435-843-2110 | Fax: 435-843-2119 | www.tooelecity.org



http://www.tooelecity.org/

EXHIBITD

APPLICANT SUBMITTED TRAFFIC STUDY & INFORMATION



Zoning, General Plan, & Master Plan

Map Amendment Application

Community Development Department
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Notice: The applicant must submit copies of the map amendment proposal to be reviewed by the City in accordance with the terms of the Tooele
City Code. Once plans for a map amendment proposal are submitted, the plans are subject to compliance reviews by the various city departments
and may be returned to the applicant for revision if the plans are found to be inconsistent with the requirements of the City Code and all other
applicable City ordinances. All submitted map amendment proposals shall be reviewed in accordance with the Tooele City Code. Submission of
a map amendment proposal in no way guarantees placement of the application on any particular agenda of any City reviewing body. It is strongly
advised that all applications be submitted well in advance of any anticipated deadlines.
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Mayor, Tooele City Council, and Staff:

We are requesting that the 4.31 acres located at 738 W and 740 W McKellar St. be rezoned to be MR25
which fits within Tooele’s future plans for high density. Items to evaluate for MR25 as opposed to the
current zoning are the following: traffic, conformity with surrounding neighborhoods, and the effect of
the proposed application on the character of the surrounding area.

These are important to consider. In looking at them one at a time, we will find that there is a lot of
support for the MR25 zoning.

e Traffic- Horrocks Engineers were hired and completed a traffic study for this development. The
traffic study, which is attached, states that this is a favorable development and that Tooele’s
roads 600 N, 400 N, 200 N, and Coleman St will be able to handle the additional traffic from this
development without the need for road expansion for at least the next 5 years or more.

e Conformity with surrounding neighborhoods — There are 2 townhome developments just to the
east of the subject property. The density of these developments do not conform to what they
are zoned as they are both zoned MR8 with a 13 and 17 unit per acre density. These density
counts are not adjusted for streets and setbacks as required by all development. When
adjusting the density according to available acreage minus roads, the density of both
developments would be over 16 units per acre. This means that both townhome developments
were built based on a MR25 zone.

e The effect of the proposed application on the character of the surrounding area- The National
Association of Realtors did research to determine what happens to the value of surrounding
properties of a new apartment development. While we are looking to build a condominium
community, the finding will be similar. The report is attached and sites that home values of
property within 1 mile of a new multifamily development receives a higher than average
increase of appreciation.

Millennials and Generation Z are for the most part are looking for condos and town home in
order to live the kind of lifestyle they desire. There is a concern that those moving into the new
development will have a negative influence on the surrounding neighbors who own farm
animals. At the same time, MR8 or MR16 could possibly have the same influence as MR25. For
myself, | currently do not have the means to own a farm and farm animals, but would enjoy
living next to those who do.

In short, there is relatively minimal to no negative impact on Tooele or the surrounding area and MR25
fits within the current community. It will be a pleasure to work with Tooele and fulfill the needs of our
community.

Thanks

Hunter & Aubrey Development



Scanrail®/ Adobe Stock

Does New Apartment Construction Negatively
Impact Single-family Home Values?

Measuring the median value of homes from the year the apartment
was built to 2019 shows that homes located within one-half mile of
an apartment experienced a 10.0% average annual increase, while the
value of those farther away increased by 8.6%.

By Dejan Eskic

Senior Research Fellow, Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute

Over the last decade, Utah has led the nation

in the rate of population growth, resulting

in a record demand for housing. While the
housing oversupply of the 2000s was absorbed
as the economy recovered from the recession

in the early 2010s, supply in the new decade

has struggled to keep up, leading to a housing
shortage of 53,000 units in 2020. According to the
National Association of Realtors®, the year-over
median sales price of a home in the Salt Lake
metropolitan area increased by 12.3% in the first
quarter of 2020. The Salt Lake metropolitan area
ranked 16th of 182 metropolitan areas surveyed
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for a year over price increase. Housing price
increases were lower in 90% of the metropolitan
areas surveyed.! Additionally, land improvement
costs, such as excavation and utility work,
increased by approximately 40% between 2007
and 2017, and building costs grew 23% in the
same period.? Land prices have also soared with
a limited supply across the Wasatch Front. The
Wasatch Mountains to the east and the Oquirrh
Mountains to the west limit the availability of
developable land in Salt Lake County.

The combination of soaring demand and supply
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Figure 1: Areas of Analysis and Location of Apartments by Number of Units, 2010-2018
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shortages continues to push the market to
provide a more affordable housing product. This
is typically done through density because the
price of land is distributed across more units.
Over the last decade, the market has shifted to
denser development, with nearly 48% of all units
being built as something other than single-family.

As denser projects continue to appear on city
council agendas, opposition to them has grown,
manifested in a rising Nimby (not in my back
yard) sentiment.® Amongst the grievances aired
by those opposing denser development is an
expected negative impact on property values.
The question, “Does new apartment construction
negatively impact single-family home values?”
is challenging to answer because the housing
market, over the last decade, has experienced
historic price accelerations —it is rare to find a
home whose value has decreased. Rather, this
study attempts to quantify how new apartment
construction has impacted single-family home
price acceleration.

This study found apartments built between 2010
and 2018 have not reduced single-family home
values. Compared by distance, single-family
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Source: Salt Lake County Assessor, Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute

homes located within one-half mile of a newly
constructed apartment building experienced
higher overall price appreciation than those
homes farther away. Measuring the median value
of homes from the year the apartment was built
to 2019 shows that homes located within one-
half mile of an apartment experienced a 10.0%
average annual increase, while the value of those
farther away increased by 8.6%. This implies an
additional 1.4 percentage points in annual price
appreciation for homes closer to new apartment
buildings (see Table 1). Similar results are seen
in most of the county, with the likely driver
being that new apartment construction brings
new demand and new dollars to a community
and redevelops an older piece of property, thus
bringing more vibrancy and “buzz” to the area.*

Literature Review

The academic literature leans towards showing
multifamily, denser development having either
no impact or a positive impact on single-family
residential values. A study in King County,
Washington, shows an increase in single-family
home values for those located near denser
development. The study also showed an increase




in access to other land uses and parks, adding
additional benefits.’

A study completed by the National Association
of Homebuilders found that between 1997 and
1999, single-family values increased 2.9% for
those homes within 300 feet of an apartment
building, compared with an increase of 2.7% for
those that weren't located next to an apartment.®
Based on data from 1970 to 2000, a study
published in 2003 by Harvard’s Joint Center for
Housing Studies concluded that apartments
posed no threat to surrounding single-family
house values.”

A study from researchers at Virginia Tech
University concluded that apartments with
attractive design and landscaping increased
the overall value of nearby detached housing,
citing three possible reasons.? These include,
first, new construction serves as a potential
indicator of positive economic growth; second,
new apartments increase the pool of future
homebuyers for current homeowners; and
third, apartments with mixed-use development
often increase the attractiveness of nearby
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communities as they provide more housing and
amenity choices.’

An additional benefit is a decrease in traffic,
not an increase as often thought. A study by
the National Personal Transportation Survey
found that doubling density decreases vehicle
miles traveled by 38% since denser households
typically own fewer vehicles."

Methodology & Overview

The Salt Lake County Assessor’s market

value data is used to measure new apartment
construction effects on single-family homes. Two
measures are used. First, the average annual rate
of value change from the year the apartment was
constructed to 2019 is used to measure the overall
impact. Second, the year-over percent change of
median market value is used to estimate annual
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fluctuations.

Because of data availability, only apartments
built between 2010 and 2018 are used to measure
these impacts. Single-family homes are divided
into two categories, homes that are less than

or equal to one-half mile (£1/2 mi.) from new
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Table 2: Anhnual Apartment Units Built by Geographic Area (Excluding greater downtown area)

Area 2010 201 2012 2013

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019*

Salt Lake County 1,008 693 292 647

794 1250 1,027 1,038 1,005 1,887

Early Suburbs 256 100 40 307

211 210 288 378 293 300

Southeast 0 0 0 288 42 416 181 330 211 239
Southwest 496 315 252 0 258 334 270 330 238 1,048
West 256 278 0 112 283 290 288 0 263 300

*“The data to measure impacts of apartments constructed in 2019 was unavailable at the time of this study.

Source: Salt Lake County Assessor, Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute

apartment construction, and those that are
farther away (+1/2 mi.).

Five geographies were covered in this study.
Because of a range of development activity and
multiple factors not present in the suburban
parts of the county, the greater Salt Lake City
downtown area is excluded from this study. The
five geographies are based on Census tracts and
consist of the following cities and townships:

* Suburban Salt Lake County: consists of the four
geographies mentioned below.

» West: includes a part of Salt Lake City, Magna,
West Valley City, Kearns, and Taylorsville.

* Early Suburbs: includes a part of Salt Lake
City, South Salt Lake, Millcreek, Murray, and
Holladay.

* Southeast: includes part of Midvale,
Cottonwood Heights, Sandy, and part of Draper.

e Southwest; includes Bluffdale, Harriman,
Riverton, South Jordan, West Jordan, and part of
Midvale and Draper.

Apartment construction boomed in Salt Lake
County during the last decade. Between 2010
and 2018, 7,754 units were completed. Another
1,887 units were delivered to the market in 2019
but are not included in this analysis as the data
to measure their impacts are not yet available. By
2018, the county’s Southwest area accounted for
32.2% of total apartment units built since 2010,
followed by the Early Suburbs area, accounting
for 26.9%. The West area held 21.5% of new units
built since 2010, and the Southeast area had the
lowest share with 17.1% of units.

In suburban Salt Lake County, 1,887 new
apartment units completed construction and
began leasing in 2019, a single-year record
surpassing the 1,250 new units constructed in
2015 (see Table 2). In the Early Suburbs area,
2017 was a record year with 378 new units
constructed. The Southeast area set its record in
2015, with 416 new units. The Southwest area
holds the record for any single year, adding 1,048
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new apartment units in 2019. The West area
also reached its record in 2019 for single-year
construction with the delivery of 300 units.

Key physical characteristics distinguish single-
family units based on their proximity to new
apartment construction and impact their value.
The size of a home is a major factor driving
market value. In suburban Salt Lake County
overall, homes located within one-half mile of
new apartments are approximately 270 sq. ft.,

or 11.1%, smaller than those farther away. The
size difference is even greater for those homes
located in the Early Suburbs area; homes <1/2
mile of new apartments are 640 sq. ft., or 26.0%,
smaller than those that aren’t. Homes located in
the Southeast area are 438 sq. ft. smaller or 15.3%,
while those located in the Southwest area are
nearly identical, with a size difference of only 83
sq. ft., or 3.0%. The difference in size for homes in
the West area is 142 sq. ft., or 7.4%.

Home age is another factor influencing value,
although remodeling and updates often negate
this effect. Homes in suburban Salt Lake County
that are located <1/2 mile of new apartments are
seven years older on average than those located
farther away. Homes located <1/2 mile in the
Early Suburbs area are 14 years older than those
that aren’t. Southeast area homes are the same age,
while those in the Southwest area that are located
<1/2 mile of new apartments are four years newer
than those located farther. Homes in the West area
average 19 years older, the largest age difference
between homes that are <1/2 mile of new
apartments and those that are farther away.

Lot size is another key category that influences
overall value. In suburban Salt Lake County,
lot sizes average 0.02 acre smaller for homes
located <1/2 mile of new apartments. For
homes located in the Early Suburbs area, lots
are 0.05 acre smaller for homes <1/2 mile from
new apartments. Home lots in the Southeast,
Southwest, and West areas are 0.02 acre smaller
for those located <1/2 mile of apartments.
(continued on page 18)




Table 1: Average Annual Change in Median
Price, Year of Apartment Built to 2019

Area +1/2 mi. <1/2 mi.
Salt Lake County 8.6% 10.0%
Early Suburbs 7.6% 10.7%
Southeast 7.3% 6.8%
Southwest 7.7% 9.7%
West 10.5% 13.7%

Note: See Figure 1 for area designations.
Source: Salt Lake County Assessor, Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute

Results

The median market value of single-family
homes is greater for those that are located more
than one-half mile away from new apartments.
Between 2010 and 2019, those that are farther
than one-half mile averaged a 4.7% higher
median value. Homes located in the Early
Suburbs area have the greatest discrepancies in
values when compared by distance, with the
difference averaging 34.6%. This is because some
of the most expensive and largest homes are

in the areas of Sugar House and Holladay. The
average difference in value for homes located in
the Southeast area over the last decade is 12.3%.
Homes in the Southwest area show the median
value disparity lessening with time. Between
2010 and 2016 the difference by distance was
9.1%; however, the disparity narrowed to 3.5%
between 2016 and 2019. This was driven by a
10.4% increase in median building square feet
for homes within 1/2 mile of an apartment,
leading to an overall increase in home values.
The median value for homes in the West area has
averaged 13.6% between 2010 and 2019.

While the total median market value is greater
for those single-family homes farther than 1/2
mile from new apartment construction, the
opposite is true when measuring the median
value per square foot (PSF). Between 2010 and
2019, homes that are located <1/2 mile averaged
an 8.8% higher PSF median value compared with
those farther away. Although the Early Suburbs
area shows the highest discrepancy in total
median market value, comparing values on a
PSF basis shows there to be little to no difference
between the two distances. PSF home values

in the Southeast area averaged 5.3% higher for
homes located <1/2 mile over the last decade.
Similar to the trend seen in total median values,
the PSF discrepancies in the Southwest favored
homes that were farther away between 2013 and
2016, but shows no substantial difference since.
The West area shows homes located <1/2 mile of
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a new apartment averaged 5.2% less in median
value PSF over the decade when compared with
homes farther away. The reason for this disparity
is likely due to the homes’ age. Homes located
<1/2 mile of new apartments in the West area
average 19 years older than those farther away.

In suburban Salt Lake County, from the year of
construction to 2019, single-family homes located
<1/2 mile of a new apartment experienced a
10.0% average annual increase in value, while
the value of homes farther away increased 8.6%
on average annually. Homes that were located
more than 1/2 mile in 2010 and 2011 experienced
a 1.9-percentagepoint larger decline in their value
than those that were closer to a new apartment
building, showing that apartment proximity had
a positive impact overall on preserving value
during the recession.

From the year of construction to 2019, homes

in the Early Suburbs area that are located <1/2
mile of a new apartment experienced a 10.7%
average annual increase in value, while the value
for homes farther away increased 7.6% annually
on average. Year-over changes have shown some
disparities over the last decade. Homes farther
than 1/2 mile saw a more positive appreciation
from 2012 to 2015, while homes located <1/2 mile
outperformed those farther away between 2016
and 2019.

The Southeast area is the only instance where
homes that are more than one-half mile away
from new apartment construction experienced
higher average price appreciation than those
located <1/2 mile. Homes farther away
experienced an annual appreciation of 7.3%
between year the apartment was constructed

to 2019, and those located <1/2 mile saw

their values increase 6.8% annually. The likely
explanation for this discrepancy is that there is a




higher concentration of larger retail development
near those homes that are located <1/2 mile of
apartments than in any other study areas. In the
other three study areas, homes located <1/2 mile
of an apartment were near an average of 20% less
retail space when compared with homes farther
away. In the Southeast area, there is 84% more
retail space near homes that are closer to new
apartment construction compared with those
farther away. Year-over annual trends stayed
similar for both distance categories except for
2014 and 2017, when homes farther than 1/2 mile
experienced slightly greater annual growth.

Conclusion

The public perception about high-density
housing continues to be a point of conflict

in growing communities across Utah and

the country. While many stereotypes and
generalizations about negative impacts are
brought up in public settings, high density
development does not actually appear to depress
home values.” From the year an apartment was
constructed to 2019, in Salt Lake County, single-
family homes that were located within one-half
mile of new apartment construction realized 1.4%
more in annual price appreciation than those
single-family homes that were located farther
away. This is likely because new apartment
construction brings new demand and new
dollars to a community and redevelops an older
piece of property, thus bringing more vibrancy
and “buzz” to the area.

The challenges of housing affordability are

not going away anytime soon. While density

is a solution to alleviate costs, zoning is the
mechanism that allows or denies it. Zoning
regulations, more than any other local policies,
govern the annual supply of single-family and
multifamily housing. In recent years, the supply
of housing has not met the demand, creating a
housing shortage.’? This shortage has tremendous
impacts on Utah’s future. The shortage has also
excluded many from homeownership, added

to substantial increases in doubling-up of
households, delayed marriages, and discouraged
young people from forming new households. #

Reprinted by permission of the Kem C. Gardner Policy
Institute, Copyright © 2021.
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Dwelling Units and Parking

NORTH OF 600 NORTH STREET

Building | Floors Total Required | With 8% | Req. Total Parking
Dwelling | Parking | Reduction | Visitor | Required Stalls
Units Stalls Parking | Parking | Provided
A 3 24 48
B 3 6 12
C 3 18 36
Total 9 48 96 89 12 101 106
SOUTH OF 600 NORTH STREET
D 3 12 24
E 3 12 24
F 2 8 16
G 3 12 24
H 2 6 12
Total 13 50 100 92 13 105 105
Grand | 22 98 196 181 25 206 211
Total




HORROCKS

E N GINEER S

8 B

y ‘:_i C.ir r B
XY T v 8

=t F ol T
. 1‘, : i r

! : C at
i 2 3
| | lr . v W
. L

GLASER DEVELOPMENT TIS
TOOELE, UT

NOVEMBER 18, 2021
PROJECT# UT-CV-4344-21




Tooele, UT Glaser Development Traffic Impact Study
L |

Table of Contents

LISt Of FigUIES...cuuiieeiiieiiiiiiiieiiticereeiereacreneerenstneserensesensesenssssnssssnssesensesensssenssssnsssssnsesensesensssensssnnnnns ii
[T Ao N 1= ¢ 1 (= ii
Introduction and EXECULIVE SUMMAIY .....cceieeiieeiieireiereirtnereeereesreesrenseessesssesssessensernssssssssssssssasssnsssnnsens 1
Purpose of Report and Study ObBjJectiVes .........ccceeeiiiieeiiiiieeiiiirercrrreere s rreeeeserenesesseenssessennssssseennns 1
EXECULIVE SUMMIAIY .c..ieeiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiieieieniiinsiitnessrasisisessresssssasssenesssssssssssssesssssnssssnssssssssssnsssenssssnns 1
Conclusions and ReCOMMENAAtIONS......c.cvuieieireeiieiiieiiereeireetreetreeereeeressesssessssssssessassenssenssenssasssansse 1
Proposed DeVElOPMENT.......cccuiiiiiiieiiiiicieerteietnecerenerenserensestnsssrssserensesensssensessnsssssnsesensessnsssensssnnnnns 2
oY) 38 o ToT=1 1 o Y TS 2
Site Plan and Preferred ACCESS.....ceieieeireeirenirenireneresersssesssessssssrsssssssssssesssossssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnsssns 3
StUAY Area CoONAitioNS....cuciieeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiecreeeereniereneereeieteeerenserensesenssssnsssrnssesensesensssenssssnnssssnsessnsenen 4
STUAY ATBA .iieuuiiiiieuiiiiinniieiiranieiiensieiiesmsetirssssettessssetesssssstesssssesesssssssesssssssesssssssesssssssesssssssesnsssssens 4
Analysis of EXiSting CONAILIONS ......ccceeueiiiiieeiiiiiiciiiiriceerrreseerrreeesrernssessernsssssenasssssennsssssennssssnennsnssnens 5
Study Intersection Level of SErvice.... ..o iiiieriiiiieceiirerccrrreecerrreeeereraseeseras s serasssssenasssssennnssseens 5
EXiSting Traffic ANQlYSIS ...cceuuiiieeiiiie et s s e e s s e e ne s s e e na s seeanssessennsssssennssssnennnns 6

1Y T 4 ' 4 TN 6
Project Traffic VOIUMES ...ccu.iieeiiiiiieiit ittt reeesene e seneeernnssnesesensssensssenssssnssssensesensesensssensssnnnnns 8
BT T CT=T 0 T=T 1A T o T 8
BT T T3 4 TV Lo o 9
Existing with Project Traffic ANalysiS.......cceeuiiiiiiiiiiieiniiiiiniiiinereisessirserenessssesssnsesssssssssssssnns 10

LY = 1T 4 T3S 10
Analysis of 2026 Background CoNditions.......ccccieeiiieeiiiiiiiiiiiiniiiiiiereserenereneernsserneserensessnsesenssssnnnes 12
GIrOWER RaAtES ... iuiieiiiiieiiiiiiiiei ettt tte e tne e taerestasrastasrastasrasssssasssssassassassassassnssassnssassnssassnssasennns 12
2026 Background SCENAIIO ....cccuuiirieeeiiiieeeiiriineierieeneesrrenssesrennssesseenssessennsssssennsssssennssssseenssssssennns 13

1Y T 14 o o T3S 13
Analysis of 2026 Background with Project CoONditions ..........ccoiveeeciiiieeciiiieecceireece e srenneeeseennneens 15
2026 Background plus Project SCENAriO.......cccveeeiiiieeeiiirieeniirieeeeerreennesreenssesrennssssseenssssssenssesssennns 15
Northlake Elementary Considerations..........ccceeueeiiienciiiiienecerirenseerernneerennsessenssssssennsssssennsssssens 15

1Y T 14 o 4 TS 15
Conclusions and ReCOMMENAAtIiONS......iuiieiiiieiieiieiieiiiieiieireiteereieereteseraesstasesssasssssasssssasssssassassassanss 17
1Y 2 2 =311 ) S 18
Prepared by Horrocks Engineers ilPage

801-763-5100 | info@horrocks.com | Horrocks.com
2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400, Pleasant Grove, UT



Tooele, UT Glaser Development Traffic Impact Study

List of Figures

Figure 1:
Figure 2:
Figure 3:
Figure 4:
Figure 5:
Figure 6:
Figure 7:
Figure 8:

L o [T o Yo 1 f (o 15PN 2
YL 4 T o T O PSPPSR 3
[0 =TT Y LSRR 5
Existing AM & PM MoVEMENT VOIUMES........uviiiiiiiiie ittt sttt e et e estae e e estae e e ssataeeesentaeeeenns 7

L [o 3 D11 1 g1 UL o o ISP 9
Existing plus Project AM & PM Movement VOIUMES..........ceevieeeiiciiiiiiieeeeeeeccreteeee e cnreeee e 11
2026 Background AM & PM Peak Hour Traffic VOIUMES.......ccuveiieiiiieieciee e 14
2026 Background plus Project Traffic AM & PM Peak Hour Volumes.......cccccceecvvivieeeeeeeccnnnnen, 16

List of Tables

Table 1: LeVel Of SEIVICE CritOIIa...ccuuiiiiitiiiie ittt sttt rre e ste e st e e sbe e sbae e sabeesbaesssbaesabeeenaneas 5
Table 2: Existing Peak Hour Traffic ANAlYSiS......ccuiiii ittt e e et e s eeate e e e snraeeeeans 6
RIET o] (S T N S g T o =T o T=T = 1 o o U 8
Table 4: Existing plus Project Peak Hour Traffic Analysis.........coccuiiiiiciiiiiciiee e 10
LI Lo ][R €l o 1Yo o I =Tt o | PSR 12
Table 6: 2026 Background Peak Hour Traffic ANalYSis........ceeviieieiciiieiiii et 13
Table 7: 2026 Background plus Project Peak Hour Traffic Analysis.......cccoecuveeiiiiiieicciiee e, 15

Prepared by Horrocks Engineers ii|Page



Tooele, UT Glaser Development Traffic Impact Study
| ]

Introduction and Executive Summary
PURPOSE OF REPORT AND STUDY OBJECTIVES

The purpose of this Traffic Impact Study (TIS) is to identify the traffic impacts for the proposed
townhomes located in Tooele, UT. The study objectives are to: 1) define the study intersections, 2)
estimate trip generation and distribution for the site before and after development, 3) analyze AM and
PM peak traffic conditions with and without the project traffic in 2026, and 4) recommend
improvements to mitigate traffic impacts if necessary.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Site Location and Study Area — The site for the residential development is located north of McKellar
Street and west of Coleman Street in Tooele, UT (see Figure 1). The major nearby streets surrounding
the project area include Coleman Street, 600 North, 400 North, and Utah Avenue (200 North). This study
intends to address potential impacts to the following intersections:

e 600 North & 200 West

e Coleman Street & 400 North

e 400 North & 200 West

¢ Coleman Street & Utah Avenue (200 North)

Development Description — The development includes two already built lots that house a single family-
home and a multi-family home. Including these two lots, the development is sized at 4.31 acres and will
be built out with multi-family homes, consisting of 92 new dwelling units.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Existing Conditions — All study intersections operate at an acceptable LOS.

N

The proposed development is estimated to generate approximately 500 new external daily trips
with 33 new trips during the AM peak and 40 new trips during the PM peak.

Traffic data collected in October 2021 was used to provide existing traffic conditions.
UDOT historical data was used to determine a 5-year growth rate of 2.71%

Existing plus Project Scenario — All study intersections operate at an acceptable LOS.
2026 Background Scenario — All study intersections operate at an acceptable LOS.

2026 Background plus Project Scenario — All study intersections operate at an acceptable LOS.

@ N o v B~ W

Northlake Elementary — In the 2026 Background plus Project Scenario, project traffic creates an
increase in delay of 0.12 seconds in the AM Peak hour, and 0.54 seconds in the PM peak hour at
the intersection of Coleman Street & Utah Avenue compared to the 2026 Background Scenario.
During the peak hours, the project will generate an additional 18 cars to pass through this
intersection. During the times relevant to school drop-off times, 8:30 — 8:45 AM, the project will
generate an additional 4 cars. Level of Service at this intersection does not change between the
2026 Background Scenario and the 2026 Background plus Project Scenario.

Prepared by Horrocks Engineers 1|Page
| |
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Proposed Development
SITE LOCATION

The site for the residential development is in northwest of Tooele on the east side of the railroad line
and west of Coleman Street. It is located between approximately 550 North and 650 North in Tooele,
Utah (see Figure 1).

Figure 1: Project Location
Project Location
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SITE PLAN AND PREFERRED ACCESS

The project site will include up to 92 new residential units. Traffic will enter the project site from 600
North from the east and McKeller Street from the south. 600 North will act as a main route to access the

project site from Coleman Street. An illustration of the site plan and the connecting roadways within the
project area is shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2: Site Plan
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Study Area Conditions
STUDY AREA

The major streets potentially impacted by the proposed site would be Coleman Street, 600 North, 400
North, Utah Avenue (200 North) & 200 West. The intersection of Coleman Street & Utah Avenue is
located a half mile south-east of the development.

Located on the northeast corner of the Coleman Street & Utah Avenue is Northlake Elementary.
Crosswalks are located on the Coleman Street & Utah Avenue Intersection on the north, west, and south
legs. School speed zones are located on Coleman Street and Utah Avenue near the school. School hours
for Northlake Elementary are 8:50 AM — 3:30 PM.

Speed limits and functional classifications of the studied streets are listed below.

Utah Avenue (200 North): is an east/west running road classified as a minor arterial road with a speed
limit of 30 mph east of Coleman Street, and 45 mph west of Coleman Street. This is a two-lane minor
arterial that has a dedicated lane in each direction. A school speed zone with a speed limit of 20 mph is
located at the Coleman Street & Utah Avenue intersection.

400 North: is an east/west running road classified as a minor collector road with a speed limit of 25 mph.
This is a two-lane minor collector that has a dedicated lane in each direction.

600 North: is an east/west running road classified as a major collector road with a speed limit of 25 mph.
This is a two-lane major collector that has