
 

 SOUTH WEBER CITY 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

 
  

DATE OF MEETING:  14 April 2022  TIME COMMENCED: 6:00 p.m. 

 

LOCATION:  South Weber City Office at 1600 East South Weber Drive, South Weber, UT 

 

PRESENT:  

 

COMMISSIONERS:   Gary Boatright (via zoom at 6:15) 

        Jeremy Davis   

        Julie Losee  

        Marty McFadden 

        Taylor Walton  

         

 COMMUNITY SERVICE DIRECTOR:  Trevor Cahoon 

 

DEVELOPMENT COORDINATOR: Kimberli Guill 

 

Minutes:  Michelle Clark 

 

 

ATTENDEES:  Paul Sturm, Michael Grant, Tim Grubb, Brent Petersen, John & Sydney Grubb, 

Brad Brown, Lynn Coy, John & Cathy Von, Elizabeth Rice, Jordan Love, Val Petersen, Sherrie 

Poll, Charles Poll, and Michael Grant. 

 

Commissioner Davis called the meeting to order and welcomed those in attendance. 

 

1. Pledge of Allegiance: Commissioner McFadden 

 

2. Public Comment:  Please respectfully follow these guidelines.  

• Individuals may speak once for 3 minutes or less: Do not remark from the audience. State 

your name & address and direct comments to the entire Council (Council will not 

respond). 

 

Paul Sturm, 2527 Deer Run Drive, referenced agenda item #6 (Amending Ordinance 19-12 

Short Term Rental Ordinance) and stated this item was added yesterday to the agenda and the 

actual ordinance wasn’t added to the packet for tonight’s meeting. He also expressed his 

concerns regarding agenda item #5 (Action on Final Plat, Improvement Plans & Conditional Use 

(for CH zone over 1 acre) for South Weber Gateway Project: 2 Lot R-7/Commercial located at 

approx. 2350 E South Weber Drive by Applicant Brad Brown).  He is confused as to what the 

developer is proposing and the fact that the developer is marketing the proposed units as 

townhomes in a Planned Unit Development.  He expressed concerns with the developer digging 

into the hillside on the south end of the development and the potential geological landslide 

hazard, even with a retaining wall.   
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ACTION ITEMS: 

 

3. Consent Agenda 

• 10 March 2022 Minutes 

 

Commissioner Walton moved to approve the consent agenda as written. Commissioner 

Losee seconded the motion.  A roll call vote was taken. Commissioners Davis, Losee, 

McFadden, and Walton voted aye. The motion carried. 

 

Commissioner Losee moved to open the public hearing & action on Preliminary Plat, 

Improvement Plans, and conditional Use for Petersen Farms PUD (25 Lot Plat) (Combined 

R-L, R-LM, & R-7 zoning) 13.06 acres located at approximately 6950 S 475 E by applicant, 

Timothy Grubb. Commissioner Walton seconded the motion.  A roll call vote was taken. 

Commissioners Boatright, Davis, Losee, McFadden, and Walton voted aye.  The motion 

carried. 

 

 

***************** PUBLIC HEARING ******************** 

 

4. Preliminary Plat, Improvement Plans & Conditional Use for Petersen Farms PUD (25 

Lot Plat) (Combined R-L, R-LM & R-7 zoning) 13.06 acres located at approx. 6950 S 475 E 

by Applicant: Timothy Grubb: 

 

Trevor Cahoon reported referenced item #3 of his memo in which the Planning Commission has 

the purview within the PUD to approve appropriates setbacks for the development.  He then 

discussed the agreement between the city and the developer to allow the use of the donated 

portion of Canyon Meadows West Park to be used as open space for the project and be counted 

in the density calculations.  Trevor reviewed the following in his memo.   

 

Community Services Director Trevor Cahoon’s memo is as follows: 

After a review of the preliminary application Petersen Farms PUD Site Plan and Conditional Use 

Application, the following items should be noted for the Planning Commission’s consideration: 

1) An agreement exists between the city and the developer to allow the use of the donated 

portion of Canyon Meadows West Park to be used as open space for the project and be counted 

in the density calculation.  

2) Developer can spread density and uses throughout the project. PUD’s purpose is to provide 

greater open space opportunities while clustering the development of the residential uses. The 

allowed density for this project in combining uses is 35, the developer is proposing 25.  

3) The Planning Commission has the purview within the PUD to approve appropriate setbacks 

for the development. The setbacks indicated on the drawings do represent reduced spacing from 

the underlying zones. The commission should examine the setbacks illustrated and determine if 

the distance shown is sufficient in the eyes of the commission. 

4) The development indicates a twin-home use within the project. This is a permitted use in the 

R7 zone and is allowed to be utilized in the project. The lot orientation complies with code.  

5) The entire development is being done all together as one subdivision. No phasing is proposed. 

6) There is an existing home on 475 East that will be removed in order to connect the proposed 

Iris Lane with 475 East. 
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7) 475 East will have some additional patching required to install the storm drain and secondary 

water lines.  

8) The R-7 Zone requires 15% landscaping. Only a portion of the required landscaping is being 

provided inside the development. The remaining amount is being provided on property that was 

donated to the city for a public park. This is being done by paying for their proportionate share of 

the landscaping going into Canyon Meadows Park (West). This will be documented by 

Agreement.  

9) All developments are required to control the storm water generated by their development. A 

portion of this control is done by detaining the peak flows in a storm event. The Old Maple 

Farms regional detention basin was master planned to include this development area. The 

developer is meeting their detention requirement by paying for their proportionate share of the 

cost to construct this detention basin. This will be documented by Agreement.  

10) Lot 1 is using an existing access that is shared by the Assisted Living Facility and the 

residential home to the east. There is a shared used cross access agreement already in place and 

this shared use has been approved by UDOT.  

11) There are some discrepancies with the property lines on the north end of the development 

along the park property. In order to clear up any issues, a Boundary Line Agreement will be 

recorded that establishes a common line that both property owners agree upon. The newly 

installed fence along the park property is the line that is being followed. 

 

Commissioner Davis asked if there was any public comment. There was none. 

 

 

***************** PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED ******************** 

 

Tim Grubb, 6929 S. 475 E., pointed out he is not the developer but will be living on the 

property.  Lot 16 is his home.  Lot 2 is the existing home.  He conveyed he has a vision and 

dreams for this project.  He married into a great family and has lived in South Weber City for 27 

years.  The Petersen family has children and grandchildren who want to be a part of the 

development.  He affirmed 2.0 acres was donated by the Petersen family on the north side of 

South Weber Drive and 3.5 acres was donated on the south going up the hillside with the hope of 

a cemetery someday.  He favors diversity with apartments, commercial, and mixed uses.  He 

expressed covenants with quality of materials will be recorded with this development.  The 

development allows for playable setbacks.   

 

Commissioner Walton asked if there is a way to provide access to the park and trails.  Tim 

replied there is sidewalk access.  At one time, they did discuss a trail or corridor to the park but 

there were certain city requirements that just didn’t work with this development.  Commissioner 

Walton asked about the monitoring wells.  Tim replied there are two monitoring wells in the 

development - one on Lot 20 and one on Lot 1, which have a lease agreement attached to them. 

He is in discussion with Hill Air Force Base concerning the possibility of discontinuing them 

because after testing there has been zero contamination for a number of years. Trevor suggested 

recording the wells on the plat. Tim recommended removing the wells from the plat or adding a 

note to the plat.  

 

Commissioner Losee asked if the existing home on Lot 2 is staying.  Tim replied he recently 

renovated the home.  Commissioner Losee asked about parking for the townhomes.  Tim replied 
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he has exceeded the requirement for parking.  He discussed UDOT has given approval for the 

access.  Commissioner Boatright feels the Petersen family has done their due diligence. 

 

Commissioner Walton questioned the grading on the access from South Weber Drive.  Tim 

replied the access has been engineered.  He explained Lot 1 will have its own fencing.  The 

Planning Commission commended Mr. Grubb for the structural design of the townhomes.    

 

Commissioner Walton moved to close the public hearing & action on Preliminary Plat, 

Improvement Plans & Conditional Use for Petersen Farms PUD (25 Lot Plat) (Combined 

R-L, R-LM & R-7 zoning) 13.06 acres located at approx. 6950 S 475 E by Applicant: 

Timothy Grubb.  Commissioner McFadden seconded the motion.  A roll call vote was 

taken. Commissioners Boatright, Davis, Losee, McFadden, and Walton voted aye.  The 

motion carried. 

 

Commissioner Walton moved to approve the Preliminary Plat, Improvement Plans & 

Conditional Use for Petersen Farms PUD (25 Lot Plat) (Combined R-L, R-LM & R-7 

zoning) 13.06 acres located at approx. 6950 S 475 E by Applicant: Timothy Grubb with the 

following conditions: 

 

1. Acknowledgement from HAFB on the condition of the monitoring wells. 

2. Address lot lines and make sure sufficient. 

3. Items 1-11 of Community Service Director Trevor Cahoon’s memo. 

 

Commissioner Losee seconded the motion.  A roll call vote was taken. Commissioners 

Boatright, Davis, Losee, McFadden, and Walton voted aye.  The motion carried. 

 

5. Action on Final Plat, Improvement Plans & Conditional Use (for CH zone over 1 acre) 

for South Weber Gateway Project: 2 Lot R-7/Commercial located at approx. 2350 E South 

Weber Drive by Applicant Brad Brown:  

Applicant Brad Brown expressed the city staff has directed them very well.  They did update the 

geotechnical report and received written approval from UDOT concerning access. 

 

Trevor reported the South Weber Gateway has been working on a potential development for the 

proposed site for several years. After development plan negotiations the City Council requested 

the developer to move forward with a rezone application. In July 2021 the property rezone 

request was approved by the City Council to have the front portion of the property rezoned to 

commercial highway (C-H) and the back portion of the property as Residential Multi-Family (R-

7). The application has met all requirements of a final application and has been passed forward 

the Planning Commission for their recommendation. 

 

Community Services Director Trevor Cahoon’s reviewed his memo as follows: 

After review of the preliminary application for South Weber Gateway Development, staff would 

recommend approval with the following considerations:  

1. The developer has shifted the units to allow for more setback on the eastern portion of the 

residential units. This would allow for 20 feet from the building to the property line.  

2. The pedestrian trail connection point has been reoriented in the project to allow for better 

setbacks on the project.  

3. The developer has met the requirements of the Private ROW ordinance.  
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4. UDOT has granted a Conditional Access Permit (CAP) to the developer. This covers the 

access locations as well as the proposed utility connections (water, sewer, storm drain). This is 

what is needed in order to know that UDOT has approved the proposed access and utilities.  

5. There is a proposed retaining wall that runs along the bottom of the slope that varies in height 

up to a maximum of 11’. The geotechnical engineer has given recommendations on how this 

wall is to be built. Before it can be constructed, it needs to be designed and stamped by a 

qualified engineer.  

6. The parking requirements for the residential is 143 stalls (61 units x 2.33 stall per unit), and 

they have provided 261 (2 per garage, 2 per driveway, and 17 visitor). The parking requirement 

for the commercial is 55 stalls (15,583 x 3.5 stalls per 1k sf), and 82 are being provided. 

7. The development will be installing a pedestrian trail that connects the sidewalk on South 

Weber Drive to the southeast corner of the development property. In order for this trail to 

continue and connect to View Drive, the city will need to work with the property owners in that 

area to find the best location for making the connection. The city will also need to pay for any 

costs associated with making this final connection.  

8. The water mains through the development will be public, but all other water facilities will be 

private. All the sewer and all of the storm drain facilities will be private.  

9. The R-7 zone requires a 6’ screening fence around its boundary. This means that there will be 

a fence separating the commercial zone up front and the residential properties along View Drive 

in the back.  

10. The striping on the south side of South Weber Drive will be changed to add right-hand turn 

pockets for both accesses.  

11. The C-H zone requires a buffer yard between the commercial and the residential. The buffer 

yard landscaping proposed does not match exactly what is listed under the code. However, the 

code allows for changes to be recommended by the Planning Commission and approved by the 

City Council. 

 

Trevor reported city staff has received concerns surrounding the “for sale” nature of the housing 

units in which staff contacted the developer and issued a letter. He noted the developer is 

submitting this project as a single lot and not a condo lot. Therefore, they would not be able to 

have a “for sale” product.  He reported that private business matter doesn’t have a bearing for 

final approval of the project.  The developer has expressed they are looking for investors and 

interest in the property, but no real estate transactions are transpiring as far as the conversation 

with the city.  He reassured the Planning Commission this is not a factor in the decision making 

process for tonight.  It is strictly the review of the final plat and whether or not is complies with 

city code.  Staff discussed this item with City Attorney Jayme Blakesley and that was his advice 

as well. 

 

Trevor feels comfortable the development follows city code.  This development meets fire code 

with appropriate turn arounds.  The city engineer has reviewed and given approval as well. 

 

Commissioner McFadden questioned where the trail connects.  Trevor replied it is part of the 

city’s trail master plan.  Commissioner Boatright voiced he doesn’t have any questions or 

concerns and feels the project meets city code.   

 

Commissioner Losee questioned if the townhomes are being built in a Planned Unit 

Development (PUD) or are they condominiums.  Developer Brad Brown replied it is a single lot 

plat.  Trevor explained it is a multi-family unit that is a rental product in the style of a townhome.   
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Trevor explained there are two definitions of a PUD. First, South Weber City’s ordinance 

allowing for a PUD.  Second, the Federal Housing Administration’s definition of a PUD.  Those 

two are not synonymous and have completely separate requirements.   

 

Commissioner Losee is concerned about digging into the sensitive lands hillside.  Brad replied 

11’ is the maximum and CMT did go back and revise the geotechnical study and it was reviewed 

by Brandon Jones and Reeves & Associates.  Trevor expressed the city staff worked diligently 

with the developer concerning the hillside, but before construction the city will need fully 

engineered drawings.   

 

Trevor discussed item #9 of his memo concerning the R-7 zone and if the city updates the R-7 

zone to allow a town home use, the developer would have the ability to come back and request a 

re-plat to create a “for sale” unit. The developer’s ultimate goal is a “for sale” product, but with 

restrictions on the current city code, that is why the developer is left with a single lot subdivision.  

 

Commissioner Losee questioned if the berm fencing goes around the entire perimeter. Trevor 

explained the buffer area is created by the berm between commercial and residential 

 

Commissioner Walton questioned the layout of the sidewalks and gave some suggestions in 

making it more of a direct path.  Brad replied he doesn’t have a problem with that.   

 

Trevor reported all conditions from preliminary plat have been approved.  Commissioner Walton 

is concerned about the amount of traffic on the south side by High Mark Charter School.  Trevor 

reported the city will be meeting with the school to discuss concerns.  It was suggested red 

striping further to the east for better access in and out of the school.  It was stated the CC&R’s 

address snow removal.   

 

Commissioner Walton asked about the Traffic Impact Study.  Trevor replied the study didn’t 

have any outliers and was consistent with what UDOT approved.  Commissioner Walton is 

concerned about using garage space for something other than parking.  Brad reported all the units 

will have parking in the garage and driveway area.   

 

Commissioner Losee asked if the CC&R’s address no parking of trailers, pop-up tents, etc. 

because that impacts the development.  Brad replied he doesn’t know if the CC&R’s address 

that. 

 

Commissioner McFadden moved to recommend approval of the Final Plat, Improvement 

Plans & Conditional Use (for CH zone over 1 acre) for South Weber Gateway Project: two 

Lot combined R-7Commercial located at approx. 2350 E South Weber Drive by Applicant 

Brad Brown.  Commissioner Walton seconded the motion.  A roll call vote was taken. 

Commissioners Boatright, Davis, Losee, McFadden, and Walton voted aye.  The motion 

carried. 

 

6. Discussion Item: Amending Ordinance 19-12 Short Term Rental Ordinance 

 

Trevor reported the Short Term Rental Committee is recommending the following: 
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1. In order to apply for a short term rental, the short term rental owner must be the primary 

resident.  The primary resident is required to follow voter registration laws.   

2. Need to define single family zone and include it in the ordinance.  This allows only short 

term rentals in a single family zone. 

3. Distance from school requirement.  It is recommended a short term rental must be 2,000 

ft. from a school.  The measurement is a radius from the center of the home.   

 

Commissioner Boatright doesn’t feel comfortable discussing this item when it was placed on the 

agenda yesterday.  He hasn’t seen anything to respond to and/or even review.  He would like 

more time to think about it.  Trevor replied the intent tonight is to inform the Planning 

Commission of the proposed amendments, and it is also a timing issue.   

 

4. Cap the number of short term rental units in the city to a maximum of 25.  Trevor 

reported the city currently has five short term rentals.   

 

Commissioner Boatright questioned item 1 and if the resident has to be living in the short term 

rental.  Trevor replied the ordinance follows voter registration requirements. For example, the 

resident must live in home over six months of the year or there are exceptions (military, church 

mission, etc.).  This will prevent someone from purchasing a home and using it strictly as a short 

term rental.   

 

5. Property owner must be an established resident and live in home for 12 months before 

applying for short term rental business license. 

 

Trevor announced the amendments were reviewed with the City Attorney.  Commissioner Davis 

acknowledged a lot of these items address those citizens who made public comment.  Trevor 

reviewed what happens if a short term rental is operating without a business license.   

 

Commissioner Boatright suggested being sensitive to those who are serving in the military 

because they are serving the country.   

 

 

7. Planning Commission Comments (Boatright, Davis, Losee, McFadden, Walton) 

 

Commissioner McFadden:  recommended the City Council review an architectural design for 

South Weber Drive.  Trevor reported there are some things coming in the future that may include 

that.   

 

Commissioner Walton:  questioned why townhomes aren’t allowed in R-7 Zone.  Trevor 

replied because the code doesn’t allow for zero lot line.  The Planning Commission requested the 

City Council direct the Code Committee review this.  Commissioner Walton suggested looking 

at the ordinance concerning city standard for trails.  He also is concerned about making sure the 

city is doing due diligence for environmental sensitive lands. It was suggested environmental 

sensitive lands, transportation, etc. be added to the checklist of items.   

 

ADJOURN:   Commissioner Boatright moved to adjourn the Planning Commission 

meeting at 8:29 p.m. Commissioner McFadden seconded the motion.  A roll call vote was 
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taken. Commissioncrs Boatright, Davis, Losee, McFaddcn, and Walton voted aye. The
motion carried.
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Dcvelop ent Coordinator: Kimberli Guill
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Comments to South Weber City Planning Commission 
for 14Apr22 Meeting 

by Paul A. Sturm 
 

Public Comments 
 
A)  Agenda Item #6 -No Packet Pages to Reference  
 

 
 
 This Agenda Item was added at approximately 1550 yesterday (13Apr22), but the actual 

document being discussed was not added into the packet for this meeting discussion.  Thus 
SWC citizens do not have the text of this  ordinance or the proposed changes.  Thus, this is an 
incomplete packet for discussion tonight because of no reference material! 

 

B)  Agenda Item #5 - Packet Pages 36 to 56 
 

 
 
I have several concerns regarding this presentation: 
1) There appears to be a bit of "Bait and Switch" happening with this project with what 

was previously proposed to the Planning Commission and this current presentation.  
This presentation appears to be ignoring statements made by Trevor Cahoon during 
Preliminary Design Review regarding the lot-line distances permitted for either 
Condos or Townhomes.  Currently there is confusion as to what is actually being 
proposed.  The developer is currently marketing these proposed housing units in the 
MLS as "Townhomes in a PUD", which, I believe, has not been discussed previously 
with the City. 

2) My second concern has two parts: 
 a) This new concept shows the developer digging into the hillside on the southern 

end of the development.  As per the SWC General Plan this hillside is consider to 
be "Sensitive Lands", and, as such should have further environmental review by 
Government Agencies. 

 b) This proposal to cut the "Toe" of the hill also presents itself as a potential geologic 
landslide hazard, even with the new retaining wall.  This is an area with which I am 
very familiar, having worked for the Utah State Geological Survey on landslides. 

 



From: Amy Mitchell
To: Public Comment
Subject: Planning commission meeting 4_14
Date: Thursday, April 14, 2022 5:01:51 PM

Dear planning commission members-

Amy Mitchell 
1923 Deer Run Drive 

I just want to quickly address the new development called the “Gateway” project. I’ve seen
some of the condos or townhouse proposed already being marketed online. If this truly is our
“Gateway” can we demand that only the best materials are used? What they have shown are
cookie cutter condos without any personality or design. We want people to drive into our city
with only the best greeting them… not sub-par construction that will not only look shabby
after taking a few years of wind damage, but high turn over due to location. If we demand high
quality… it will set this project apart from the many others being built across the state.
Encouraging people to buy with the intention to live there and not just rent it out. Please put
the residents first and make sure they have the space required and something they will want to
stay in for a while. 

Stick with what all citizens are asking for… a bedroom community that we all want to live in!
Zoning and construction should reflect those desires.

Thank you for your time.
Amy Mitchell 

mailto:lilredhen91@gmail.com
mailto:publiccomment@southwebercity.com

