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AGENDA 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

June 9, 2016 

Public Meeting at the Farmington City Hall, 160 S. Main Street, Farmington, Utah 
 

Study Session: 6:30 p.m. – Conference Room 3 (2nd Floor) 
Regular Session: 7:00 p.m. – City Council Chambers (2nd Floor) 

 
(Please note: In order to be considerate of everyone attending the meeting and to more closely follow the 
published agenda times, public comments will be limited to 3 minutes per person per item.  A 
spokesperson who has been asked by a group to summarize their concerns will be allowed 5 minutes to 
speak.  Comments which cannot be made within these limits should be submitted in writing to the 
Planning Department prior to noon the day before the meeting.) 
 

1. Minutes  
 

2. City Council Report 
 
SUBDIVISION 
 

3. Russell Wilson / Symphony Homes – Applicant is requesting preliminary plat approval for the 
Pheasant Hollow Subdivision consisting of 10 lots on 4.55 acres located at approximately 700 
South and 50 East in an R (Residential) zone.  (S-4-16) 

 
4. Jerry Preston / Elite Craft Homes – Applicant is requesting preliminary plat approval for the Rice 

Farms Phase VII PUD Subdivision consisting of 4 lots on 2.55 acres located at approximately 140 
East and 850 South  in an LR (Large Residential) zone.  (S-8-16) 
 

5. Nick Mingo / Ivory Homes (Public Hearing) – Applicant is requesting preliminary plat approval 
for the Silver Hollow Conservation Subdivision consisting of 11 lots on 5 acres of property 
located at approximately 1600 West Jeppson Way (1550 North) in an LR (Large Residential) 
Zone.  (S-7-16) 

 
OTHER 
 

6. Miscellaneous, correspondence, etc. 
a. Knowlton Elementary Parking Lot Reconfiguration – Discussion Item Only 
b. Other 

 
7. Motion to Adjourn 

 
Please Note: Planning Commission applications may be tabled by the Commission if: 1.  Additional 
information is needed in order to take action on the item; OR 2. if the Planning Commission feels there 
are unresolved issues that may need additional attention before the Commission is ready to make a 



motion.  No agenda item will begin after 10:00 p.m. without a unanimous vote of the Commissioners.  The 
Commission may carry over Agenda items, scheduled late in the evening and not heard to the next 
regularly scheduled meeting.                                                    
 
 
 
Posted June 3, 2016                             

 
 
 
_____________________________ 

       Eric Anderson 
       Associate City Planner 



FARMINGTON CITY 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

May 19, 2016 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
STUDY SESSION 
 
 Present: Vice Chair Alex Leeman, Commissioners Connie Deianni, Bret Gallacher, and 
Dan Rogers, Community Development Director David Petersen, Associate City Planner Eric 
Anderson and Recording Secretary Lara Johnson. Chair Rebecca Wayment, Commissioners 
Heather Barnum, and Kent Hinckley were excused. 
 
Item #3. Russell Wilson/Symphony Homes – Applicant is requesting a recommendation for schematic 
plan approval for the Eastridge Estates Phase II Conservation Subdivision and requesting a 
recommendation for rezone. 
 
 Eric Anderson said the applicant is seeking for schematic plan approval for Phase II and III of the 
subdivision.  Once approved, the applicant will then submit separate preliminary plat applications for 
each phase.  He explained the applicant is seeking approval for both phases at this time in order to 
qualify for a conservation subdivision.  The yield plan for both phases resulted in 29 lots; however, the 
layout of the yield plan is subject to wetland mitigation.  The applicant is proposing a total of 26 lots. 
 
 David Petersen referenced the yield plan as shown in the staff report.  He explained the dark 
areas are currently wetland areas, which includes a large portion of Phase III.  David Petersen said the 
applicant will not be able to move forward with the construction of Phase III until the wetlands have 
been addressed.  In his discussions with the applicant, David Petersen said the applicant is comfortable 
moving forward with that understanding.   
 
 The commissioners asked how wetlands can be mitigated.  Eric Anderson said the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) is responsible for approving the mitigation of wetlands.  A request can be 
submitted for the mitigation of wetlands.  The USACE will conduct an investigation of the wetlands to 
determine the quality of the wetlands.  The request may be denied or approved for mitigation.  David 
Petersen said the applicant has aerials of the property showing the area is not historic wetlands, but 
that it was once farm land.  The applicant feels if natural seeps and streams are routed the property may 
dry up.   
 
 Eric Anderson also said the applicant is required to provide open space with a conservation 
subdivision.  The applicant is proposing that the open space percentage requirement be met through a 
portion of a regional detention basin, as it was for Phase I.  This option is desirable for the City because 
the open space provided in the regional detention basin will be serving as a storm-water facility for 
other areas within the City.  
 
 David Petersen also added that the City is seeking a trail easement as part of the item’s 
approval.  He explained that the Trail Master Plan calls for a trail connection from South Park down to 
Reading Elementary in Centerville, UT.  He said the easement was obtained with the approval of Tuscany 
Village, but that the City would like to continue the easement to make a full connection from the South 
Park ball fields down to the Reading Elementary fields.  He said the trail could potentially wrap around 
the detention basin allowing for easier access in maintaining the detention basin. 
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 David Petersen pointed out the two proposed homes on the parcel to the east of the schematic 
plan.  He said there is potential for a road to go behind those lots; however, it is important that the 
placement of the homes on the lots be considerate of that potential to risk future conflict.  
_____________________________________________________________ 
 
REGULAR SESSION 
 
 Present: Vice Chair Alex Leeman, Commissioners Connie Deianni, Bret Gallacher, and 
Dan Rogers, Community Development Director David Petersen, Associate City Planner Eric 
Anderson and Recording Secretary Lara Johnson. Chair Rebecca Wayment and Commissioners 
Heather Barnum and Kent Hinckley were excused. 
 
Item #1. Minutes  
 
 Dan Rogers made a motion to approve the Minutes from the May 5, 2016 Planning Commission 
meeting.  Connie Deianni seconded the motion which was unanimously approved. 
 
Item #2. City Council Report 
 
 David Petersen gave a report from the May 17, 2016.  He said the Farmington Crossing Trail 
Parcel Acquisition was reviewed.  The property owner was going to convey the property to the City; 
however, property owners have switched earlier than anticipated.  This has resulted in the City going 
back to the drawing board on the item.  Jon Hughes and the Davis County Surveyor presented to the City 
Council regarding the placement of the 4218 line and the policies related to it.  The City Council advised 
Mr. Hughes to submit an application, and his physical property (including the placement of the 4218 
line) can be further addressed.  David Petersen said the City received a request to grant a temporary 
access easement with Kaysville City.  The temporary access easement is being requested because a 
Kaysville development cannot complete a storm drain pipe due to wetland issues; however, the City 
Council is hesitant to move forward with the temporary access easement.  Currently, there is a 146’ 
ROW that splits Farmington and Kaysville on Shepard Lane.  The City is still anticipating a possible 
interchange on Shepard Lane so the City is hesitant to vacate any of the ROW at this time because there 
are still many unknowns.  The item was tabled so staff and the City Manager can discusses potential 
joint commitments with Kaysville on the ROW.  David Petersen also said the Kaysville boundary 
adjustment, as per requested by one property owner, was approved.  Eric Anderson also added that the 
zone text change for the cube self-storage facility allowing steel panels as an approved building material 
was also approved. 
 
SUBDIVISION APPLICATION 
 
Item #3. Russell Wilson/Symphony Homes (Public Hearing) – Applicant is requesting a 
recommendation for schematic plan approval for the Eastridge Estates Phase II Conservation 
Subdivision consisting of 26 lots on 18.9 acres located at approximately 1500 South and 50 West in an 
LR , AA, and A-F zone; the applicant is also requesting a recommendation for a rezone related thereto 
for .94 acres of property located at approximately 50 West and 1500 South from AA to LR, and 1.75 
acres of property located at approximately 250 East and 1500 south from A-F to LR-F. (S-6-16 & Z-1-16) 
 
 Eric Anderson said this item is a continuation of Eastridge Estates Phase I.  The applicant is 
requesting schematic plan approval for Phase II and Phase III, which consists of 26 lots, at the same time 
in order to memorialize their Master Plan with the City.  Since there are larger areas of wetlands located 
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in Phase III, approval of Phase II and III’s schematic plans allows the applicant flexibility to request 
mitigation of wetlands from the USACE. Eric Anderson also added that another reason the applicant is 
combining schematic plan approval for Phase II and Phase III is to qualify for a conservation subdivision.  
As discussed in the Study Session, the applicant is proposing a regional detention basin to fulfil the 
conservation subdivision’s open space requirement.  Phase I has already dedicated a portion of the 
detention basin to the City to fulfill the open space requirement; the applicant hopes to do the same 
with Phase II and Phase III.  The City may be in favor of this as the facility will be large enough to take 
water in from other areas within the City.  Staff is recommending approval of the schematic plan for 
Phase II and Phase III. 
 
 Eric Anderson said that the other part of this item if a request for a rezone on the property.  He 
showed an aerial of the property.  Currently, the property adjacent to the Bamburger right-of-way 
(ROW) is zoned AA, but does not qualify for that zone designation as it is higher than the 4218 line.  
Also, the property that is zoned AF obtained the zone designation when it was annexed into the City; 
however, the surrounding areas are zoned LR or LR-F.  Staff is recommending the property be rezoned 
from AF to LR-F and AA to LR to match the surrounding areas.  
 
 Eric Anderson also said, as previously discussed, staff is requesting a trail easement be 
dedicated.  David Petersen showed an aerial map of the proposed location of the trail easement.  He 
explained the City would like to create a trail connection from South Park down to Reading Elementary 
in Centerville, UT.  This would allow for walkability access to both fields locations.  An easement for this 
full connection was previously obtained through Tuscany Village.  David Petersen said if the trail 
easement could go along the Bamburger ROW that would be great as it could wrap around the 
detention basin and down past the Lagoon billboard crossing.  David Petersen said the City hopes to 
continue this easement, but, in the event a full connection is not possible, the easement could be 
vacated later.   
 
 David Petersen added that the applicant is aware Phase III is complicated due to the wetlands; 
however, the applicant is confident the wetlands can be mitigated.  As mentioned in the Study Session, 
the applicant has aerials that the property has been used as farm land, so the applicant believes they 
may be successful in drying up the land.  David Petersen also explained that by receiving schematic plan 
approval by the City, but not vesting, the applicant can take their Master Plan to the USACE when 
discussing possible wetlands mitigation.  He also added that the City won’t accept an application for 
preliminary plat until approval for wetland mitigation has been granted by the USACE.   
 
 Russ Wilson, 526 N. 400 W., North Salt Lake, explained that Phase II previously had more 
wetlands located within it prior to the completion of Phase I.  Now that Phase I is complete, a lot of the 
wetlands have dried up, and he feels it is a result of the Phase I utilities going through the proposed 
Phase II.  He said he is confident the wetlands can be mitigated.  He expressed concern with the 
proposed trail easement.  He said he was unaware of the City’s request for the trail easement until 
today so he is unsure where the City would like the trail located, as well as what the trail should look 
like.   
 
 Bret Gallacher asked if the applicant’s uncertainty regarding the trail should affect the Planning 
Commission’s decision to include it as part of the motion.  Eric Anderson said it is up to the Planning 
Commission to decide if they would like the trail easement included in the motion.  He also added that 
the City is simply requesting the easement at this time, but that details for the trail can be discussed 
with the applicant later, and then approved by the commission. 
 
Alex Leeman opened public hearing at 7:29 p.m. 
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 Robin Jensen, 1176 Cave Hollow Lane, thanked the commission for all their hard work.  He 
urged the commission to consider the trail easement as the current mobility for the community’s 
children is very unsafe.  He said there are no sidewalks along one side of the Frontage Road and another 
section that lacks sidewalk on the opposite side of the road.  Children that attend Reading Elementary in 
the area do not qualify for buses; however, walking or riding bikes is currently very dangerous.  He feels 
the trail easement should be top priority for the City, and feels it would be appropriate to work with the 
city of Centerville and the surrounding public to ensure that happens.  Alex Leeman asked staff for 
further information on the sidewalk situation.  David Petersen showed an aerial view of the property 
and the potential placement of the trail easement.  He explained a few years ago, Centerville met with 
Farmington to let the City know they had applied for a grant to complete the sidewalk along the 
Frontage Road.  They requested Farmington to join in on its application.  He said the grant may soon be 
accepted, and that the hope is to use the funds to improve the vacant portions of sidewalk along the 
Frontage Road.  He also said Farmington City has a smaller portion to complete compared to Centerville, 
but the need for completing it is on Centerville’s mind which is why they have sought alternative funding 
options.   Alex Leeman asked if sidewalk will be included as part of this subdivision’s approval.  David 
Petersen said improvements, including sidewalks, curb and gutter, system improvements, etc. are 
typically discussed during the Master Plan. 
 
 David Tate, 1209 S. 70 W., said he owns 1420 S. 50 W. where is son currently lives.  He feels this 
project will significantly impact his home. He said his first concern is the infrastructure of the project.  If 
the water is being turned to go down 50 W., it will greatly impact his home.  He has seen problems with 
the runoff from the LDS Chapel on 1420 S.  He said any time it rains heavily, the chapel runoff causes 
water to come up through the manhole.  He feels adding additional homes, sidewalks, etc. will causes a 
larger water runoff problem.  He feels that the City needs to accept that when this property does flood, 
that they are willing to bail these homes out.  He said he remembers in 1983 when the water was high 
enough to go over the Bamburger ROW.  He also expressed frustration that he has had to pay thousands 
of dollars over the years for flood insurance on his property located on 1420 S. despite his efforts to 
mitigate with the USACE and FEMA.  
 
 Tyler Tate, 1420 S. 50 W., expressed frustration that the City is allowing Symphony Homes to 
move forward with the development when the applicant previously stated the property was more wet 
than they originally believed.  He also stated that when building Phase I, the applicant lost 3 tractors due 
to the moisture of the property.  He feels if Symphony Homes cannot keep their own property from 
flooding, they will not be able to create an effective plan to keep the surrounding areas from flooding.   
 
 Mark Rasmussen, 1584 S. 100 E., said he lives in the cul-de-sac that backs to the Symphony 
Homes property.  He said he supports and agrees with all previous comments made.  He also expressed 
concern on where the property drainage will go, how it will be managed, and who will be responsible to 
ensure it is not flooding onto other properties.  He said his neighborhood, Tuscany Village, has an HOA 
that is responsible for drainage on a few open parcels within their subdivision so he wondered if 
something similarly would be created for this subdivision.  He also asked for further clarification on how 
the USACE can allow for mitigation of wetlands.  David Petersen said the property owner can request 
that the USACE will allow them to “fill in” the wetlands.  If the area is small enough, the USACE may 
allow for the property owner to do so, or, if the area is over ½ acre, the property owner may have the 
opportunity to purchase wetland credit.  Purchasing wetland credit allows the USACE to transfer one 
wetland site to another.  The USACE will determine the quality of the wetland area that is seeking 
mitigation to determine the exchange.  David Petersen gave a hypothetical example that if a wetland 
area may be considered “high quality,” the property owner may be allowed to fill in one acre of 
wetlands in exchange to creating 10 acres of wetlands somewhere else.  He said a lower quality wetland 
may have a lower exchange rate.  He said it can be very costly to the property owner to establish 
wetland areas elsewhere.  David Petersen said in lieu of wetland mitigation, upon approval by the 
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USACE, a property owner may try to dry the wetlands up “the old-fashioned way” by channeling seeps 
and streams.  He said the applicant has aerials of this property as farm land so the applicant is confident 
that the wetlands can be dried up.   
 
 Phil Hunter, 1605 S. 200 E., said he lives on the east side of 200 E.  He said his home is 
erroneously included as part of the rezone for the commission’s consideration at this meeting; however, 
he would like to rezone his property like what is currently being considered.  He said he purchased his 
property with the assumption that a road would be built behind it to allow for him to further develop his 
property.  Based on the provided schematic plans, he wanted to make sure that the proposed homes 
will provide adequate room for a road to be built behind it.  Additionally, Mr. Hunter asked what steps 
he needs to take in order to rezone his property.  David Petersen said he needs to submit an application 
for a rezone of his property.   
 
 Steve Rice, 127 E. 750 S., said his in-laws live on 1470 S.; however, he lives in a very similar 
situation as to what is being proposed.  He said his subdivision was previously swamp land that was 
mitigated with approval by the USACE.  He said the developer of his subdivision waited until the 
wetlands were drained and then went through all the hoops to ensure it was dry.  Since then, there have 
been a lot of problems that have arisen.  He said that when swamp lands dry out, the land does not turn 
into great dirt.  He said if the water can be removed, layers of peat moss can be found deep in the 
ground resulting in home settling issues which causes a lot of problems for property owners. 
 
 
 April Kartsner, 77 E. 1600 S., said she built her home 4 years ago knowing they were abutting 
federally protected wetlands.  She was told no one would ever be allowed to build on the wetlands.  She 
expressed frustration that a developer now wants to “destroy” the beautifully protected land.  Also, she 
expressed concern about the amount of water that is currently found on the property.  She suggested 
the commission look at the property prior to approval as she feels it will be difficult to dry the land up. 
 
 
 Debbie Ohnsat, 6 E. 1470 S., said when she purchased her home years ago, she talked with the 
City and was told that homes would never be allowed to be built on the federally protected wetlands.  
Alex Leeman clarified that as long as it is wetlands, it is protected; however, there is the potential that it 
could change from being federally protected wetlands.  David Petersen also pointed out that Debbie 
Ohnsat’s property was not within Farmington City’s boundaries when she purchased her property, but 
was annexed in at a later date so he is unsure which city or person she talked to that told her that 
information.  Debbie Ohnsat said that she feels Farmington has always wanted to be different by 
preserving open land, but that the wetlands are now being taken away and approved for subdivisions.  
She expressed frustration that she feels Symphony Homes was not truthful to her or to others.   She also 
expressed concern regarding drainage.  She said the recent rains brought water coming up through the 
road.  She said she approached the City employees that were addressing the issue; the City employees 
told her it was ground water coming up through the road and not a burst pipe as they originally thought. 
 
 Heidi Rasmussen, 1584 S. 100 E., said her property also backs to the Symphony Homes 
property.  She expressed frustration that the “charm” of Farmington is disappearing as she feels the City 
is allowing every square inch of Farmington to be developed.  Alex Leeman explained that issue is one 
that is regularly discussed among the commissioners.  He explained that property owners have rights.  If 
the appropriate laws and regulations are followed, the City does not have the legal right to tell a 
property owner they cannot develop it because the City would prefer the land to remain an open field.  
He explained in the item being presented, if the applicant meets all requirements of the law, the 
commission does not have the ability to stop it from being developed.  Alex Leeman also explained the 
wetlands are not within the City’s jurisdiction as the USACE is a federally regulated entity. 
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Alex Leeman closed the public hearing at 7:57 p.m. 
 
 Alex Leeman asked the applicant if he would like to address the subdivision’s storm water 
drainage plan to answer the residents’ concerns.  Russ Wilson they have a Master Storm Water Plan.  
When Phase I was built, a storm drain and land drain system was put in.  The outfall for both the storm 
and land drains goes out into an open ditch, then heads west along the entire property line until it goes 
down to the regional detention basin.  Russ Wilson said a storm drain system has also been installed 
down by the detention basin that pipes water out under the freeway.  He said there is currently a lot of 
water in it right now.  He said there are natural seeps located on the property, and all the natural water 
is going down through that system.  He said this plan has been reviewed by City staff and have been 
receiving comments and recommendations.  He said he feels this is the best plan for the area.  
 
 Russ Wilson said it’s important to remember that Phase I and Phase II had a lot of wetlands in it; 
however, Phase I has dried out and Phase II has mostly dried out.  He acknowledged there are still areas 
that will have to be mitigated in Phase II, as well as in Phase III.   
 
 Russ Wilson also said they have breached the Bamburger ROW which resulted in a lot of flowing 
water which has helped dry the property out.  He said they will continue to breach it.  He also said they 
believe the Tuscany Village HOA has been illegally discharging water onto the Symphony Homes’ 
property making the property more wet.  He said they are working with the HOA to find a solution to 
route the water to another designated wetlands area.  Russ Wilson said after the completion of Phase I, 
Phase II wetlands significantly dried up.  He said he is hopeful that Phase III will dry out after the 
completion of Phase II; however, they are prepared to mitigate the wetlands by purchasing credits, if 
necessary. 
 
 Alex Leeman asked for clarification on how the water passes through the storm water system.  
He asked if the current water goes down to the detention basin and under the freeway at this point, or if 
the water just surfaces in the open ditch right now.  Russ Wilson said the storm water is piped through 
Phase II into the outfall which flows into the open ditch.  He said the water in the ditch then flows west 
to the detention basin.  Alex Leeman asked if an open ditch will remain after the development of Phase 
II and III.  Russ Wilson said that when Phase III will be developed, a pipe will be installed under the road.  
The storm water will then be piped down to the regional detention basin.  Alex Leeman asked if the 
water system will continue to the open ditch until the completion of Phase III.  Russ Wilson said yes, the 
open ditch will remain. 
 
 Connie Deianni asked if the applicant may be artificially creating a flood plain for other property 
owners during the process of mitigation of the wetlands.  She is concerned that if water is moved from 
one place to another, it could create a flood situation for the surrounding homes.  Russ Wilson 
explained that Symphony Homes will not be creating more water than what is already found on the 
property, but that they will channel the water to a different locations, like the regional detention basin. 
 
 Dan Rogers asked if the applicant has taken into account the excessively wet years when 
creating land and storm drain systems.  Russ Wilson said they have been closely working with their 
engineer and the City’s engineer to ensure all type of events, size of storm water, etc., has been 
accounted for in creating a reliable water system.  Dan Rogers asked for clarification to the ground 
water coming up through the manholes, as mentioned by a resident during the public hearing.  Russ 
Wilson stated 1470 S. does not connect to the subdivision’s water system.  He stated all the 
subdivision’s storm water is appropriately entering the storm drain system. 
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 Bret Gallacher asked the applicant if there was any scenario where Phase I is completed, but 
they fail to obtain approval for Phase II and III so construction ends.  Russ Wilson said no; in the event 
they are not able to mitigate any wetlands, there are still lots that are currently dry and are therefore 
buildable as is.  Bret Gallacher said he wondered if the drainage system would be effective if all phases 
were not completed.  Russ Wilson said the system is not contingent on other phases being built to be 
fully functioning and effective.  Alex Leeman expressed concern that the City may not be satisfied with 
an open ditch as part of the subdivision’s drainage system in the event Phase II and III are not approved. 
  
 David Petersen asked the resident Debbie Ohnsat to clarify the area where she was 
experiencing water problems.  Debbie Ohnsat said the water problems were occurring on 1470 S.  She 
said she talked with the City employees; the City employees initially thought a pipe had burst resulting in 
water coming up through the road and manhole.  She said she talked with the employees again the next 
day.  After running a pump all night, the City employees said it was not a burst pipe, but ground water 
coming up which then had to be diverted.  David Petersen said he had previously discussed what seems 
to be the issue with the Public Works department.  He explained the City requires a developer to post a 
bond for all subdivision improvements, including culinary water, storm drains and more, to ensure all 
improvements are made.  He said the subdivision’s sanitary sewer line connects to 1470 S.  Prior to 
accepting improvements, inspections happen on a monthly basis to ensure the improvement meets 
requirements.  Once improvements are in, the bond is released, but a warranty amount is withheld.  
Additional inspections ensue and fouls are noted so they can be immediately repaired.  Then, after a 
year, another inspection takes place.  Once the improvements have another clean bill, the 
improvements are turned over to the City and the withheld warranty amount is released.  With regards 
to the ground water problem on 1470 S., David Petersen said the public works department feels it is a 
result of the subdivision’s sewer line.  He said the sewer line is typically laid in a bed of gravel; however, 
gravel tends to attract water.  Water follows the path of least resistance, so it may be following the 
sewer line.  David Petersen said Davis County typically inspects the sewer lines, and that typically blocks 
and bridges are placed around the sewer line to stop the flow of water.  He said the Public Works 
department feel those blocks and bridges may not have been in place which is resulting in the rising 
ground water.  He also said that he is unsure the Sewer District’s requirements, but that he feels the City 
may soon request these blocks as part of City requirements. 
 
 David Petersen also addressed concerns from the community that every developable land is 
being developed.  He said the City is aware it feels that way, and that the City is doing it best; however, 
Farmington is one of the most premier developable cities along the Wasatch Front.  He explained the 
families that previously owned the property being considered is the Rice Family, and the family that 
owned the now Tuscany Village property was the Glover’s Family.  Both families have own the property 
since approximately 1850.  Property owners have rights to develop their property as they chose; 
however, the City is trying to be savvy about things that can be preserved, like trail connections and a 
regional detention basin.  He said that desire to preserve is unique to Farmington, but, it can be 
challenging for City Council to balance as the City worked extremely hard to preserve approximately 450 
acres by the lake which is now being considered for the West Davis Corridor. 
 
 With regards to the flood plains, David Petersen agreed that requesting a flood plain to be 
removed or amended by FEMA is very difficult; however, there is a large amendment for the flood plains 
within the County being considered.  There have been some disputes regarding the amendment by the 
cities of Layton and Bountiful so the amendment has not been approved at this time. 
 
 Alex Leeman asked if a geotech report has been completed for this property, and if so, if the 
report called for helical piers.  Russ Wilson said a report was previously completed, and helical piers 
were not a requirement as the property has not been historically been wet.  David Petersen said he 
feels the property being reviewed is different from the Continental Estates and Pheasant Hollow 
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property as that property was a historically wetland area with peat soil present.  David Petersen said he 
feels the suggestion for the commission to walk the property is a good idea as it will help the 
commissioners gain a better understanding of the property being discussed.  He said it may also be 
beneficial for the commissioners to review the wetland study from the Tuscany Village as well as the 
geotech report that was completed for the proposed subdivision.  
 
 With regards to Phil Hunter’s comment about the rezone area being incorrectly drawn, Alex 
Leeman asked if Mr. Hunter’s property could be considered as part of this item, or if he needs to submit 
a separate application.  Eric Anderson said the item’s posting had the correct area listed so Mr. Hunter 
will have to submit a separate application for the rezone of his property. 
 
 Alex Leeman mentioned staff requested that Symphony Homes be wise about the placement of 
the homes on the lots located east of 200 E.; however, a rezone is completely discretionary.  He asked if 
it would be appropriate to include a condition that the developer needs to show the location of the road 
prior to the rezone.  David Petersen said he believes it would be simple for the developer to do that.  
Russ Wilson said they have looked at the layout of the road; however, when discussing it with their 
engineers, the road would be located very close to the proposed homes and would require a lot of fill to 
be brought in for the road.  Additionally, if a road is placed behind the homes, the lot size and 
topography of the property would result in having to build a 3 story home.  Russ Wilson said the 
topography of the property would also result in a very steep road.  David Petersen suggested that the 
applicant sit down with staff and surrounding property owners to discuss constraints and other 
suggestions. 
 
 Alex Leeman asked at what point the commissioners start placing conditions and restrictions for 
the applicant to address when the biggest hurdle of potential wetland mitigation with the USACE is still 
before the applicant.  He asked if the conversation should start now so the applicant is aware of the 
commissioners’ desires prior to vesting at preliminary plat.  He also added that he is not comfortable 
with the idea of an open ditch remaining in the event Phase III is not approved.  Eric Anderson said it is 
appropriate for the commissioners, if they choose to do so, to place conditions on the motion at this 
point in the process.  He said doing so may not mean the condition is immediately addressed, but that it 
has been discussed and will be resolved.  He said it also ensures conversation and conditions are not lost 
throughout the process.   
 
 David Petersen explained that a previous comment was made that if the wetlands are removed 
in one area, it may result in water in another area.  He provided an example to better understand why 
that assumption is not correct.  He stated that if fill is added to a puddle, water would then extend in 
another direction; however, wetlands do not function in the same way.  David Petersen said that when 
a wetland area is filled in, the water does not move in a different direction, but that the wetland area 
ceases to exist.  Russ Wilson also pointed out that they are working to obtain their Conditional Letter of 
Map Revision (CLOMR) and Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) from FEMA to remove the development out 
of the flood plain.  Doing so will require significant amounts of fill.  Eric Anderson also pointed out that 
as part of the CLOMR and LOMR process, the applicant will have to provide a No Rise Certificate that 
states when fill is brought in, it is not result in water entering another property. 
 
 Dan Rogers stated that he does not feel he has enough information to make an informed 
decision.  He feels it would be appropriate to table the item for further review of the location of the trail 
easement, review the soils sample, and all other things discussed.  Alex Leeman said he feels if the 
commission recommends the item for approval, it would allow the applicant the opportunity to 
approach the USACE regarding wetland mitigation.  If the wetland mitigation is approved, Alex Leeman 
said he feels the other items can then be discussed prior to vesting at preliminary plat. 
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 The commissioners discussed if the schematic plan for Phase II and III should be tabled or 
recommended for approval to the City Council.  Bret Gallacher asked if a condition needed to be 
included that the sewer line in Phase I will be resolved prior to approval of other phases.  David 
Petersen said Public Works is already working to resolve the issue so it would not need to be included as 
a condition.  He said Public Works does not allow a road to keep getting fixed, like on 1470 S.; Public 
Works will resolve the problem immediately. 
 
 The commissioners continued to discuss if the item should be tabled or recommended for 
approval.  Alex Leeman felt recommending approval of the schematic plan allows the applicant the 
ability to memorialize the Master Plan, but it also provides the City confidence that they will obtain a 
regional detention basin.  He said he feels the biggest problem is Phase III; he said he is concerned with 
the potential of incomplete infrastructure.  Bret Gallacher clarified that if a motion is made to 
recommend approval of the schematic plan, it does not mean the commission is voting they are in favor 
of the development, but that the applicant now has the ability to submit an application to the USACE.  
Alex Leeman added that the applicant’s application to USACE will address if the Federal Government 
will allow them to mitigate the wetlands.  Connie Deianni mentioned the additional conditions she 
would like to include to the motion include closing the open ditch, reviewing the soils report, 
researching the storm water capacity, and addressing the sewer line problem with Central Davis Sewer 
District.  Alex Leeman also pointed out that there will be 2 separate motions, one for the schematic 
plans and the other motion for the rezone. 
 
Motion for Schematic Plan for Phases II & III: 
 
 Dan Rogers made a motion that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council 
approve the schematic (master) plan for Eastridge Estates Conservation Subdivision Phases II and III 
subject to all applicable Farmington City ordinances and development standards and the following 
conditions: 
 

1. The applicant shall enter into a development agreement memorializing the approved master 
plan prior to preliminary plat; 

2. The applicant shall receive US Army Corp of Engineers approval to mitigate any wetlands on site 
prior to consideration of preliminary plat; 

3. The applicant shall obtain a CLOMR prior to or concurrent with final plat consideration for all 
property within the FEMA floodplain map; 

4. The applicant shall provide 15% open space either on site, or offsite in the regional detention 
basin; 

5. The applicant shall meet all requirements as set forth in Section 11-30-105 of the Zoning 
Ordinance; 

6. On the property east of 200 East, homes shall be situated in such a way to enable in-fill 
development in the event future owners of the lots desire to further develop their property; 

7. A road design is required for the parcel east of the northeast parcel of Phase II; 
8. The storm water drain (open ditch) will be closed in Phase II, and not waiting for Phase III; 
9. The applicant will work with the sewer district and staff to ensure the sewer line as it goes into 

Phase II and III does not become an underground channel; 
10. A review of the soils report will take place, specifically looking to see if peat is present; 
11. The City Engineer and the Public Works department review the storm water capacity to ensure 

it is adequate. 
 
Brett Gallacher seconded the motion which was unanimously approved. 
 
Findings for Approval: 
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1. The proposed schematic plan meets the requirements of the subdivision and zoning ordinances. 
2. While Phase III is dependent on approval from the Corp, much of Phase II is not constrained by 

wetlands and may not require any mitigation. 
3. The open space being traded to the City for a regional detention basin is desirable because it 

provides a regional facility for the southeastern portion of Farmington, and the open space 
would not be desirable within the subdivision boundaries of Phase II. 

4. The area where the regional detention basin is to go is development restricted and leaving it as 
open space that also benefits the City is preferable to including it as part of the subdivision 
design. 

 
Motion for a Rezone of Property: 
 
 Connie Deianni made a motion that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council 
approve the rezone of .94 acres of property located at approximately 50 West and 1500 South from AA 
to LR, and 1.75 acres of property located at approximately 250 East and 1500 South from A-F to LR-F as 
identified on the attached maps, subject to all applicable Farmington City ordinances and development 
standards and the following conditions:  
 

1. The approval is subject to an approved preliminary plat; 
2. The applicant shall provide a trail easement on or near the Bamberger R.O.W. line connecting 

the trail easement in the Tuscany Village PUD Parcel B open space with their northern property 
line acceptable to Farmington City. 

 
Dan Rogers seconded the motion which was unanimously approved. 
 
Findings for Approval: 
 

1. The proposed rezones are consistent with the general plan. 
2. The proposed rezones are consistent with the surrounding properties and neighborhoods. 
3. The portion of property in the AA zone is part of the old Bamberger Right-of-Way and is not 

below the 4218 line, and should have the development restricted designation removed from 
this portion of property. 

4. The trail easement will provide a future connection from 1470 South to 1600 South and could 
even become regional in nature as the Bamberger Right-of-Way goes into Centerville. 

 
Alex Leeman noted for the public in attendance that each item goes through multiple steps prior to 
approval or denial.  He explained from here, the item will go to City Council for another public hearing.  
He urged the public to attend the meeting to let their City Councilors know their comments as well. 
 
Item #4. Farmington City (Public Hearing) – Applicant is requesting a Zone Text Amendment of 
Sections 11-10-040 and 11-11-060 of the Zoning Ordinance regarding the allowance of detached 
accessory buildings in a side corner yard with Planning Commission approval. 
 
 Eric Anderson said this item is a request for a zone text change.  He said a resident came in 
requesting to build a detached accessory building in his large side yard; however, the ordinance does 
not allow for accessory buildings in the side yard.  Eric Anderson explained the resident’s lot is a side 
corner lot meaning the home fronts the street, but that a cul-de-sac is located on the side of the home.  
He said staff reviewed the resident’s circumstance, and staff feels the property owners should be 
allowed to do so in this circumstance as all front, side and corner setbacks are still met as the side yard is 
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very large.  This amendment would give the property owner flexibility while still allowing the Planning 
Commission oversight of it. 
 
Alex Leeman opened the public hearing at 8:53 p.m. 
 
 No comments were received. 
 
Alex Leeman closed the public hearing at 8:53 p.m. 
 
 Alex Leeman stated that he was concerned a neighbor may not like what was being proposed, 
but feels lack of public comment resolves his concern.  Dan Rogers feels the proposed accessory building 
would be setback far enough so it should not affect the site or surrounding areas. 
 
 David Petersen showed an aerial view of the property.  He said setbacks started decades ago as 
a way to decrease the spread of fire; however, building and fire codes have changed significantly since 
that time which adequately addresses the concern.  Setbacks are still clung to, but are now often used 
to dictate lot sizes.  David Petersen said he feels the front and rear setbacks are the most important, but 
he feels there may be more flexibility with the side setbacks.  He also said that, per the ordinance, the 
resident could build an addition to his home up to the side setback of 20’; however, it does not allow for 
any detached accessory building even if the 20’ setback is met.  Amending the zone text as proposed 
allows this resident to maintain an appropriate distance from his home as well as meet all side setback 
requirements.   
 
Motion:  
 
 Bret Gallacher made a motion that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council 
approve the Zone Text Amendment of Sections 11-10-040(8)(c) and 11-11-060(c) of the Zoning 
Ordinance as outlined in the staff report above.  Dan Rogers seconded the motion which was 
unanimously approved. 
 
Findings for Approval: 
 

1. The proposed zone text amendment is allowing residents the full use of their property in certain 
extenuating circumstances where a large side corner yard could reasonably accommodate an 
accessory building without adversely affecting their neighbors. 

2. The ordinance still allows for Planning Commission oversight and discretion when either 
approving or denying the conditional use. 

3. By requiring that a detached accessory building in the side corner yard meet all applicable yard 
setback requirements, any accessory building would have to be at least 20’ from the nearest 
side corner lot line; this distance is ample as a buffer from the street, and will limit accessory 
buildings to homes with large side corner yards. 

4. The proposed zone text amendment does not affect the prohibition from an accessory building 
encroaching in the front yard; this is still prohibited under the proposed change. 

 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Motion: 
 
 At 9:02 p.m., Bret Gallacher made a motion to adjourn the meeting which was unanimously 
approved. 
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Alex Leeman 
Vice Chair, Farmington City Planning Commission 
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Planning Commission Staff Report 
June 9, 2016 

 
 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Item 3: Pheasant Hollow Preliminary Plat 
 
Public Hearing:   No 
Application No.:   S-4-16 
Property Address:   Approximately 700 South and 50 East 
General Plan Designation: LDR (Low Density Residential) 
Zoning Designation:   R (Residential)
Area:    4.55 acres 
Number of Lots:  10 

 

Property Owner:  Symphony Homes 
Applicant:   Russell Wilson – Symphony Homes 
 
 Applicant is requesting a recommendation for preliminary plat approval. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Background Information 
 
The applicant, Symphony Homes, is requesting preliminary plat approval for a 10-lot subdivision on 
property located at approximately 700 South and 50 East on 4.55 acres of property.  The underlying 
zone for this property is an R zone. 
 
This property has previously been in front of the Planning Commission and City Council on several 
occasions with several different layouts.  At the October 22, 2015 public hearing, the applicant received 
preliminary plat approval for a 15 lot subdivision.  As the applicant began to prepare improvement 
drawings as part of the final plat submission, they realized that the cost of building the cul-de-sac road 
would likely make that development, as approved through preliminary plat, to be cost prohibitive.  As a 
result, the applicant has now reconfigured the site and submitted a new application with a new 
subdivision layout, and schematic plan for this new layout was approved by the City Council on April 
19th.   

 
Currently, 700 South has an unfinished gap between 200 East and 50 West.  The proposed development 
would bridge this gap and create a local road connector between these two segments.   The finished 
road would add to the connectivity between 200 East and the Frontage Road, particularly, it would 
alleviate some of the east to west traffic of 620 South.   
 
There are delineated wetlands over a significant portion of the property, and these wetlands are 
constrained land that will either have to be mitigated or not built on.  The yield plan shows that 10 lots 
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can be constructed, in spite of the limitations caused by the wetlands.  While the yield plan in the R zone 
can go down as small as 8,000 s.f., the applicant has provided a yield plan showing the conventional lot 
size minimum, or 16,000 s.f.   Because the approved schematic plan proposed the same number of lots 
as that on the yield plan (i.e. under a conventional subdivision), the applicant can utilize the alternative 
lot size provision in Chapter 11 of the Zoning Ordinance without completing a transfer of development 
rights (TDR) with the City, i.e. the density has not increased.  However, the applicant has proposed 6 of 
the 10 lots as being smaller in area than the conventional requirement of 16,000 s.f. (Lots 1-4, 5, and 
10); under the alternative lot size provision of Chapter 11, the minimum lot size is 8,000 s.f., which the 
proposed preliminary plat meets.   
 
Originally, the applicant proposed two flag lots on the north end of the subdivision (Lots 7 and 8) the 
stems of which were side by side.  In such cases, the ordinance allows the property owners to reduce 
their respective stem widths from 28’ to 20’.  The developer also proposed that both flag lots be served 
by one driveway with a reciprocal access easement to ensure dual use of a common drive in the future.  
However, Section 12-7-030(10)(b)(viii) states “a stem shall service one lot only.”  Therefore, in order for 
Lot 9 to have been conforming, the Planning Commission would have needed to grant approval of a 
special exception as outlined in 11-3-045 for the shared access, and the applicant would have also 
needed to obtain a variance approval from the Board of Adjustments for the two flag lots to share a 
stem.  As a solution to these issues, the applicant proposed an alternative schematic plan, which was 
recommended for approval by the Planning Commission and was approved April 19th by the City Council.  
The changed plan has removed the flag lots and made Lots 6, 7, 8, and 9 accessed by a private road.  The 
private road will need to be built to the City’s vertical standards, as per Section 12-7-030.   
 
Lot 9 fronts 700 South, but due to existing wetlands on-site the applicant is proposing access to the lot 
via the private road; this is allowed under Section 11-32-106(1)(e) which states: 
 

“Driveways shall have direct access to a public street for a building lot.  Subject to 
satisfaction of the provisions of Section 11-3-045 of the City Zoning Ordinances and the 
grant of a special exception, direct access for a building lot may include access over one 
adjacent building lot provided both building lots have full frontage on a public street, an 
access easement has been recorded acceptable to the City, and the full face of any 
dwelling unit located on both building lots fronts or is fully exposed to the public street.” 

 
Lot 6 and 8 are only required to have 37.5’ of frontage on a private street, or 50% of the required 75’ in 
the R zone, as outlined in Section 12-7-030(2) that states:  
 

“All lots or parcels created by the subdivision shall have frontage on a dedicated street, 
improved to standards hereinafter required, equal to at least fifty percent (50%) of its 
minimum required width except for flag lots which shall have a minimum of twenty-eight 
feet (28’) of frontage.  Private streets shall not be permitted unless the Planning 
Commission finds that the most logical development of the land requires that lots be 
created which are served by a private street or other means of access, and makes such 
findings in writing with the reasons stated therein.” 

 
The Planning Commission and City Council determined that the private street in this case made more 
sense than the back-to-back flag lots, and did approve the private streets as an alternative means of 
access.  All other lots within the subdivision conform to the requirements as outlined in Chapter 11 of 
the Zoning Ordinance which regulates the R zone.  All of the requested changes required at schematic 
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plan by the City Council, Planning Commission, and DRC have been included as part of the proposed 
preliminary plat. 
 
Suggested Motion 
 
Move that the Planning Commission approve the preliminary plat subject to all applicable Farmington 
City ordinances and development standards and the following condition: the applicant shall provide a 
reciprocal access easement and private street for Lots 6, 7, 8, and 9 and have this easement recorded 
against the property prior to final plat.   
 
Findings for Approval: 
 

1. As part of a previous approval, the applicant has provided geotech reports that exceed what is 
normally required for a subdivision of this size. 

2. The decrease in density, and removal of the cul-de-sac road is preferable due to the potential 
impact from poor soils and topographic issues.   

3. The bridging of the 700 South gap is beneficial to the City and provides much needed east-west 
connection, and will help alleviate pressures on 620 South, Glover Lane, and 450 South. 

4. Although the applicant is utilizing the alternative lot size, he is not requesting any TDRs to meet 
that minimum standard. 

5. The densities requested are comparable or exceed those of surrounding neighborhoods, and by 
clustering the smaller lots along 700 South and placing the larger lots on the interior of the 
project, the subdivision is context sensitive to the area. 

6. The private street allows the developer reduced density which is better for the soils types in the 
area, higher density results in greater storm water runoff which may also exasperate these soil 
types, meanwhile lower density that is proposed by the applicant results in less storm water 
runoff. 

7. The private street will assist Central Davis Sewer District in terms of the sewer line’s location and 
accessible manholes. 

 
Supplemental Information 

1. Vicinity Map 
2. Preliminary Plat  
3. City Council Minutes, 4.19.2016; re: Schematic Plan Approval 

 
Applicable Ordinances 

1. Title 11, Chapter 7 – Site Development Standards 
2. Title 11, Chapter 11 – Single Family Residential Zones 
3. Title 11, Chapter 12 – Conservation Subdivisions 
4. Title 11, Chapter 28 – Supplementary and Qualifying Regulations 
5. Title 12, Chapter 6 – Major Subdivisions 
6. Title 12, Chapter 7 – General Requirements for all Subdivisions 
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June 9, 2016 

 
 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Item 4: Preliminary Plat for Rice Farms Estates PUD Phase VII Subdivision 
 
Public Hearing:   No 
Application No.:   S-8-16 
Property Address:   Approximately 850 South and 140 East 
General Plan Designation: LDR (Low Density Residential) 
Zoning Designation:   LR-PUD (Large Residential-Planned Unit Development)
Area:    2.55 Acres 
Number of Lots:  5 

 

Property Owner: Rawl Rice 
Agent:    Jerry Preston/Elite Craft Homes 
 
Request:  Applicant is requesting preliminary plat approval for Rice Farms Estates Phase VII Subdivision.  
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Background Information 
 
The applicant is requesting preliminary plat approval for a 5-lot PUD subdivision on property located at 
approximately 850 South and 140 East.  The proposed Phase VII preliminary plat contains a total of 5 
lots on 2.55 acres of property.  The underlying zone for this property is an LR zone.  Elite Craft Homes is 
proposing to continue with a PUD subdivision adjacent to their existing Rice Farms Estates PUD 
Subdivision Phase VI. Since there will be a road dedication, the approval process would normally consist 
of a schematic plan, preliminary plat and final plat. However, because the applicant has already received 
final PUD master plan approval for the entire PUD subdivision and there is a recorded development 
agreement with the property, staff felt that the applicant should only be required to receive preliminary 
and final plat approval.  Additionally, the development agreement memorialized the Master 
Development Plan but calls for each new subdivision to come back for preliminary and final plat 
approvals.  The proposed development falls under the Master Development Plan, and matches the 
memorialized plan with the exception of the phasing shown in the development agreement, as the 
applicant added one additional phase, however, Phase VII is the last phase.   
 
At the Planning Commission meeting held May 5th, this item was tabled as there were two major 
outstanding issues remaining to be addressed and resolved; they were a trail connection from 140 East 
to 200 East, and the proposal to demolish an existing historic home on the site.   The trail connection has 
been discussed in previous phases, but always deferred until the next phase came in; now that we are at 
the last phase, the City would like to see this connection realized on either the north sides of Lots 704 
and 705, or on the north side of the existing home which will remain.  The applicant is amenable to a 



trail connection and has been working with city staff and the trails committee on the final placement of 
the trail.  Although an alignment has not been determined, staff is confident that a final alignment will 
be on final plat to the trails committee’s satisfaction.  As a way to ensure that this occurs on final plat, a 
condition has been placed requiring this trail connection.    
 
The original historic home is one of the oldest buildings in Farmington and is an outstanding example of 
the vernacular pioneer architecture.  Staff feels that it is important to preserve this home and would like 
the matter considered by the Farmington Historic Preservation Commission.  Additionally, Chapter 39 of 
the Zoning Ordinance regulates historic buildings and sites within Farmington City, and has been 
included for your reference.   
 
Chapter 39 does have provisions requiring certain actions and steps be followed when a site 
development proposal has a historic (or even potentially historic) building on site.  Under Section 11-39-
104(b) The Historic Preservation Commission may designate any building or structure as being eligible 
for the Farmington Historic Sites or Landmark List, provided that it meets the criteria listed under 
subsection (c).  It may be appropriate to have the Historic Commission review whether or not such a 
designation is appropriate in this case.  If the existing home is determined to be historic and is placed on 
the Farmington Historic Sites or Landmark List, there are certain protections of the property against 
demolition that may be applied to the home.  The home should also undergo the process of obtaining a 
“Certificate of Historic Appropriateness” as outlined in Chapter 39 of the Zoning Ordinance.  
 
The applicant, staff, property owners, a representative from the Historic Commission, and the City’s 
historic architect met on site to look at the building to determine the condition of the building.  The 
City’s historic architect, Rod Mortensen, determined that the building walls were in good condition, and 
the interior of the building, although in a state of disrepair, could be rehabilitated.  Overall, Rod felt like 
the building could be preserved and rehabilitated with minimum input.  The property owner’s and 
developer felt that it was too high of a cost for them to preserve it.  As a compromise, staff suggested 
that the old home be included in one of the lots and a future home owner could restore the building; 
this way it doesn’t affect the subdivision, nor the timing of the property’s development.  It appeared as 
though the property owners and applicant were satisfied with this resolution.  Additionally, the Historic 
Commission is reviewing this property and has begun working with the Rice family to perform a resource 
survey, and determine whether the property is eligible for the Farmington Historic Sites or Landmark 
List.    
 
Suggested Motion: 
 
Move that the Planning Commission approve the preliminary plat for Rice Farms Estates PUD 
Subdivision Phase VII subject to all applicable Farmington City ordinances and development standards 
and the following conditions: 
 

1. The applicant continues to work with the City and other agencies to address any outstanding 
issues remaining with regard to the preliminary plat prior to final plat consideration; 

2. The applicant shall provide a trail easement connecting 140 East to 200 East within Phase VII 
and show that easement on final plat; 

3. The applicant shall work with staff and The Historic Preservation Commission to obtain a 
Certificate of Historic Appropriateness; 



4. The applicant shall enter into an agreement with the City whereby they agree to include the 
historic home on one of the lots and market the property with the intent of preserving the 
home. 
 

Findings for Approval: 
1. The proposed preliminary plat is consistent with the previously approved Master Development 

Plan memorialized by the Development Agreement. 
2. The proposed subdivision meets all the requirements for approval of a preliminary plat. 

 
Supplemental Information 

1. Vicinity Map 
2. Preliminary Plat 
3. Exhibit showing existing structures in relation to proposed subdivision layout 
4. Photo of Rice Home 
5. Title 11, Chapter 39 – Historic Buildings and Sites 

 
Applicable Ordinances 

1. Title 12, Chapter 6 – Major Subdivisions 
2. Title 12, Chapter 7 – General Requirements for All Subdivisions 
3. Title 11, Chapter 11 – Single-Family Residential Zones 
4. Title 11, Chapter 27 – Planned Unit Developments 
5. Title 11, Chapter 39 – Historic Buildings and Sites 
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PROPERTY DESCRIPTION – RICE FARMS ESTATES PHASE 7 SUBDIVISION

Beginning at a Southwest Corner of Rice Farms Estates Phase 6 Subdivision, said point being
North 026'10” West 575.81 feet along the quarter section line and East 1971.13 feet from the
West Quarter Corner of Section 30, Township 3 North, Range 1 East, Salt Lake Base and
Meridian, and running;

Thence South 8946'31” East 145.66 feet along the south line of Rice Farms Estates Phase 6
Subdivision;
Thence North 69°58'16” East 85.89 feet along the south line of Rice Farms Estates Phase 6
Subdivision;
Thence South 87°29'41” East 141.74 feet along the south line to the Southeast Corner of Rice
Farms Estates Phase 6 Subdivision, said point also being on the west line of Utah State
Highway #106, (200 East Street);
Thence South 0°35'02” West 1.49 feet along the west line of State Highway No. 106, (200 East
Street);
Thence South 34°35'54” East 18.37 feet along the west line of State Highway No. 106, (200
East Street);
Thence South 0°13'14” East 92.43 feet along the west line of State Highway No. 106, (200 East
Street);
Thence South 1°20'54” East 159.93 feet along the west line of State Highway No. 106, (200
East Street);
Thence North 89°43'00” East 3.24 feet along the west line of State Highway No. 106, (200 East
Street);
Thence South 0°55'00” West 32.50 feet along the west line of State Highway No. 106, (200 East
Street) to the Northeast Corner of Country Hills of Farmington No. 3 Subdivision;
Thence South 89°43'20” West 324.03 feet along the north line of Country Hills of Farmington
No. 3 Subdivision;
Thence North 4.10 feet along the north line of Country Hills of Farmington No. 3 Subdivision;
Thence North 89°15'59” West 62.27 feet along the north line of Country Hills of Farmington No.
3 Subdivision to and along the north line of Country Hills of Farmington No. 2 Subdivision;
Thence North 0°13'29” East 275.43 feet to the point of beginning.

Contains 111,190 square feet, 2.553 acres.

_____________________          ___________________________________
Date                                         Keith R. Russell

                                        License no. 164386
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Planning Commission Staff Report 
June 9, 2016 

 
 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Item 5: Preliminary Plat for the Silverwood Conservation Subdivision 
 
Public Hearing:   Yes 
Application No.:   S-7-16 
Property Address:   1505 North 1500 West 
General Plan Designation: LDR (Low Density Residential) and “PPR” (Public/Private Recreation 

Open Space and/or Parks Very Low Density) 
Zoning Designation:   LR – Large Residential 
Area:    5.0 Acres  
Number of Lots: 11 
Property Owner: Jerod and Sharon Jeppson  
Applicant:   Nick Mingo – Ivory Development 
 
Request:  Applicant is requesting a recommendation for preliminary plat approval for the proposed 
Silverwood Conservation Subdivision.  
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Background Information    

 
The Jeppson property was annexed into the city in 2013 and the Silverleaf Subdivision received final plat 
approval to build 9 lots on the property, not including the parcel where Jerrod Jeppson’s home sits.  
However, sometime after final plat was approved, Jerrod decided to find another developer to complete 
the project, and this time, the lot with his home would be further subdivided, creating two additional 
lots; the existing home is proposed to be demolished.   Nick Mingo and Ivory Homes is now proposing 
the Silverwood Subdivision that mirrors the approved Silverleaf Subdivision with the exception of Lots 5 
and 6 which is where the existing house is; with the two additional lots, the total proposed lot count is 
11.  Similar to what was proposed with the Silverleaf Subdivision, the Silverwood Subdivision is a 
conservation subdivision, and the 15% open space requirement would be met through a trail easement 
connecting the subdivision with 1500 West along the existing private drive.  This private drive currently 
accesses two homes along with Jerrod’s and will remain as it currently exists, it will now have a public 
access easement recorded over the top of it so that people can better access 1500 West from points 
north and west.   
 
Because this proposed subdivision has not deviated from the approved Silverleaf Subdivision 
significantly, staff felt it prudent for the applicant to begin at preliminary plat.  Additionally, the DRC has 
already reviewed and vetted the Silverleaf Subdivision plat and improvement drawings, so there weren’t 
many issues that arose that hadn’t already been addressed as part of the original review.  One thing  
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that this application addressed that the previous application did not was the moving of a Central Davis 
Sewer trunkline on the west end of the property along George Clark’s property; this allows for better 
access by Central Davis and a subsequent sewer easement with manhole access has been accounted for.  
However, there are some details with those sewer manholes that must be addressed.   
 
Another change from the last submission is that the eastern boundary line has been moved from their 
current alignment; this, however, cannot be done without a plat amendment of Oakridge Farms 
Subdivision occurring first, because the boundary adjustment will move that subdivision’s boundaries. 
 
Lastly, Davis County Flood Control previously required that all storm water be detained in the storm 
water detention basin on the eastside of the property before discharging into Haight Creek.  The City 
Engineer and public works staff have expressed a desire that the project be allowed to discharge directly 
into the creek as maintaining the detention basin, the associated storm drain line and easement, and 
the manholes will be difficult because of the slope of the site.  Since the time of the original Silverleaf 
Subdivision, a new County Flood Control manager has taken over and staff would like the applicant to 
pursue the possibility of discharging into the creek directly anew.  
 
Suggested Motion: 
 
Move that the Planning Commission approve the preliminary plat of the Silverwood Conservation 
Subdivision as shown, subject to all applicable Farmington City ordinances and development standards 
and the following conditions: 
 

1. The applicant shall provide the 15% through a public access (trail) easement, and that 
public access easement shall be shown on the final plat; 

2. The applicant shall satisfy the requirements of Central Davis Sewer, including the 
dedication of easements, design of manholes, and relocation of the sewer trunk-line 
prior to consideration of Final Plat; 

3. The property owner shall extend and dedicate the right-of-way to the northerly 
boundary of the project/plat in the event the George Clark property is developed; 

4. The applicant shall change the name to either Silverwood Phase III, or something else 
which has not yet been used in the City; 

5. Public improvement drawings, including but not limited to, a grading and drainage plan, 
shall be reviewed and approved by the Farmington City Works, City Engineer, Storm 
Water Official, Fire Department, Central Davis Sewer District and Benchland Water. 

 
Findings: 
1. The LDR (Low Density Residential) designation of the General Plan allows up to 4 

dwelling units/acre.   The proposed subdivision is at approximately 3 dwelling units per 
acre and is consistent with the General Plan threshold. 

2. The project is consistent with the Conservation Subdivision standards for an LR zone. 
3. The applicant has worked through the issues raised by the DRC with the original 

Silverleaf Subdivision. 
4. An open space requirement is being met through a trail easement that connects the 

Silverwood Subdivisions and southern Kaysville with 1500 West; currently, those 
residents have to walk out of the way to the Frontage Road to get to 1500 West, which 
is an important connection to points north and east. 

 



 3 

Supplemental Information 
1. Vicinity Map 
2. Preliminary Plat 
3. Silverleaf Preliminary Plat – Approved 2013 

 
Applicable Ordinances 

1. Title 12, Chapter 6 – Major Subdivisions 
2. Title 11, Chapter 11 – Single Family Residential 
3. Title 11, Chapter 12 – Conservation Subdivision Development Standards 
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