CLEARFIELD PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
July 10, 2013
7:00 P.M. - Regular Session

PRESIDING: Nike Peterson Chair (participating alestically)
PRESENT: Becky Brooks Commissioner

Randy Butcher Commissioner

Joel Gaerte Commissioner

Ron Jones Commissioner

Norah Baron Commissioner

Michael LeBaron Council Liaison

ABSENT: Keri Benson Commissioner
Timothy Roper Alternate Commissioner
STAFF PRESENT: Brian Brower City Attorney
JJ Allen Assistant City Manager
Valerie Claussen Development Services Manager

Christine Horrocks  Building Permits Specialist

VISITORS: Brian Allred, Scott Crawley, Cindy Crawleleri Wilcox, Con Wilcox,
Kent Bush, Sam J. Chelemes, Chris J. Chelemesryfalfiurray, Scott
Hart, Jose Criollo, James Ortberg, Matt Jones,i€Gfayton, Amber
Huntsman, Mike Christensen, Sattar Tabriz, BevBrhdley

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Commissioner Gaerte moved to approve the agenda apresented. Seconded by
Commissioner Brooks. The motion carried on the fotbwing vote: Voting AYE:
Commissioners Brooks, Butcher, Gaerte, and Baron. &ting NO: None.

The Pledge of Allegiance was led by CommissiondcBer.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM JUNE 5, 2013 PLANNING COMBISION MEETING

Commissioner Brooks moved to approve as written theminutes from the June 5, 2013
Planning Commission meeting. Seconded by CommissinBaron. The motion carried on
the following vote: Voting AYE: Commissioners Brools, Butcher, Gaerte, and Baron.
Voting NO: None.

DISCUSSION ON SP 1304-0008 A SITE PLAN REQUEST FBRCKET FUEL COFFEE
COMPANY, LLC, A RESTAURANT, LOCATED AT 329 NORTH MM STREET

Commissioner Jones was welcomed at 7:04 p.m.
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Valerie Claussen said the site plan approval wasafechange of use from a gas station to a
restaurant. Minor exterior modifications and sibe@provements were necessary. She said the
same project was considered at the March 6, 2043nklg Commission meeting. Ms. Claussen
said additional engineering plans were submittedydver, there were outstanding deficiencies
previously identified that remained. She said altffothe item had been conditionally approved
the applicant didn’t agree with the conditions amdsed the time frame to file an appeal to City
Council. Ms. Claussen said the intent of the apgilbicn was to create a new application with
conditions that could be appealed.

Ms. Claussen said the applicant’s request was &vatg on the site as is, with a commitment
from Rocket Fuel that they would contact BP (BhtRetroleum) within 30 days of City approval
to request permission to fix the asphalt and laapisy. Rocket Fuel would enter into an escrow
agreement with the City for these changes. Rockedl Baid they would not pursue the
completion of the storm water retention facilitysMClaussen said the concern with the escrow
was that landscape improvements were generallpwscr for no more than six months and were
permitted under code when winter weather was abfa@he said winter was not currently a
factor and the completion of the improvements \lig six months was a concern. She said even
if the escrow was there, the City would have no teagomplete the improvements.

Ms. Claussen stated that just prior to the meesimg was given a hard copy of an email the
applicant received from the State Department ofitenmental Quality (DEQ). She did not have
time to read the document. Chair Peterson askea $gnopsis from the email. Ms. Claussen said
it acknowledged the change of use. She said thensiéded to be updated to current code. Ms.
Claussen said as conditioned the site plan coulet the review considerations for approval. She
said no public comment had been received to date ranommendation from staff was to
continue, until at a minimum the appropriate apptevobtained by DEQ or approve as
conditioned. Chair Peterson stated there was aamitzd amount of paperwork that had not been
given to the Planning Commission. Commissioner Bertcagreed with Chair Peterson’s
assessment that the items addressed previouslyeb€ammission through the conditional site
plan approval had still not been resolved by thglieants. Commissioner Jones stated as much
as he wanted a business located on the propemygeded to be done correctly. Commissioner
Butcher asked if the gas tanks had been removeahdlmember LeBaron said the letter stated
the contamination was within acceptable levels aacssumed the tanks were removed. Chair
Peterson said there was still a lot of missingrimfation and she was disappointed that since the
last time the applicants brought this propertyriont of the Commission for site plan approval
back in March, so little progress has been madear@issioner Brooks wanted to know how the
storm drain issues would be addressed and requestezisolid information regarding that issue
to be provided by the applicants.

ACTION ON SP 1304-0008 A SITE PLAN REQUEST FOR ROEK FUEL COFFEE
COMPANY, LLC, A RESTAURANT, LOCATED AT 329 NORTH MM STREET

Commissioner Jones moved to continue SP 1304-000&tibat a minimum the appropriate
approvals have been obtained by the State of Utahdpartment of Environmental Quality
and clarification received from the applicants on low the storm drain issues would be
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addressed as noted. Seconded by Commissioner Gaerfehe motion carried on the
following vote: Voting AYE: Commissioners Brooks, Ritcher, Jones, Gaerte, and Baron.
Voting NO: None.

PUBLIC HEARING FOR CUP 1305-0002, A CONDITIONAL USPERMIT FOR AN
EMISSION AND INSPECTIONS USE FOR EL CHAMO LOCATEDTA1181 SOUTH
STATE STREET

Valerie Claussen said the conditional use permlWRYL was a request for approval for an
emissions, safety and inspection use in the C-2ngodistrict. She said the business used one
service bay of approximately 630 square feet. Maugsen said the applicant had indicated that
no automotive repair work was done. She emphasiardition of approval number seven stated,
“For this CUP to be in full force and effect, ther@litions of Approval shall be acknowledged
and accepted in writing by both the tenant/busiresser and the property owner, as joint
applicants.” She said no public comment had beeeived to date and staff recommended
approval as conditioned or to continue until thees a determination of what needed to be done
with the site.

Chair Peterson declared the public hearing op&nlétp.m.

PUBLIC COMMENT:
None

Commissioner Jones moved to close the public heagnat 7:17 p.m. Seconded by
Commissioner Baron. The motion carried on the follwing vote: Voting AYE:
Commissioners Brooks, Butcher, Jones, Gaerte, andaBon. Voting NO: None.

Commissioner Butcher said he visited the propemty moted the sign for EI Chamo was over the
bay on the south end, but the site plan indicatediamo was in the second bay from the south.
He said it was confusing as to the bay EI Chamapied and the sign stated auto repair and oil
change along with safety and emissions. CommissiBuateher said there were items from April
that had not been resolved. Chair Peterson askednifmissioner Butcher was concerned with El
Chamo or all of the businesses. Commissioner Butdid he had concerns across the entire site.
Chair Peterson asked the commissioners if theyedatd discuss each business or discuss the
businesses on the site together. Commissioner Buszhd each business had code violations and
all the violations should be cleared up before apalrof the CUP. Commissioner Gaerte agreed
and said the property needed to meet City codestattlards. Commissioner Butcher said he
would like to move forward, but there were conceand violations. Chair Peterson requested the
representative from EI Chamo to explain the busines

Jose Criollo, owner of EI Chamo, asked what wasngreovith his bay and his business.
Commissioner Butcher said two parking spaces wegeired and striping of the spaces. Mr.
Criollo said there were signs, but he didn’'t kndwe spaces needed to be painted. Ms. Claussen
stated two parking spaces were required for El Ghdmased on square footage, but it was
difficult to distinguish what spaces were for whizhsiness. Brian Brower, City Attorney, stated
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there was also an issue with the ingress/egressdbgson previous site plan approval for the
entire parcel. He said the ingress/egress problemldvapply to all businesses on the site.
Commissioner Butcher asked about the pole sigranBAllred, property owner, said the pole
sign was put in place in 1956. Ms. Claussen sagdpble sign was non-conforming and its
removal was a condition from a CUP from 2009; hosvewWr. Allred was not aware of the

requirement to remove the sign from the property.

Commissioner Brooks said she attempted to go tbualseess, but it was difficult to get in or out
of the property and there was no place to park.saitbit was unsafe to get to the business. Chair
Peterson said she had the same experience ontéheSke asked if the commissioners would
want to review the project again. Commissioner Bsosaid she wanted to have the businesses
combined and resolve all issues.

ACTION ON CUP 1305-0002, A CONDITIONAL USE PERMITOR AN EMISSION AND
INSPECTIONS USE FOR EL CHAMO LOCATED AT 1181 SOUBTATE STREET

Commissioner Gaerte moved to continue, CUP 1305-0D0a Conditional Use Permit for an
emission and inspections use, El Chamo, located 5181 South State Street which property
lies in the C-2 (Commercial) zoning district, until further compliance is demonstrated as
necessary with the site. Seconded by Commission Bber. The motion carried on the
following vote: Voting AYE: Commissioners Brooks, Ritcher, Jones, Gaerte, and Baron.
Voting NO: None.

PUBLIC HEARING ON CUP 1304-0011, A REQUEST FOR A BDITIONAL USE PERMIT
FOR AN AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR AND OUTDOOR STORAGE USE,IM'S TIRES,
LOCATED AT 1181 SOUTH STATE STREET

Chair Peterson declared the public hearing op&m3&tp.m.

PUBLIC COMMENT:
None

Commissioner Butcher moved to close the public hesrg at 7:34 p.m. Seconded by
Commissioner Jones. The motion carried on the folleing vote: Voting AYE:
Commissioners Brooks, Butcher, Jones, Gaerte, andaBon. Voting NO: None.

Valerie Claussen said the conditional use permilRCwas for automotive repair and outdoor

storage. She said a notice of violation was sedtta@ CUP was part of the businesses’ efforts to
try to come into compliance. There were deficiem@ead violations identified and discussed in

the staff report. Chair Peterson asked if thereeveforts made toward coming into compliance

with the conditions imposed during site plan apptam 2009 and with issues which were raised
at the last meeting with the applicant. Ms. Clansssd there were none.

Scott Hart, owner of Jim’s Tires, said currentlgrd were 17 cars for sale on the car lot side of
the property. He said no cars were double parkeldadinviolations from the County and State
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had been cleaned up. Mr. Hart said the outdooagéoof tires has been cleaned up and removed.
Commissioner Butcher asked if the awning was his. INart said it was property of the land
owner. Commissioner Butcher asked if the four garked under the awning were for sale. Brian
Brower said the site plan approval from 2009 hawdns placed upon it. He said conditions of
approval were that there would be 10 to 15 carsé&be on the lot, that the tire rack would be
removed, the carport would be removed, provide daading on the south side of the property,
and the dumpster must be enclosed. Mr. Brower th&dctarport was still on the property. Brian
Allred said the carport was there for A & B Glassldad been since 1990; and the carports were
for sale. He said the cars parked under the cavpemr® not owned by A & B Glass. Mr. Allred
said Mr. Hart should not be held liable for reqments of 2009 because he was not a tenant at
that time. Chair Peterson stated that a CUP wddai¢he land and not to any particular business.
She said unless the conditions were modified ining;j the conditions would still run with the
land.

Brian Brower confirmed that although there may [féeent business owners on the property,
the CUP runs with the land. Chair Peterson stdtedoglieved 17 vehicles exceeded the original
allowed number of 15. Ms. Claussen clarified thesxe 17 spaces for vehicle sales and seven
spaces for customer parking. Chair Peterson agkdéichis Tires was strictly auto sales or was
repair work done on the site. Ms. Claussen saitethvas a repair component and it was outside
the scope of the original site plan approval. Mart-said he owned two separated businesses at
the property, Jim's Cars and Jim’s Tire’s, whicl tres and auto repair. Ms. Claussen said one
notice of violation stated repair of vehicles ocedroutside the bays and on the property. Mr.
Hart asked if he could put road base in and park icathe rear. Ms. Claussen told Mr. Hart a
CUP was required to park cars in the rear alongvaitid outdoor storage. Mr. Brower said the
area would need to be paved per City Code 811-13-12

Commissioner Gaerte said until the violations wesnlved, action should not be taken on the
CUP. Chair Peterson said the Planning Commissidmadi necessarily have purview over all the
code violations, only those violations related smd use. She said any representation of
compliance made verbally during this meeting m@sbbtained in writing and be verifiable. Ms.
Claussen said approval from the Fire District, RuldVorks and Building Department had not
been received. She told Mr. Hart it was his resjtility to get the written approval from each
entity. Mr. Brower said the issue of ingress/egréssm 2009 had not been resolved.
Commissioner Butcher asked if all four businessegiithe same ingress/egress. Mr. Allred said
the lot was open but the Department of Motor Vedsckequired one side to be closed. He said the
fence was temporary and could be removed. Mr. Broseéd the violation letter from code
enforcement stated that at least two points ofesgflegress were required on the site. Chair
Peterson told Mr. Hart to begin with the punch fseviously given him from the notifying
entities. She said the site must meet code aimadist — even at peak business times as far as
access, parking and circulation were concerned.ir(Peterson stated there was not enough
information to move forward with the approval. Nttart asked what he needed to do to comply.
Mr. Brower read off the violations from the condits included in the site plan approval from
2009 as set forth in the letter from Code Enforoatnaad said that there might be other existing
violations as well which were not addressed inlétier. Chair Peterson told Mr. Hart he needed
to work with the City and other agencies to conte sompliance.
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ACTION ON CUP 1304-0011, A REQUEST FOR A CONDITIONAJSE PERMIT FOR AN
AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR AND OUTDOOR STORAGE USE, JIM'S RES, LOCATED AT
1181 SOUTH STATE STREET

Commissioner Gaerte moved to continue CUP 1304-001uintil the applicant can

demonstrate full compliance with the deficienciesni the staff report and also the applicant
providing adequate plans to scale consistent withhe requirements of the City’s Zoning

Ordinance; and in addition, unless the site comesto compliance with the conditions
imposed by the Commission in 2009 for site plan appval, the revocation of the business
license is recommended. Seconded by Commissionernds. The motion carried on the
following vote: Voting AYE: Commissioners Brooks, Ritcher, Jones, Gaerte, and Baron.
Voting NO: None.

PUBLIC HEARING ON CUP 1306-0003 FOR A CONDITIONALSE PERMIT FOR MOTOR
VEHICLE SALES LOCATED AT 245 NORTH MAIN STREET

Valerie Claussen stated the conditional use pgi@itP) was for motor vehicle sales on a 0.302
acre lot in a C-2 (Commercial) zone. She said Cibde permited conditions of approval to
mitigate impact on adjacent properties and mothicke sales was one of the more intense uses
permitted in the C-2 zone. Ms. Claussen said faukipg stalls would be required based on the
square footage of the building. She said other itiomd of approval were no overflow parking
on adjacent residential streets, the site musttanaiadequate circulation and flow not to impede
adjacent road traffic and any other business tlmatidvco-locate on the site would be required to
obtain Planning Commission review and approval. ®laussen said the current request was for
no more than 20 outside units of inventory on thepprty. She said there were no proposed
exterior changes or outdoor storage. Ms. Clausa@h & conditioned findings were met for
equivalent to permitted uses. No public comment veagived to date and staff recommended
approval as conditioned.

Chair Peterson declared the public hearing op&m&t p.m.

PUBLIC COMMENT:
None

Commissioner Brooks moved to close the public heary at 8:07 p.m. Seconded by
Commissioner Baron. The motion carried on the follwing vote: Voting AYE:
Commissioners Brooks, Butcher, Jones, Gaerte, andaBon. Voting NO: None.

James Ortberg, owner, was present. CommissionahButsked about double parking. Brian
Brower said City Code didn’t prohibit the parkingsign submitted by Mr. Ortberg. Mr. Brower
stated if the number of cars, based upon site acmeparking capacity available, would have a
detrimental impact on the surrounding property awneconditions could be imposed.
Commissioner Baron asked if the customers takingesa drive would be driving into the
neighborhood. Mr. Ortberg said he would tell thetomers to go out on Main Street and not on
250 North. Commissioner Brooks said she was coredemth double parking and asked what
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the plan was to remove a car from the second row. @®ftberg said cars would be moved
temporarily beside and behind the building. He $eglanned to have 12 to 15 cars for sale and
wouldn’t inventory over 20 cars. Mr. Ortberg saitete was room for 20 cars. Commissioner
Brooks was concerned about the number of parkiagespfor customers. Mr. Ortberg said there
were four spaces for customer parking for only buginess at the site.

Commissioner Butcher asked about the layout obffiee space. Mr. Ortberg said there was an
office and about two-thirds of the building was opehich was where he planned to have the
ATV’s and motorcycles. He said there were othemrsdhat could be converted to offices, but
currently there would be one business office. CRaiterson had concerns with the parking and
the test drives going into the residential neighbod. She wanted to cap the number of vehicles
for sale on the outside lot to 16. Mr. Ortbergetiathe ingress/egress was not close to the double
parking. Chair Peterson asked if the site wouldpsup20 vehicles and four customers at one
time. Mr. Ortberg said there was open space fokipgron the south and west sides of the
building. Mr. Ortberg said the parking spaces forentory were the size required for customer
parking which gave more space than most car dégbstsCommissioner Jones said he didn't
have concerns with the double parking becauseeoatiditional parking at the side and back of
the building and he wasn’t concerned with dropgimg inventory number. Commissioner Gaerte
agreed with Commissioner Jones and stated thengpskiots for the customers should be marked
and the inventory could be moved as needed. ConanessJones asked if the employee parking
in the rear could be put at a 45 degree angle tierbetilize the space. Mr. Ortberg said it was
about 40 feet from the back of the building to thace. Commissioner Butcher asked if the
lighting would be changed and if there was adeqligiteing on the site. Mr. Ortberg said there
was no lighting from the building it was from stréights. Ms. Claussen said code didn’t require
any additional lighting.

Chair Peterson asked to have a condition addednatalid prohibit vehicles that required repair
to be parked on the site. Mr. Ortberg said he digien to have non-sellable inventory. Ms.
Claussen said “no inoperable or non-sellable inugnto be stored on site” could be added to
condition number five. There was discussion abalgtireg a condition that would state that test
drives could not go into the neighborhood. Brianower stated that condition could be
problematic for enforcement. He said the busineaseo could instruct and direct, but could not
require the customers’ compliance. JJ Allen, AasisCity Manager, suggested signage at the
ingress/egress to the residential street be métkedght turn only. Ms. Claussen suggested the
condition be stated, “The test drive route shall tuon west on 250 North into the residential
neighborhood and shall include signage and/or pavaxkings on site.” Commissioner Butcher
asked where the snow would be placed. Mr. Ortberd & would be put in the rear of the
building. Commissioner Gaerte said condition nuntbeze was not necessary.

Commissioner Gaerte moved to approve as conditione@€UP 1306-0003, a conditional use
permit for motor vehicle sales in the C-2 zone lot¢ad at 245 North Main Street based on
the discussion and findings in the staff report wit the following adjustments: 1) Conditions
of approval number two, striking the word “cars” and replacing it with “units of
inventory”; 2) Striking conditions of approval number three; 3) Adding to conditions of
approval number five, “that no inoperable or non-sdlable vehicles are to be stored on site”;
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and 4) Adding a subsequent condition of approval ‘hat test drive route would not turn
west on 250 North and the applicant shall includeush signage and/or paved markings on
site as necessary to prohibit left-hand turns ont@50 North.” Seconded by Commissioner
Baron. The motion carried on the following vote: Vding AYE: Commissioners Brooks,
Butcher, Jones, Gaerte, and Baron. Voting NO: None.

PUBLIC HEARING ON RZN 1303-0004, FOR REZONING FRO®2 (COMMERCIAL)
AND A-1 (AGRICULTURAL) ZONING TO R-2 (MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL) FOR
79 UNITS ON APPROXIMATELY 10.846 ACRES LOCATED AT58 WEST 1600 SOUTH

Valerie Claussen said the request was for rezod®.@46 acres from C-2 and A-1 to R-2 for the
intent of constructing approximately 79 units. Steted the request was not consistent with the
General Plan. Ms. Claussen said section four of3@eeral Plan states, “Current data show that
almost 55% of the City’s housing stock was congdeaffordable. There are still approximately
five acres of undeveloped high-density residergraperty in the City; therefore, current policy
were that no additional property would be rezormdtiie development of two-family or multi-
family dwellings, except as part of an approvedfR-B-R, or D-R Zone project.” She said those
zones were redevelopment zones and mixed use fwojbls. Claussen said the site has
undergone a couple of applications, most recen@®eneral Plan amendment in April of 2010 in
which the property changed in the general designdtom a commercial use to a residential use.
The only approval at that time was a General Plaermiment not a rezone. Ms. Claussen
continued any future rezoning should still be cstesit with the General Plan. The property was
not in a mixed use or redevelopment area and it bheeh the City’'s policy to not rezone
additional properties to multi-family residentidls. Claussen said the findings to support the
rezoning could not be made as it was not consistetit the General Plan. She said staff
recommended denial based on the discussion intdlffereport and that the findings required to
grant the rezoning could not be made legally.

Chair Peterson declared the public hearing op&&tp.m.
PUBLIC COMMENT:

Scott Crawley, Clearfield, thanked the City forrnzeigiven the opportunity to voice his concerns.
He asked the same question he was asked by GeroX\ih the January 18, 2006 Planning

Commission meeting, “Why here?” Mr. Crawley askkethere was a reason to put high-density
residential in a manufacturing area. He said atftfamning Commission meeting in 2006, when
he asked to have his property rezoned to M-1 (Maatufing) several neighbors commented that
the area would be better if zoned commercial. Mavdey asked why R-2, when it was against
the City’'s General Plan. He presented some infaondte had compiled about traffic that would

be created with the increase in residents. Mr. Gaasked the City to deny the request.

Commissioner Jones moved to close the public heagnat 9:00 p.m. Seconded by
Commissioner Brooks. The motion carried on the fotwing vote: Voting AYE:
Commissioners Brooks, Butcher, Jones, Gaerte, andaBon. Voting NO: None.
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Chair Peterson asked Con Wilcox to explain theed#iices between the submission and what
was submitted earlier in the year. Mr. Wilcox stitiee first submission was for R-3 zoning with
private roads and when he was told it wouldn’t besitdered it was changed to R-2. Mr. Wilcox
said the current General Plan identified the priypierthe application as residential. He reviewed
the history of the property at 1000 West and 17600tl5 and stated the commercial development
had been very successful. Mr. Wilcox said big btores were not interested in the location
because of the lack of rooftops. He said in 2016 shbject property was changed from
commercial to residential in the General Plan. Wilcox said the commercial businesses needed
the support of rooftops. He had a petition signgd.4 of the 19 business owners in the Wilcox
Farms development that supported the rezone tdenatsal. Mr. Wilcox said the R-2 zone was a
good transition from commercial use to residenise. He said the proposed units would have a
double car garage, and would be two story, threledoen units, with approximately 1700 square
feet, and the streets would be dedicated publidsioble further indicated that the open space
would be owned and maintained by the homeownersceg®on (HOA). Mr. Wilcox said the
units were not designed to be just apartmentsraakr@roperties but for sale product. He said the
Wilcox family desired and intended to enhance whais started, to help the established
businesses become more successful, encourage mewetcoial businesses, and develop a
residential component that could provide a niceg@kar families to live in Clearfield.

Chair Peterson said even though the General Ptandati specifically call out density, the plan
was very specific for the need to diversify housiBge said studies indicated that a multi-family
product would be detrimental to Clearfield’s homenership rate. The General Plan was very
specific that this type of development was not @iest with the City’s long-term vision.
Commissioner Brooks wanted to know what the sumowun residents thought of the
development. Mr. Wilcox said most of the neighbeese members of the Wilcox family and all
neighbors had received a notice. Chair Petersoncaaserned that even though the project was
called owner occupied, the City wouldn’'t have thHality to dictate whether it was owner
occupied or rental property. Brian Brower confirmtbdt Chair Peterson was correct regarding
the City’s inability to control owner occupied vassrental property.

Commissioner Butcher said he didn’t know if bussesswould locate in the area because of the
lack of street frontage, but he didn’'t want apariteeCommissioner Brooks said there were too
many multi-family residences and she was not irofaf adding more. Commissioner Jones said
he was a fan of roof tops, but was not a fan okloincome housing and there was already plenty
of that in Clearfield. He said he would side witie tGeneral Plan. Commissioner Gaerte asked if
the property were rezoned to R-2, could the applicadme in next month with apartment
complexes. Valerie Claussen said the rezone clatfigecolor on the zoning map; the concept
plan presented with the request was not bindingni@issioner Gaerte was concerned that when
it was rezoned the plan would be different tharmshcCommissioner Baron said she was not a
fan of more high density units in the City. Chaatétson said if the rezone were approved then
the maximum density would be allowed. Con Wilcoatetl there was no intention to build
apartments; he would be farming for some time aadlavbe willing to enter into a development
agreement with the City to keep people comfortable.



Clearfield City Planning Commission Minutes July, 2013 Page 10

Brian Brower, City Attorney, first indicated thaishcomments were not necessarily directed at
the applicant’s project in particular. He went orstate that he believed it was very important for
the City Council and the Planning Commission tdolwlthe General Plan in rezoning property.
He said any recommendation for approval withoutfimaking changes to the General Plan
would be contrary to City policy. Mr. Brower saifdtihe City Council or Planning Commission
wanted to rezone any property to multi-family resitdal except for redevelopment or mixed use
projects then the General Plan would need to bendetkfirst. Mr. Brower explained to Mr.
Wilcox the R-3R zone would involve the removal adsting buildings and redevelopment of
blighted property.

Based on the current General Plan relating to multfamily residential Commissioner
Brooks moved to recommend to the City Council deniaof RZN 1303-0004, a request for a
rezoning from C-2 and A-1 to R-2 based on the disssion in the Staff Report and that the
findings required to grant rezoning cannot be madeSeconded by Commissioner Baron.
The motion carried on the following vote: Voting AYE: Commissioners Brooks, Jones,
Gaerte, and Baron. Voting NO: Commissioner Butcher.Commissioner Butcher said the
purpose for his no vote was he wanted a chandeet&Geéneral Plan.

PUBLIC HEARING FOR RZN 1304-0007 A REQUEST FOR RHYNG FROM C-2
(COMMERCIAL) AND M-1 (MANUFACTURING) TO MU (MIXED USE) FOR
APPROXIMATELY 72 ACRES LOCATED AT 1250 SOUTH STATETREET

Valerie Claussen said the item would be discussidg. She said the applicant was proposing
revisions to the site layout, the zoning regulagpben, and the phasing plan. Ms. Claussen said
the revisions were received late in the day anfl atas not recommending action at this point.
Chair Peterson was concerned because the comnessibadn’t received the information prior
to the meeting. Ms. Claussen introduced Mike Céanisén, Amber Huntsman and Sattar Tabriz
representing Thackeray Company and Curtis Claygpresenting UTA.

Mike Christensen gave a presentation comparingptbposed changes with the previous plan
submitted. He said it was conceptually the samasis, but some areas were reoriented. Mr.
Christensen said the changes were driven by nemesring data.

Chair Peterson declared the public hearing op&m&tp.m.

PUBLIC COMMENT:
None

Commissioner Gaerte moved to close the public heag at 9:43 p.m. Seconded by
Commissioner Baron. The motion carried on the follwing vote: Voting AYE:
Commissioners Brooks, Butcher, Jones, Gaerte, andaBon. Voting NO: None.
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STAFF REPORTS

Valerie Claussen distributed the Planning Commis=iadentification cards, except the ones for
Chair Peterson and Commissioner Butcher. She dade twas a request for Jon’s Park
subdivision, it was approved several years ago,ewewthe plat was never recorded and the
approvals had expired. Ms. Claussen said she haeptesd a position with Pleasant View City

and Friday would be her last day with ClearfieldyCEhe told the commission members thanks
for all the work they did for the City.

PLANNING COMMISSIONERS’ MINUTE

Commissioner Baron — said she would miss Valersu§8en. She asked about the status of Right
Price Auto. Ms. Claussen said the business owradledcthe office and said they were changing
the name.

Commissioner Gaerte — thanked Valerie Clausseimdortime and effort given to the Planning
Commission.

Commissioner Jones — echoed Commissioner Gaertagpreciated all Valerie Claussen had
done and said she would be missed.

Commissioner Brooks — said thanks to Valerie Clanger being her mentor and for her help.
Commissioner Butcher — asked if a recommendatiaridcbe made to the City Council for a
denial for Valerie Claussen to leave. He said i @aleasure working with Valerie Claussen and
she would be missed. He thanked Chair Petersqpefticipating in the meeting via Skype.

Chair Peterson — said Valerie Claussen would bsedisind recognized the work that went into
the preparation of the staff reports. She wishedhebest of luck.

Councilmember LeBaron— echoed the sentiments féer\éaClaussen; she deserved every good
thing she gets.

Brian Brower — said as staff we would also missevial Claussen a great deal. She was a
tremendous planning official and he wished heniry best.

There being no further business to come before Rlaening CommissionCommissioner
Butcher moved to adjourn at 9:50 P.M.



