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Thursday April 14, 2022 

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

Study Session: 6:00 p.m. Horrocks Engineering/UDOT 
Regular Session: 7:00 p.m. 

 
Farmington City Planning Commission meetings, including this meeting, are open to the public. If you wish to view the regular session online, the 
link to the live hearings and to comment electronically can be found on the Farmington City website at www.farmington.utah.gov. If you wish to 

email a comment for any of the listed public hearings, you may do so at crowe@farmington.utah.gov by 5 p.m. on the day listed above. 

SUMMARY ACTION 
1.    Approval of 03.17.2022 Minutes 

2. Amber Shepherd & Steven Frostad (Public Hearing) – Applicant is requesting a special exception approval to exceed the 
driveway approach maximum on the property located at 1403 S 35 E. on 0.26 acres in the R-2 zone. (M-5-22) 
 

3. Lonnie Bullard (Public Hearing) – Applicant is requesting a special exception approval to exceed the building height requirement 
for an accessory building located on the property at 539 W Oakwood Pl. on 0.79 acres in the LR-F (Large Residential Foothill) 
zone. (M-6-22) 
 

4. Redevelopment Agency of Farmington City (Public Hearing) – Applicant is requesting a recommendation for a zone change from 
A (Agriculture) to OMU (Office Mixed Use) on the property located at 580 N 1525 W. (2.02 acres) (Z-2-22) 

CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION 
5. Scott Group LLC/Solomon Weaver (Public Hearing) – Applicant is requesting a conditional use permit approval for an addition 

of storage units on the property located at 1052 S 325 W (0.95 acres) in the AE (Agricultural Estates) zone. (C-6-22)  
 

SUBDIVISION, SITE PLAN, PROJECT MASTER PLAN, AND ZONING APPLICATIONS 
6. Farmington City – Applicant is requesting a recommendation of a request to adopt a small area master plan for the Farmington 

Station Area which is west of I-15 and east of the D&RGW Rail Trail sitting roughly between Haight Creek and Farmington 
Creek (Approximately 548 acres), as an element of the Farmington City General Plan. (MP-1-22) 

 
7. Vernon Lee Maxwell (Public Hearing) – Applicant is requesting recommendation for a schematic subdivision approval for the 

proposed Steed Creek Phase 3 subdivision, on 3.27 acres of property, at approximately 397 S 10 W in the LR (Large 
Residential) zone and approval for a special exception related to driveway access. (S-5-22) 

 
8. TFC Clark Lane, LLC/Terra Form Companies, LLC (Public Hearing) – Applicant is requesting recommendation for a schematic 

subdivision approval for the proposed Farmington Retail subdivision on 1.75 acres of property, at approximately 1100 W Clark 
Lane; in addition, the applicant is requesting a schematic concept site plan approval, special exception approval for a drive-up 
window, and a recommendation for a zone change from GMU (General Mixed Use) to RMU (Residential Mixed Use) (S-8-22, 
SP-3-22, M-7-22, Z-5-22)  

 
9. Travis Tanner (Public Hearing) – Applicant is requesting a recommendation for a zone change from OTR (Original Townsite 

Residential) to BR (Business Residential), on the back half of the property (approx. 6,750 sq. ft)., located at 174 E State Street 
(0.31 acres). (Z-3-22) 

 
10. Ace Athletics Holding LLC (Public Hearing) – Applicant is requesting a recommendation for a zone change from A 

(Agriculture) to C (Commercial) on the property located at 874 Shirley Rae Dr. (2.17 acres) (Z-6-22) 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
11.     Miscellaneous, correspondence, etc. 

a. City Council Report 
b. Other  

 
Please Note: Planning Commission applications may be tabled by the Commission if: 1. Additional information is needed in order to act 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 on Friday, April 08, 2022 Carly Rowe, Planning Secretary 

mailto:crowe@farmington.utah.gov


FARMINGTON CITY 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

March 17, 2022 
 

WORK SESSION 

Present: Chair Rulon Homer; Vice Chair Erin Christensen (via Zoom); Commissioners Larry Steinhorst, John David Mortensen, Mike 
Plaizier, Samuel Barlow and Tyler Turner. Staff: Community Development Director David Petersen, Assistant Community 
Development Director Lyle Gibson, City Planner/GIS Specialist Shannon Hansell, and Planning Secretary Carly Rowe. 

Community Development Director David Petersen spoke about the Wasatch Farmington Holdings LLC greenway concept proposal 
for the Canopy Square mixed-use project.  In January, the idea of a greenway concept came in after the Planning Commission 
already approved Canopy Square.  Staff would like to have a local street going through the middle of the project with a pedestrian 
crossing. Wasatch has not embraced the idea of that local street, and Petersen is not sure why.  It would seem to be more 
problematic for Stack than for Wasatch.   

Assistant Community Development Director Lyle Gibson spoke about a portable classroom on the south side of the Challenger 
School.  He doesn’t have a problem with them going three years, although the Commission can decide on any time frame they want.  
Notice was sent to 150 neighbors, and the Planning Office has not heard back from any of them. 

Regarding Lagoon’s new entrance, Gibson said there would be some construction on Park Lane.  They will keep the existing park 
entrance and add a second entrance to accommodate traffic coming from the north.  The Utah Department of Transportation 
(UDOT) and Staff are both excited about this alternate entrance.  The City traffic engineer looked at it and gave his blessing.  This is 
on a State Right of Way (ROW), and UDOT still has to give the final approval on this.  This is just a second entrance, not an exit.  
There is an exit close to the Highway Patrol building.  Staff wants them to put in a sidewalk on the south side of Park Lane.  Lagoon 
wants this new entrance to be only for vehicles, not pedestrians. 

Regarding Item 8a Ronald and Karen Rigby in Miller Meadows, and 8b Nancy Leavitt, City Planner/GIS Specialist Shannon Hansell 
said they are both special exceptions for building heights.  The building height in the AE zone is 25 feet for an accessory building, but 
you have to be 5 to 10 feet away from the property line to get that height.  In both of these cases, the applicants want to get closer 
to the property line than that, which would make it the Large Residential (LR) height of 15 feet for an accessory building.  They are 
both about 22 feet tall.  The accessory buildings have to be subordinate in height and area to the home.  With the Leavitt 
application, there is a weird triangular shaped lot without a rear yard.  They have a lot of side yard and 287 feet of frontage.  They 
also want to exceed the 16 foot curb cut when making their second curb cut on their frontage.  For 8a, they need to record Miller 
Meadows Phases 7 and 8 before they can get a building permit. Their site plan is based off Lot 701, which hasn’t been recorded yet.  
The final plat was approved last year, but the plat hasn’t been approved by the County yet, so it hasn’t been recorded. 

REGULAR SESSION 

Present: Chair Rulon Homer; Vice Chair Erin Christensen (via Zoom); Commissioners Larry Steinhorst, John David Mortensen, Mike 
Plaizier, Samuel Barlow and Tyler Turner. Staff: Community Development Director David Petersen, Assistant Community 
Development Director Lyle Gibson, City Planner/GIS Specialist Shannon Hansell, and Planning Secretary Carly Rowe.  
 
Rulon Homer opened the meeting at 6:33 PM.  

Planning Secretary Carly Rowe administered the Oath of Office to the new commissioner, Tyler Turner. Turner has lived in 
Farmington since 2008 and Davis County his whole life.  He has a wife and two children.  He has been employed at Mountain 
America Credit Union for 18 years and recently ran for City Council. 
 
Item #1 Approval of Minutes  

Commissioner Mike Plaizier made a motion to approve the minutes from March 3, 2022. Tyler Turner seconded the motion, which 
was unanimously approved. 

Item #2 City Council Report 

Assistant Community Development Director Lyle Gibson reported on the March 15, 2022, City Council meeting. The City Council 
spent some time deliberating on colors for the West Davis Corridor overpass.  They did approve the Juniper Estates lots across the 
street from the regional park.  This included a Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) concept and Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU).  



The Council took the recommendation of the Planning Commission, although the details still need to be worked out for the 
affordable housing unit.  That will come back before the Commission in the Planned Unit Development (PUD) process. 

The Council also ratified the water efficient landscaping ordinance.  As of Tuesday, as new development comes in, there will be less 
grass.  This will make existing residents and businesses eligible for rebates to retrofit park strips.  The Council had a few questions to 
verify before they passed it in a similar manner to how the Commission recommended it.  The Council also ratified the Commission 
policy and procedures bylaws, including updating the ordinances. 

MOTION 

*Mike Plaizier made a motion to move items 6, 8a and 8b to be discussed after item 3.  Tyler Turner seconded the motion, which 
was unanimously approved.* 

SUBDIVISION, MASTER PLAN, AND ZONING APPLICATIONS 
 
Item #3 Farmington City – (Public Hearing) – Applicant is requesting a recommendation of a request to adopt a small area master 
plan for the Farmington Station Area, which is west of I-15 and east of the D&RGW Rail Trail sitting roughly between Haight Creek 
and Farmington Creek (Approximately 548 acres), as an element of the Farmington City General Plan. (MP-1-22)  
 
Gibson presented this agenda item.  The City was successful in receiving grant funding through the Wasatch Front Regional Council 
(WFRC) to hire a consultant to create this small area plan. Simply put, the small area plan creates a more detailed vision for a specific 
section of the City to be included as part of the City’s general plan, which is a vision for the City at large.  GSBS was selected several 
months ago as the consultant group to facilitate and create a small area plan for the area around the FrontRunner Station/Station 
Park and the North Farmington Station Business Park Area. The purpose of this plan is to build upon past planning efforts to better 
understand and direct the growth and development in this area where significant and rapid growth is expected and supported by 
major community investments in infrastructure. 

Throughout the process many stakeholders have been involved including WFRC, Utah Transportation Authority (UTA), Davis County, 
Northern Utah Economic Alliance EDC Utah, property owners, and Farmington City. 

This plan further details the type of growth the market will support; identifies where different land uses belong; plans for auto, 
pedestrian, bike, and transit transportation networks; and coordinates recreation areas. Neighborhoods are established between 
the creeks, which each have a different feel or focus. This plan meets the requirements by the State for a small area plan around the 
FrontRunner Station and places important infrastructure improvements on plan that would better place the City in a position to 
receive outside funding to implement.  

The Planning Commission is tasked tonight with making a recommendation to the City Council as to whether or not to approve the 
proposed plan with or without any changes.  The City Council will be the ones to officially adopt this area plan.   

Christine Richman with GSBS Consulting addressed the Commission, introducing the team with her:  Reid Cleeter with GSBS 
Consulting; Jason Claunch with Catalyst Commercial, who specializes in real estate market and economic analysis; and Katherine 
Skollingsberg with Fehr and Peers, who did the traffic engineering transit analysis. 

Richman said the study area was 550 acres, with Station Park, the FrontRunner platform and UTA parking lot on the south, 
extending all the way up to where the new interchange will be at Shepard Lane.  On the east is Interstate 15 and its associated trails, 
with the Denver and Rio Grande Western (D&RGW) Rail Trail on the west.  About 57% of the area, or 317 acres, is undeveloped, 
although there are several proposals.   This analysis is subject to prior planning efforts, the regulating plan, Community 
Reinvestment Act (CRA) plans, and active development proposals the Commission has been considering.   

The prior plan completed a few years ago laid out a land use diagram and circulation systems, but things have changed since 
developers have come in and landownership has consolidated and changed.  The road network is different than originally 
envisioned.  Things needed to be updated to current expectations.  Key issues considered fragmented ownership and vision as 
people contemplated different plans and different levels of development activity. This needed to be calibrated with current market 
opportunities after a lot of regional growth.  A lot of infrastructure needed to be identified and coordinated.  Adding on to prior 
plans included additional goals such as: preserving the view corridors from North Station to the Wasatch Range on the east; 
enhancing vibrancy through increased connectivity and an appropriate mix of uses; and incorporating green space and Farmington’s 
“Tree City” identity into the streetscapes and parks to enhance livability and expand the City’s urban forest.  Views of the mountains 
are immediate and compelling. As new development occurs, view corridors between buildings will allow continued visual connection 
to the range. 



This is quite a distance from north to south, and they tried to find ways to unify the areas so they could connect together.  The 
creeks that run east-to-west could be used as greenway areas to connect the trails on the east to the west, creating a trail loop.  The 
greenway identifies a spine, connecting the office and business activities on the north with Station Park on the south.  The greenway 
is intended for bikers, walkers, and rollers, but there are limited opportunities for cars in a low speed environment on the north.  
The road alignment as shown may be a little off, so the next version will be corrected with CRS. 

The transportation has some looping elements.  Transit includes the FrontRunner station on the south and a proposed people-mover 
running along the eastern boundary to connect to the office park on the north. A transit circulator concept has been added to allow 
people to move within the entire area in a counter clockwise motion.  The City has applied for another WFRC grant to more fully 
study both the circulator system and people mover as they would interact before implementation.  A block system has been laid 
over the entire area, which allows for phasing of developments responding to market demands.  It allows a nice pedestrian-friendly 
rhythm.  It will be smaller blocks than those found in downtown Salt Lake City, which will make it easier to get around and easier for 
fire trucks to reach buildings. 

Land uses are organized in a mixed manner, with office in between the commercial on either end (north and south), which creates a 
“barbell” of commercial.  Most of the new retail development in the area is ground floor retail in areas with planned new residential 
and office development.  There is also new highway-served retail planned for north of the future Shepard Lane interchange.  
Residential areas include both lower density townhome neighborhoods and higher density multifamily developments of up to six 
stories.  A new six-story residential development with retail on the ground floor is proposed for the existing Park and Ride lot at the 
FrontRunner Station.  All of the residential areas end up near greenways or greenspace to enhance overall livability.  Mixed-use 
areas are planned throughout the study area to support increased intensity of uses like restaurants, shops and fitness studios in an 
urban environment.  These mixed-use developments are intended to maximize relationships with adjacent uses, as well as the 
transportation network.  They will be retail on the ground floor with residential above. 

Claunch said his study considered market opportunities across different segments. Overall, there is capacity for 8,209,800 square 
feet of office; 531,000 square feet of retail; 7,909 multifamily residential units; and 350 townhome residential units.  The 
demand/market study conducted checks with the proposed program. 

Richman said this is a large area with many different types of development contemplated.  The three distinct neighborhoods within 
the North Station Area are: family activity neighborhood, recreation neighborhood, and mixed-use neighborhood on the north.  In 
order to create a sense of place and make it feel special, building off the Station Park reputation of high-level urban design, unifying 
elements need to be employed.  These elements include the greenway system, circulating trolley, autonomous people mover, 
wayfinding and signage, street trees, and street lighting.  Distinguishing elements would include building materials and street 
furniture such as bike racks, benches and trash receptacles. 

In the family activity neighborhood centered around Station Park, there is capacity for about 1.7 million square feet of office; 76,500 
square feet of retail; and 2,408 multifamily residential units.  A lot of residential is proposed to take place on the UTA parking lot. 

In the recreation neighborhood (with two streams, trail system, and larger park), there is capacity for 3.988 million square feet of 
office, 299,500 square feet of retail, and 3,997 units of multifamily residential.  This is in the center of the area plan and would 
include a greenway system; open space buffering Spring Creek and Shepard Creek; an 18-acre park; a circulating trolley; and 
employment, mixed-use, and residential developments.  A pretty dense multifamily area is contemplated here.  A lot more trail-
oriented development is occurring throughout the country lately. 

The mixed-use neighborhood on the north (with the office park anchor and Shepard Lane interchange) has capacity for 2,341,800 
square feet of office; 406,900 square feet of retail; and 1,504 units of multifamily residential.  This includes the northern 
autonomous people mover stop, northern greenway terminus, circulating trolley, Center Street redesign, and employment center. 

Skollingsberg said the parking analyses addressed how much Park and Ride parking was needed, as well as how much parking is 
needed for the proposed infill development.  Pre-COVID numbers were analyzed, as well as in-person parking counts. The weekly 
peak parking demand ranged from 264 and 368 stalls of demand pre-COVID.  For recent parking demand, it was more like a demand 
for 156 stalls.  Demand for UTA has decreased since the pandemic and has yet to scale back up to previous levels.  Due to its 
proximity to public transit, proposed infill development would produce a demand for 665 stalls.  Increased demand is possible to the 
tune of 834 stalls for infill development.  All total, that is about 929 stalls in total parking demand for both Park and Ride and infill. 

At 41%, the Farmington Park and Ride lot has one of the lower parking utilization rates among the four lots studied including 
Clearfield, Woods Cross, and Layton.  Clearfield’s utilization was lower than Farmington’s.  From highest to lowest, the average 
ridership share is: FrontRunner, Route 667 Lagoon/Station Park Shuttle, Route 473 SLC-Ogden Highway 89 Express, and Route 455 
University of Utah/Davis County/Weber State University.  This does not account for transfers.  FrontRunner will be the transit hub 



connecting all transportation including the greenway, people mover, and transit circulator system.  A test fit identified a six-story 
office building, a 25,000 square foot building footprint, a six-story parking structure, and a five-story residential development, 
resulting in 450 parking stalls needed. 

A 20-year implementation period of the plan is contemplated, with the first two years being the development of the commercial 
area north of Shepard Lane when the new interchange opens.  In less than five years, development of the office use in the north end 
and mixed-use neighborhood is contemplated.  The multifamily housing immediately south of Spring Creek, as well as the 
townhomes near Spring Creek and along the D&RGW Rail Trail, is poised to occur in the next few years.  In five to 10 years, 
redevelopment of the FrontRunner Park and Ride lot is planned.  Housing and office development near the new park in the 
Recreational Neighborhood and housing and additional office development in the north mixed-use neighborhood will also occur.  In 
the next 20 years, remaining developable areas throughout the North Station area will develop in response to market demand. 

In terms of Farmington’s existing regulating plan, there are several updates recommended including the greenway system, 
identifying the opportunity to make some of the greenway system to allow cars for a multi-modal experience; regularizing the urban 
block network; and allowing for a circulating trolley.  Zoning updates are also recommended including aligning zoning boundaries 
with proposed developments; updating criteria for development approval, including design standards for signage, streetscape, 
street lighting, and street furniture; and considering revisions to the standards relating to automobile-oriented uses. 

Mike Plaizier asked how many on the list of stakeholders were Farmington residents.  Richman answered when they met with the 
management team, they reviewed the stakeholder outreach process.  Considering the changes contemplated in this plan and the 
general plan, it was felt the public outreach utilized accommodated the vision and recommendations.  Some of the property owners 
were Farmington residents, but not many stakeholders were Farmington residents.  Plaizier said that is a concern to him for this 
large of an area.  There is a real gem there and he wonders how large, big buildings feel like Farmington.  Richman said a series of 
internal stakeholder meetings included Commissioner Homer, the mayor, and a few City Councilmembers.  Those meetings 
emphasized the feel of Farmington, including trees.  

Community Development Director David Petersen spoke as well on the importance of this new plan. This isn’t the first planning 
exercise that has been conducted for this area. Much of the big picture vision has already been established. Much of the needed 
zoning is already in place which has been through public process and several projects have been through at least part of the public 
process already. He mentioned the Evans property, which is 62 acres that has had multiple public hearings on the Project Master 
Plan (PMP) submitted in 2020.  The City obtained the land for a park, and how it will be finished is now being contemplated.  Stack 
has 124 acres, and they have a PMP that has been through public scrutiny.  In the center is McCandless, who has also been through 
public hearings. City Manager Shane Pace asked for a consultant to focus less on involvement from residents when the City obtained 
the WFRC grant.   

There are a number of reasons why this area plan is needed even considering all these applications.  The Station Park plan went 
through a number of iterations because of the individual needs of tenants as they came in.  Stack wants I-15 frontage for their office 
buildings.  Each property will want a different deal in the PMP.  This area plan zips everything together and gives the City leverage to 
seek the idea of a remote hub for commuter rail users to get off and go straight to the source: the mixed-use area.  When the City 
asks for federal and UTA funding in the future, the first thing they will ask is if the City has a general plan in place.  Another reason is 
because UTA came to require that every commuter rail stop have a station area master plan.  This will allow UTA to redevelop their 
site.  Another big reason is because it is already a retail and restaurant hub.  Being constrained between two railroad tracks and 
having no interconnectivity to the east and little the west means this mixed use area needs more shopping and dining options.  
Internal capture is very important, which is why the shuttle is important.  A key element is pedestrian and bicycle access across the 
“Grand Canyon” that is Park Lane.  To get funding, a master plan is needed.  Another reason is UDOT is putting an interchange at 
Shepard Lane in 2024.  A trail is planned to connect the two interchanges and three regional trails stretching from Weber County to 
Utah County.  Nowhere else on the Wasatch Front are the three systems so close together than in Farmington.  In order to connect 
everything together, a master plan is needed.  The last reason is the County would like to do something different with their site, and 
they also want connectivity.  This County item will be made public soon.  On the surface, it may not look like the public has had much 
of a chance to comment on this area plan, but they have considering all the developers’ individual plans involved in various public 
hearings.  This plan has updated numbers compared to the 2016 plan.  Catalyst’s marketing numbers are very good for the City for 
impact fee updates.  These numbers will be used to update the City Capital Facilities Plan.  There will be tweaks to the this plan, as 
already it is known that Commerce needs to shifted.  The connection to the County property would be nice to show on the new plan. 

John David Mortensen commented that GSBS was hired by the City, and there are at least eight good reasons that this area plan 
was needed so that the final frontier of Farmington will be developed properly.  It is good to see the entire thing at once time.  
When the individual developers have come forward with their separate plans, it was difficult to envision the entire area.  This 



provides context and the big picture.  He wants to get this into the hands of the other stakeholders, namely the Farmington 
residents.  This is only from a developer and City perspective. 

Richman said the current zone for this area has height minimums and maximums, which are not proposed to be changed. The 
numbers in the plan are carrying capacity, or a projection that may not be realized in the future.  Petersen said there are between 
7,500 to 7,800 households currently in Farmington, and at build out, there is only room for another 3,500 households.  Mortensen 
said that it would be nice to get this information into the hands of Farmington residents.  He suggested adding numbers to the 
“implementation” slide so there is a better picture consumable to the regular resident.  Richman said it would be worth meeting 
about this in the future. 

Rulon Homer opened the public hearing at 7:37 PM. 

Lori Conover (169 Quail Run Road, Farmington, Utah) addressed the Commission via Zoom.  She doesn’t feel like the residents’ 
voices have been heard.  She wants more public comment.  She feels a majority of residents would not be in favor of tall buildings 
and increased density. 

Stuart Reeder (1534 W. Spring Meadow Lane, Farmington, Utah) addressed the Commission via Zoom. While he appreciates the 
time that has gone into the plan, he agrees with Conover about public input.  He is concerned with how the infrastructure doesn’t 
support the proposed density.  He would like to keep the identity of Farmington, which six-story buildings may detract from.  He 
wants open space. 

Adam Lankford (620 S. State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah) of Wasatch Residential Group addressed the Commission.  He owns the 20 
acres in the middle of this project.  He is in support of good planning and urban design, but stated his firm had not been involved in 
this effort.  They have an application in, and he wants to know how it interacts with this plan.  The various roads present 
maintenance challenges for the City.  There are a lot of experienced developers with land in the boundaries of this plan including the 
Boyer group, Wasatch, and Stack.  They know market realities for this part of Farmington.  They would like to be more involved in 
this process going forward. 

Trevor Evans (2801 N. Thanksgiving Way, Lehi, Utah) of Stack Real Estate said he echoes what Lankford just said.  He is in support of 
connecting this whole area and working together to do so.  In terms of market realities, there are underlying constraints. 
Expectations are different than capacities.  His property is over 100 acres of this project, and Stack’s proposed densities are lower 
than what the plan pointed out.  He loves the proposed neighborhoods.  The narratives are a bit misleading with what the visuals are 
showing.  He would like the flexibility to have a greenway extending to the center of the mixed-use area in the North.  The block 
sizing at 264 feet is great, but he doesn’t feel Farmington is there yet.  He does not want to be held to the proposed block sizes. 

Michael Flanders (1717 W. 600 N., Farmington, Utah) wanted to express his concern over the proposed heights of the future 
buildings.  It will obstruct the views for him and his neighbors.  His family is one of the oldest West Farmington residents. The plan 
shows 1525 West taking out his family home, and that adjustment should be noted.  The conceptual map shows the 16-acre train 
park as part of the green area, but only 4 acres is deemed green space.  He would like to see the train park last forever, but he is not 
sure if his family has the capacity to take care of it as greenspace forever into the future.  

Rulon Homer closed the public hearing at 7:52 PM. 

Mike Plaizier said he couldn’t see the photos in the packet he got electronically.  He just got the binder today and those look fine.  
He would like to see the eight reasons Petersen mentioned written out.  This is a great piece of property and he hopes to do it right.  
He likes the work that has been done and how it has been put together, but he needs more time to look at the details before 
approving it.  He wants to have a better feel of what the changes will be compared to what it is now and what it is planned to be in 
the future. 

Dave Petersen said he noted these requests.  He said he thought the City had met with every major property owner within the 
boundaries of this area plan to get their input.  Catalyst numbers show the market capacity, not the boots on the ground, which is 
far less.  Motives of the plan could be expressed much better.  Prior to 2007 and Station Park, there was no hope for adequate fire 
department or police force because of lack of tax base.  It has surprised everyone how well Station Park has done, but it needs to be 
preserved.  A good office park north of there could help preserve it, but office development is changing.  It needs to be surrounded 
by mixed use to be successful.  Farmington is the narrowest neck of the County.  Stack is providing integrated office projects 
supplemented with multifamily units. 

Tyler Turner commented that he wants things more simplified for public consumption. 

MOTION 



John David Mortensen made a motion that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council amend the General Plan 
adopting the enclosed Farmington Station Area Plan as an element of the General Plan subject to all applicable Farmington City 
ordinances with a Condition to include a discussion or study on how to better engage and inform residents on the long term 
collective development plan for the Farmington Station Area Plan including: 

a) expected occupancy vs. total possible capacity 
b) list of the motives or benefits 

There was no second, so the motion failed. 

MOTION 

John David Mortensen made a motion that the Planning Commission table the amendment to the General Plan to allow the City and 
GSBS to further discuss. 

Tyler Turner seconded the motion, which was unanimously approved.  

CONDITONAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION 
 
Item #6 Babb Investments/Challenger School (Public Hearing) – Applicant is requesting consideration of a conditional use permit 
for a temporary building on the property located at 1089 N. Shepard Creek Parkway, in the R-4 (Multiple Family Residential) zone. 
(C-5-22)  
 
The applicant is requesting conditional use approval to expand on the existing Challenger School by placing a small portable 
classroom on their lot.  The school is planning to add an addition to accommodate growth in the next few years, but until the 
permanent addition is complete, they need additional classroom space that will be provided by this temporary building. 

In Section 11-28-120 of the Zoning Ordinance, which regulates temporary uses, the ordinance does not discuss trailers for schools or 
educational institutions.  When Davis School District wants to put up a trailer at one of their schools, they are able to do it without 
asking for special permission following State Statute.  However, Challenger is a non-profit private school, and so is not subject to the 
same kind of approval processes as that of Davis School District.  Therefore Challenger School wanted to ensure that they were going 
through the proper channels of approval with the City before undergoing any expansion to their existing school.   

Although portable and temporary school structures are not covered in the ordinance, Staff interpreted this portable classroom as an 
accessory structure to the main school building.  They felt that it should go through a conditional use permit process just to be 
transparent and give the citizens a chance to speak, and the school itself is a conditional use.  Additionally, Staff felt it important that 
the Planning Commission have a chance to review this application and add some reasonable conditions for approval. 

Applicant Matt Cooper (9424 S. 300 W., Sandy, Utah) addressed the Commission.  Challenger School is looking for permission to 
place a single, two-classroom portable at 1089 N. Shepard Creek Parkway.  He agrees with the three-year term, and has already 
hired an architectural firm and civil engineer to move full-steam ahead on architectural plans for a multi-purpose room and two-
story elementary classroom wing with 10 classrooms.  They hope to get in the ground later this fall to open in August for the 2023-
2024 school year.  The new construction will take time, even an elevator will take 12 to 18 months to get in.  The portable will be in 
between two playgrounds on a cement slab, 50 to 60 feet away from either roadway.  In 2018, the school was at 260 students 
kindergarten through eighth grade. It is 392 now.  The new wing could make way for another 200 students. 

Rulon Homer opened and closed the public hearing at 8:12 PM due to no comment. 

MOTION 

Tyler Turner made a motion that the Planning Commission approve the conditional use permit subject to all applicable Farmington 
City ordinances and development standards, and the following Conditions 1-4 and Findings for Approval 1-7. 

Conditions 1-4: 

1. Lighting shall be designed, located and directed so as to eliminate glare and minimize reflection of light to neighboring 
properties; 

2. Any signs proposed for the project must comply with the Farmington City Sign Ordinance.  The sign plan shall indicate 
the location, height, and appearance of the signs upon the site and the effects upon parking, ingress/egress, and 
adjacent properties.  Such signs shall be compatible with the character of the neighborhood; 



3. The applicant must obtain all other applicable permits for the operation of the conditional use including but not limited 
to a building permit; 

4. The conditional use permit is temporary, and shall expire in three years from the date of approval. 
 

Findings for Approval 1-7: 

1. The proposed use of the particular location is desirable and provides a service which contributes to the general 
well-being of the community. 

2. The proposed use complies with all regulations and conditions in the Farmington City Zoning Ordinance for this 
particular use. 

3. The proposed use conforms to the goals, policies, and principles of the Comprehensive General Plan. 
4. The proposed use is compatible with the character of the site, adjacent properties, surrounding neighborhoods 

and other existing neighborhoods. 
5. The location provides or will provide adequate utilities, transportation access, drainage, parking and loading space, 

lighting, screening, landscaping and open space, fire protection, and safe and convenient pedestrian and vehicular 
circulation. 

6. The proposed use is not detrimental to the health, safety, and general welfare of persons residing or working in 
the vicinity. 

7. All improvements are already installed for this site, and the applicant has been operating the existing school for 
several years and has proven to be a compatible fit for the neighborhood. 
 

Mike Plaizier seconded the motion, which was unanimously approved.  

OTHER BUSINESS 
 
Item #8 Miscellaneous, correspondence, etc. 
 

a. Ronald and Karen Rigby (Public Hearing) – Applicant is requesting consideration for an approval of a special exception 
for a pole barn building height, at the property located at 523 S. 650 W. in the AE (Agriculture Estates) zone. (M-3-22). 
 

City Planner/GIS Specialist Shannon Hansell presented this agenda item.  The applicant is requesting a special exception to exceed 
the 15-foot building height: 

1. The AE zone allows accessory buildings up to 25 feet in height. However, the zone also specifies that said buildings “shall be 
located in the rear yard” (11-10-040 H). 

2. The AE zone also specifies that accessory buildings may follow those standards set forth in Chapter 11 – Single Family 
Residential Zones, which includes the ability to ask for a special exception. The standards for accessory buildings located in 
single family residential zones are that they may be in the side corner yard, at least one foot from the side property line – 
providing that the building does not exceed 15 feet in height (11-11-070 B 1, 2). 

3. Therefore, the applicant is requesting a special exception to exceed 15 feet, provided that the accessory building is still 
subordinate in height and area to the main building with no exception allowed (11-11-070-B 3). 
 

In processing the application, it is clear that the accessory building site plan is placed on Lot 711 of Miller Meadows Subdivision 
Phase 7, which has not been recorded with Davis County. The final plat for Miller Meadows was approved by the Planning 
Commission on January 6, 2022, and is still in review with the Development Review Committee (DRC). The barn will be in their side 
corner yard.  The AE zone doesn’t allow building in a side yard, but the LR zone does allow it.  The LR zone also has the 15 height 
restriction.  The proposed peak roof height is 23 feet, 5 feet higher than the zone allows, and the eave is at 18 feet.   

Applicant Ronald Rigby (523 S. 650 W., Farmington, Utah) said this will be his woodshop.  It is 17.5 feet from the roadways and the 
white barn faces west. 

Rulon Homer opened and closed the public hearing at 8:23 PM due to no comment.  

MOTION 

Larry Steinhorst made a motion that the Planning Commission approve the special exception request for the accessory building 
located at 523 South 650 West, subject to all applicable Farmington City development standards and ordinances, and the following 
condition: 

1. Miller Meadows Phase 7 must be recorded prior to approval and issuance of a site plan and building permit.  



 

Finding for Approval:  The exception for accessory building height is permitted as such by the zoning ordinance. 

Mike Plaizier seconded the motion, which was unanimously approved.  

b. Nancy Leavitt (Pubic Hearing) – Applicant is requesting consideration for an approval of a special exception for the 
height of an accessory building, lot coverage and to exceed a driveway curb cut limitation, at the property located at 
1996 W. Ranch Rd. in the AE (Agriculture Estates) zone (M-4-22) 
 

Hansell presented this agenda item.  This is an application for two special exceptions: a building height and curb cut. There is a 
significant amount of frontage on this strangely shaped lot.  The total height at the peak of the proposed building is 24 feet and 16 
feet to the eave.  Gibson said there is a utility easement for an irrigation ditch directly next door to this property. 

The applicant is requesting two special exceptions: 

1. Exceedance of 15-foot maximum accessory building height 
1. The AE zone allows accessory buildings up to 25 feet in height. However, the zone also specifies that said buildings 

“shall be located in the rear yard” (11-10-040 H); the nature of the applicant’s lot is such that there is limited rear 
yard space. 

2. The AE zone also specifies that accessory buildings may follow those standards set forth in Chapter 11 – Single 
Family Residential Zones which includes the ability to ask for a special exception. The standards for accessory 
buildings located in single family residential zones are that they may be in the side yard, at least one foot from the 
side property line – providing that the building does not exceed 15 feet in height (11-11-070 B 1, 2). 

3. Therefore, the applicant is requesting a special exception to exceed 15 feet, provided that the accessory building is 
still subordinate in height and area to the main building with no exception allowed (11-11-070-B 3). 
 

2. Exceedance of 16-foot secondary driveway curb cut on lots greater than 50 feet in excess of minimum lot frontage.  
1. The applicant is requesting this exceedance because their lot is 287.5 feet in length and they wish to access the 

accessory building from the frontage.  
2. The minimum lot frontage is 75 feet for a conservation subdivision in the AE zone.  
3. Chapter 11-32-060 2. B states that a lot having at least 50 feet in excess of the minimum frontage may place up to 

one additional driveway, not exceeding 16 feet at the curb cut.  
4. 11-32-060 A. 1 states that additional driveway width may be considered by the Planning Commission as a special 

exception. 
 

Owner Nancy Leavitt answered questions regarding the property next to hers, which is owned by a Homeowner’s Association (HOA).  
She would prefer to push the accessory building back by purchasing some of that HOA property, but she would have to get 
signatures from 67% of the 500 homes in the HOA before doing so.  Then, it would still come with a conservation easement.  She has 
decided not to go that route.  There is a 10 foot utility easement along the diagonal on that property, and she has final approval 
from all utilities.  She said across the road from her frontage is three separate residences, just to show perspective of how much 
frontage she has.  She put down a deposit in 2020 with Roper Barns to build the barn, but another builder may be doing it to match 
the home. 
 
Gibson said the proposed plan showed a 50-foot wide curb cut, but 30 feet is the maximum that could be allowed.  The applicant 
was informed of this, and is O.K. with having a 30-foot curb cut to access the new accessory building.  There are two separate items, 
but they can be lumped together in one motion.  Larry Steinhorst asked about the maximum curb cut width, which is 30 feet. 
 
Rulon Homer opened and closed the public hearing at 8:35 PM due to no comment. 

MOTION 

Larry Steinhorst made a motion that the Planning Commission approve both special exception requests for the accessory building 
located at 1996 W. Ranch Road, subject to all applicable Farmington City development standards and ordinances, and the following 
Conditions 1-2: 

1. The 10-foot public utility easement on the southeast edge of the property must be abandoned, or permission granted by 
those utilities (obtained and will provide at time of building permit/site plan).  

2. The accessory building must remain at least one foot from the side property line.  
 



Findings for Approval 1-3: 

1. All of the exceptions under consideration are permitted as such by the zoning ordinance.  
2. The applicant faces hardships not self-imposed such as their lot shape, transmission line, drainage, and conservations 

easements.  
3. The applicant has stated that the use of the accessory building will be consistent with those of the agricultural zone.  

 
Mike Plaizier seconded the motion, which was unanimously approved.  

Item #4 Wright Development (Public Hearing) – Applicant is requesting recommendation for a schematic subdivision approval for 
the proposed Hess Farms subdivision, on 10 acres of property, at approximately 900 N. (north of Lagoon Dr.); in addition, the 
applicant is also requesting recommendation to rezone the property from A (Agriculture) to CMU (Commercial Mixed Use).    (S-3-
22 / Z-1-22) 
 
Hansell presented this agenda item, which is a request for both a schematic subdivision plan and zone change.  This is the first step 
in the subdivision process and is a very conceptual decision.  Hess Farms Subdivision is located at approximately 900 N. Highway 89 
on Parcel 08-052-0262. The 10-acre parcel is zoned A (Agricultural), but the General Plan designates it as CMU (Commercial Mixed 
Use). The entire parcel is part of the East Park Lane Small Area Master Plan that was approved by the City Council on April 17, 2018. 
Prior to the approval of the Master Plan, the General Plan was amended to its current designation on July 7, 2004. In the same year, 
on December 1, 2004, the City Council approved the Commercial Mixed-Use zone. As specified in that text, all development must be 
considered as a Planned Unit Development (PUD) or planned center development.  

The schematic plan proposes a commercial area to the west of 700 West, a future connection between the school and Lagoon Drive.  
Townhomes are on the northeast side of Lagoon Drive and 700 West.  Staff is recommending tabling both decisions tonight because 
if they were to get the CMU zone, this plan doesn’t follow the form-based code for the CMU zone.   

Since the East Park Lane Small Area Master Plan’s approval, several mixed-use developments have been recorded or approved: 

East Park Lane Phase II 
[and III] Rezone and 
Schematic Plan (Z-10-18 
and S-26-18) 

o East side of Lagoon Dr rezoned to R 
o West side of Lagoon Dr rezoned to CMU 
o Land adjacent to SR 106 remains LR 
o Arrange a TDR to transfer residential density from the west to 

the east 
o Schematic Plan Approved 

PC 
 
CC 

Rec. 
1/10/19 
Approved 
2/5/19 

East Park Lane Phase II 
Subdivision (S-26-18) 

o Preliminary Plat Approved for 2 lots W of Lagoon Dr 
o Final Plat Approved for 2 lots W of Lagoon Dr 

PC 
PC 

4/18/19 
2/20/20 

The Rose PUD (S-12-20) o Final Plat for 49 single-family lots approved by the PC  PC 05/06/21 
 

 

The Hess Farms Subdivision can be compared to these developments as it preserves the west side of the future Lagoon Drive – 700 
West connection as commercial, and proposes residential on the east.  The current site plan shows a commercial building that does 
not meet the standards of the CMU zone. The plan does not meet the required build to range (RBR) and the front yard off-street 
parking standards in section 11-19-080 B. 2, which states:  

Front Yard: Measured from property line or abutting public street or private street edge, no front yard setback is required on local or 
important local streets. For yards that front on streets with a functional classification equal to or greater than minor collector, the 
required build to range (RBR) is zero feet (0') minimum to twenty feet (20') maximum. The minimum building street frontage 
percentage and the minimum percent of building within the front RBR for local and important local streets is fifty percent (50%) and 
seventy-five percent (75%) and for collector and arterial roads is sixty percent (60%) and seventy-five percent (75%) respectively. Any 
building located adjacent to, or across a street from, a residential zone shall have the same front yard setback as that required in the 
residential zone. 



Off street parking for vehicles shall not occupy any space located between the building and the primary street, and the secondary 
street where applicable for a corner lot. Parking areas located to the side of structures shall be located a minimum of ten feet (10') 
back from the back of the adjacent sidewalk. 

Logan Johnson (1178 W. Legacy Crossing Blvd, Centerville, Utah) of Wright Development addressed the Commission.  The applicant 
can comply with the Staff requests.  They are looking for additional comments from the Commission, especially on the residential side.  
In a previous application, Wright used a Transfer of Development Right (TDR) to get 14 units per acre.  Code calls for pitched roofs, 
and their building elevations are flat.  The road will help with Lagoon unloading.  They are platting the townhomes all individually for 
the option of owner occupation.  On the commercial side, the applicant will want to retain ownership.  There is a driveway in front of 
each unit for two cars, plus a two-car garage.  The attached townhome units are three stories with a garage and office space on the 
ground floor, the main living on the second story, and two or three bedrooms on the top floor.  He would like to start construction as 
soon as possible. 

Rulon Homer opened the public hearing at 8:45 PM. 

Stuart Reeder (1534 W. Spring Meadow Lane, Farmington, Utah) prefers that the Planning Commission suggest more of an 
ownership concept.  Single-family units allow owners to create equity. 

Lori Conover (469 Quail Run Road, Farmington, Utah) likes the single-family ownership concept but suggested affordable housing in 
it.  She would like to see as low density as possible in the City. 

Rulon Homer closed the public hearing at 8:48 PM.  

Larry Steinhorst questioned what the trade-off would be for increased density, and wanted to know if the applicant had considered 
affordable housing. Johnson responded that he hasn’t contemplated subsidized housing.  The tradeoff is that CMU allows residential 
use, but the applicant will not be exercising residential on the west side that is proposed commercial, and proposed to transfer those 
residential rights to the east side.  They will record that the west side will not be allowed residential use.  

MOTION 

John David Mortensen made a motion that the Planning Commission table the Hess Farms schematic subdivision plan and zone 
change to allow time for the developer to prepare a concept plan which meets City standards.  
 
Tyler Turner seconded the motion, which was unanimously approved.  

Item #5 Wasatch Farmington Holdings LLC greenway concept proposal for the Canopy Square mixed-use project (about 20 acres) 
at approx. 1400 W. Burke Lane in the OMU (Office Mixed-Use) zone. (S-17-21, PMP-3-21, SP-6-21, ZT-21-21) 
 
Petersen presented this agenda item.  Canopy Square is a 20-acre development on Burke Lane between the future Maker Way and 
Commerce Drive Right of Way (ROW). On January 20, 2022, the Planning Commission recommended that the City Council approve a 
Schematic Subdivision Plan, Project Master Plan (PMP)/Development Agreement (DA), and a Zone Text Amendment to the City’s 
Regulating Plan for the project, and approved a schematic site plan related thereto. The proposed plan, dated 1.20.22, is illustrative 
of all the plans in the documents previously reviewed by the Planning Commission.  

As part of the process to prepare the Farmington Station Area Master Plan, a pedestrian greenway concept was proposed to link the 
mixed-use area north of the Wasatch property south to the City’s future park next to Shepard Creek. In recent discussion items with 
both the Planning Commission and the City Council, the greenway concept was well received. 

The City Council has not yet reviewed the Canopy Square project and as a prelude to this, the developer elected to update his plan 
to accommodate the greenway concept. However, the City Attorney advised that the proposed greenway represents a significant 
change and should be considered by the Planning Commission before City Council review.  The City Council has not seen it yet. 

Petersen said it is a overall a good plan, but there are a few problems with this concept.  First, a traffic report says traffic can work 
for their development without four-way intersections. However, looking at the area as a whole, the City traffic engineer says the 
four-way intersections are needed a certain distance from Burke and Commerce.  Right-in and right-out is also O.K. and for better 
circulation for the vicinity as a whole, there needs to be connectivity between the two four-way intersections.  The plan being 
presented today does not provide connectivity between the two four-way intersections. 



This plan violates City ordinances in two regards.  A dead-end street limitation for public safety reasons allows for only 24 dwelling 
units unless there is a second way out.  There is not a second way out for two areas.  Site plan ordinances say that between sites 
there needs to be access like what was required recently for Ortho Star.  There is not vehicle connectivity between this site and the 
site next to it.  Another problem is lack of a local access way required by the first developer (pioneer) in.  Stack is willing to take on 
the local access way.  It lacks intuitive north-to-south pedestrian access.  He does not want valuable connectivity compromised.  He 
noted Sugarhouse’s park and the S-Line Trail, where there have been attempts to tweak the connection around existing 
development.  He wants to make sure Farmington’s connections are intuitive for pedestrians. 

Adam Lankford (620 S. State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah) with Wasatch Residential Group addressed the Commission.  He likes 
pushing the vehicles to the outside and allowing the pedestrians to access the center landscaped portion.  They are on board with 
the area plan presented tonight.  Regarding the alignment, they are flexible.  They would like to get in front of the City Council to 
discuss this project.  They submitted their plan in August or September of 2021.  They have spent over half a million dollars so far on 
just in the design of the wrap building that is affordable housing in the northeast corner.  In order to qualify with the State, they had 
to submit their plans along with the ground it sits on.  Therefore, that building is there and shifting things would leave a remnant.  
He thinks the east-west connection can be worked out with Stack.  He is not looking for something smaller than a public road 
connection, but still wants a vehicular connection on Stack’s property.  Their wrap building location is set in stone because of their 
application with the State.  They hired a landscape architect to help with the landscaping and amenities.  He envisions walking trails, 
bikes, and townhomes with front porches and balconies facing the green corridors.  They have been working with Stack, their 
neighbors to the north.  The trails can’t be shifted too far to the east.  Instead of having it tabled, they would rather be allowed to go 
to the City Council to get a vote on it just the way it is. 

Trevor Evans with Stack Real Estate addressed the Commission.  They are O.K. with the crossing.  Traffic will be using the arterial 
roads, and they want to discourage the cut-through traffic from the office.  There needs to be some study to get Staff comfortable.  
Their plans are very conceptual at this point, and this phase will not be built any time soon.  However, they want to be part of the 
ongoing plans. He supports Wasatch moving forward.  He envisions a raised speed bump at the crossing to ensure vehicles are 
stopping for pedestrians. 

Adam Lankford said they have hired a transportation engineer to look at things, and the level of service is adequate to serve their 
development. 

Rulon Homer asked if the applicant would like to go forward to City Council without making any of the suggested changes.  Adam 
Lankford answered that they have hired a landscape architect to look at some of the issues, but he wasn’t ready for tonight.  He 
understood the alignment was not going to be voted on tonight, but just the road going to a green corridor.  He would like to move 
on to the City Council and get the alignment worked on before then.  He feels he is at a stand-still with Staff at this point.  Staff 
wants more of a straight-shot trail, and he feels they can’t because of that wrap building.  Homer said the chances of success with 
the City Council would be better if changes were made first showing the connecting trail.  Lankford wants more specific 
recommendations from the Commission.  Homer would like it tabled and worked out first in order to get it to the best possible place 
before sending it on to the City Council for approval. 

Dave Petersen said it is highly recommended that pedestrians have the right of way over the vehicle, so pedestrians don’t have to 
stop.  He likes the idea of a raised median and an access way 24 feet wide so vehicles could get both east and west.  In April there 
will only be one City Council meeting because of spring break and a Utah League of Cities and Towns conference.  There is only one 
Planning Commission meeting in April, so there will be a four to five week break.  If Wasatch and Staff get together and come up 
with a plan, maybe the Commission could hold a meeting March 31.  The digital sign presentation could be on that agenda as well 
for the new commissioners Tyler Turner and Sam Barlow.  Important applications are coming down the pipe.  There have been four 
iterations of Wasatch’s plans, and this has the most proposed greenspace. 

Erin Christensen said she appreciates the position of the developer, who got a prior approval and is having to come back now that 
the greenway plans have changed.  She is glad they are willing to work on it, and is willing to help expedite the process.  She likes the 
idea of a pedestrian underpass instead of a crossing.  

John David Mortensen said it sounds like most can meet on March 31 to keep this thing moving.  It seems both groups are willing to 
discuss the east-west road.  Vehicular access and local road are very different.  The differences need to be articulated and the City 
needs to know what they would be getting.  Traffic congestion is not desired.  The two violations of City ordinances should be 
addressed.  Petersen said there seems to be a meeting of the minds with the vehicular access.  The sticking point seems to be the 
path for the greenway.   

Trevor Evans said there are no other major sticking points.  Having a landscape architect do a more fine-grain dimension plan will 
help to understand the widths.  An expert getting on board would be helpful for all parties involved.  He wants an intuitive path 



going through his site. Adam Lankford questioned when he would need documents from the landscape architect.  Petersen said it 
would be fine if the documents were in hand for the public meeting, allowing for 24 hours’ notice prior. 

John David Mortensen wants the landscape architect to be available for the meeting, as well as Tim Taylor, the City traffic engineer. 
A road and a trail will take careful planning.   

MOTION 

Larry Steinhorst made a motion that the Planning Commission table consideration of the recommendation to allow time for the 
developer to make changes to the proposed greenway concept plan to include input and review by both the landscape architect and 
City traffic engineer, with a note that the Planning Commission will plan to review that on March 31, 2022. 
 
Tyler Turner seconded the motion, which was unanimously approved.  

SITE PLAN APPLICATION 
 
Item #7 Davkris Investments/Lagoon Park (Public Hearing) – Applicant is requesting a Site Plan approval for a proposed north 
entrance to the parking lot on the property located at 375 N. Lagoon Dr., in the C-R (Commercial Recreation) zone. (SP-1-22)  
 
Gibson presented this agenda item.  The applicant is requesting site plan approval for a new entrance into Lagoon from Park Lane. 
This project is something that the City and UDOT are very interested in seeing happen, as it will help alleviate significant traffic 
congestion along Lagoon Drive by providing an alternate location for entering the park catering primarily to those coming to Lagoon 
from parts north.  

While this does not add a new use to the property, because of the scale of the project it falls under the purview of the Planning 
Commission for the site plan review per FCC 11-7-040 (F): “Planning Commission: … The Planning Commission shall also review all 
applications for … commercial recreation… permitted uses, which are subject to the requirements of this chapter if the application 
meets one of the following conditions: … 2) the application includes a development area in excess of 5 acres in size. The Planning 
Commission may, at its discretion, delegate such review to the Planning Department. After adequate review, an application may be 
approved, approved with conditions, continued for further study or disapproved for the use and/or site plan.”  While the amount of 
improvements is under 5 acres, the affected area is nearly 13 acres in size.  

The entrance is located on the South side of Park Lane near Main Street and the Lagoon Annex. The proposed plan will create a 
dedicated turn lane into a large queuing area which widens to 10 lanes, where a group of ticket kiosks will be able to process parking 
passes/tickets. Lagoon expects to able to process approximately 400 cars an hour through this entrance, which has a queuing 
capacity large enough to hold approximately 120 cars at a time. As designed the Park Lane entrance will be able to accept turn 
movements from east and westbound traffic. The westbound left turn movement causes some concern with Staff but is something 
that has been discussed with UDOT, whose traffic engineers believe that it can work. While UDOT is eager to see this project as it will 
alleviate congestion on their system, they are yet to complete their approvals.  However, initial conversations are in support of the 
current design along the roadway and an agreement is in the works where if there is a need to restrict west bound left hand turns 
into the park, that Lagoon would need to install a raised median curb to prohibit this movement.  

This new entrance funnels into existing roadways that ultimately lead to the existing main parking area and the actual park entrance. 
Together with the improved roads and entrance is a new exit onto Lagoon Drive. This location has been verified as acceptable by the 
City’s traffic engineer. It will be an exit only with signage to support this function as well as a barrier and gate to prevent traffic from 
trying to enter at this point from Lagoon Drive.  

Together with the street improvements, Staff has asked that sidewalk be installed along Park Lane per FCC 11-7-080 A. While Lagoon 
has expressed concern with creating a conflict between pedestrians and cars at this new entrance from a safety and efficiency 
standpoint, it is still the opinion of Staff that this sidewalk does more good than harm.  The added conflict has been reviewed by the 
traffic engineer, who believes that the sidewalk will not create unacceptable delay or safety issues.  

The main queuing area near Park Lane will be enhanced with new landscaping including a variety of trees to beautify and screen the 
area.  A repurposed sign will arch over the entryway where cars pull off of Park Lane. Lighting is proposed along the new surface to 
enhance visibility. The City’s ordinances require that 15% of a commercial site be landscaped. While only about 30,000 square feet 
(5%) of this site is receiving new landscape improvements, over 75% of the subject area is left in open space; this section under 
consideration is only a small section of the overall Lagoon property, which easily maintains 15% landscaping.  

This type of approval is an administrative action where the Planning Commission is looking to see if the applicant meets 
requirements. Staff can finish up the site plan reviews with the Commission’s blessing. 



Dustin Allen (517 N. 200 W., Farmington, Utah) representing Lagoon addressed the Commission.  A right hand turn lane will come 
off Park Lane, then expand into three lanes, which will further expand into 10 lanes/parking ticket booths.  Direct from that area 
vehicles will be directed south into the main parking lot.  They are also looking for an exit onto Lagoon Drive for efficiency during 
peak days.  Traffic stacks onto roads during peak hours, and this will alleviate that.  It will help double the capacity and eliminate an 
unsafe left-hand turn for traffic heading south.  A right hand turn pocket lane will be added.  Lagoon requests that sidewalks are not 
required, as they would encourage pedestrian use while some 400 vehicles come through there per hour.  This would be a vehicle-
only access, and pedestrians are not encouraged to enter through this new entrance. 

Rulon Homer opened the public hearing at 10:03 PM. 

Stuart Reeder (1534 W. Spring Meadow Lane, Farmington, Utah) likes the proposal and requests the Planning Commission require a 
sidewalk. When the liquor store came in, some sidewalk was installed.  He does not want pedestrians being put in a dangerous 
situation.  

Rulon Homer closed the public hearing at 10:05 PM. 

Gibson said there is a stretch on the south side of Park Lane without a sidewalk.  Pedestrians already walk there to access the bus 
stop.  The traffic engineer is O.K. with a sidewalk being there in an area with many cars entering Lagoon.  Hansell said having to stop 
for pedestrians there adds another obstacle for motorists trying to get into Lagoon.  Petersen said it doesn’t make sense for the 
taxpayers to pay to put the sidewalk in, the new development should be responsible.  Pedestrians use the north side of Park Lane 
now because there are sidewalks there and there is need along the south side of Park Lane.   

Adam Leishman (254 E. 200 S., Farmington, Utah) with Lagoon said the bus stop is for UTA as well as the trolley service that leads 
directly to the drop off for Lagoon.  The need for the sidewalk is mitigated by the trolley, which is subsidized by the City.  He prefers 
to not have a sidewalk there to lead to a safer environment. 

Larry Steinhorst asked if the motion allows delegation of final review and approval to City Staff.  Gibson said yes.  They would check 
for storm water and verifying UDOT’s final sign off.  Staff is comfortable with this. 

MOTION 
Larry Steinhorst made a motion that the Planning Commission delegate the final review and approval for the Lagoon North Entrance 
to City Staff subject to all applicable Farmington City ordinances and development standards. Staff shall verify that UDOT has given a 
final approval of the Park Lane improvements prior to final City approval, including Conditions 1-2: 

1. All other DRC comments must be addressed.   
2. Sidewalks will be added on the south side of Park Lane. 

Finding for Approval 1-4:  

1. The proposed entrance will greatly alleviate existing congestion from traffic heading to Lagoon by dispersing traffic and 
creating additional capacity to process more cars more quickly into the parking area.  

2. With the assurance of UDOT’s approval for improvements along Park Lane and an agreement to block or limit westbound 
left turn movements if necessary in the future, the proposed project will safely serve its intended function.  

3. While the primary element of consideration is impact to traffic, the proposed plan adequately addresses landscaping, 
lighting, fencing, signage, and is capable with some corrections to address storm water requirements.  

4. Subject to limited refinement to address comments by the Development Review Committee, the project meets applicable 
Farmington City Standards, Codes, and Ordinances.  
 

Mike Plaizier seconded the motion, which was unanimously approved.  

ADJOURNMENT 
 
Mike Plaizier made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 10:18 PM. Tyler Turner seconded the motion, which was unanimously 
approved.  
 
 
 
________________________________ 
Rulon Homer, Chair 



Planning Commission Staff Report
April 14, 2022

______________________________________________________________________________

Item 2: Subdivision and Special Exception Request
 
Public Hearing: Yes
Application No.: M-5-22
Property Address: 1403 S. 35 E.
General Plan Designation: LDR (Low Density Residential)
Zoning Designation: R-2 (Multiple Family Residential)
Area: 0.26 Acres 
Property Owner: Steven Frostad

Applicant is requesting special exception to allow for a combined driveway width exceeding 30 ft.  
_____________________________________________________________________________________

Background Information

The subject property is a corner lot with a driveway access already established along each frontage. 
The applicant is working on installing a second driveway on the northwest portion of his property 
for access to a parking pad on the side of the dwelling. As the property meets the minimum width 
required for the zone an additional drive approach is permitted as long as the combined driveway 
widths meets 30 feet or a greater number as approved by special exception of the planning 
commission.

The existing driveway on the east side is 16 feet in width, the new driveway is proposed to also be 16 
ft. in width on the provided plan. As staff has met on site with the applicant who has staked the 
property, the new drive pour would be slightly wider. The combined driveway width on the property 
would be approximately 34 ft. thus the applicant is seeking a special exception for an additional 4 ft. 
of width for driveways.

The lot is 117 ft. in length against 35 East Street and across the street from a property with multiple 
drive approaches with a total length exceeding 30 ft.

Applicable Ordinances.

11-32-060: ACCESS TO OFF STREET PARKING AND LOADING SPACES:
   A.   Ingress And Egress: Adequate ingress and egress to all uses shall be provided as follows:
      1.   Residential driveways shall be not more than twenty feet (20') in width when serving as 
access to two (2) properly designated spaces, or thirty feet (30') in width when serving as access to 
three (3) properly designated parking spaces as measured at the front or side corner property line. 



“Properly designated parking spaces” shall include spaces in a garage, carport or on a parking pad 
located to the side of a dwelling and not located within the minimum front yard setback. Additional 
driveway width for access to a rear yard, for more than three (3) properly designated parking spaces, 
or for multiple-family residential developments, may be reviewed by the planning commission as a 
special exception. Residential driveways shall be designed at a width which is the minimum necessary 
to provide adequate access to designated parking spaces.
      2.   Not more than one driveway for each separate street frontage shall be permitted on lots 
occupied by a one-family or two-family dwelling, except under the following circumstances:
         a.   On lots with at least the minimum width required in the zone, one additional driveway may 
be permitted providing that the sum of the width of both driveways does not exceed the maximum 
widths specified in subsection A1 of this section;
         b.   For lots having at least fifty feet (50') of width in excess of the minimum required width, 
one additional driveway, not exceeding sixteen feet (16') in width, may be permitted.

11-3-045: SPECIAL EXCEPTIONS:
E.   Approval Standards: The following standards shall apply to the approval of a special exception:
      1.   Conditions may be imposed as necessary to prevent or minimize adverse effects upon other 
property or improvements in the vicinity of the special exception, upon the City as a whole, or upon 
public facilities and services. These conditions may include, but are not limited to, conditions 
concerning use, construction, character, location, landscaping, screening, parking and other matters 
relating to the purposes and objectives of this title. Such conditions shall be expressly set forth in the 
motion authorizing the special exception.
      2.   The Planning Commission shall not authorize a special exception unless the evidence 
presented establishes the proposed special exception:
         a.   Will not be detrimental to the health, safety or general welfare of persons residing or 
working in the vicinity, or injurious to property or improvements in the vicinity;
         b.   Will not create unreasonable traffic hazards;
         c.   Is located on a lot or parcel of sufficient size to accommodate the special exception.

Suggested Motion

A. Move that the Planning Commission approve the special exception allowing an additional 5 ft. 
of width to the total allowed driveway width on the western property line of the property at 
1403 S. 35 E.

Findings:
1. The proposal meets the standards for consideration of a special exception in that it:

a. Will not be detrimental to the health, safety or general welfare of persons residing or 
working in the vicinity, or injurious to property or improvements in the vicinity;

b. Will not create unreasonable traffic hazards (as a standard driveway separation of 12 
ft. will remain in place).

c. Is located on a lot or parcel of sufficient size to accommodate the special exception. 

Supplementary Information
1. Vicinity Map
2. Site Plan
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______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Item 3: Special Exception Request 
  
Public Hearing:  Yes 
Application No.:   M-6-22 
Property Address:   539 West Oakwood Place 
General Plan Designation: LDR (Low Density Residential)
Zoning Designation:   LR-F  (Large Residential – Foothill)
Area:    1.58 Acres  
Property Owner:  Lonnie Bullard 
 
Applicant is requesting special exception to allow an accessory building in the LR-F zone to exceed 15 feet in height. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Background Information 
 
The applicant is requesting a special exception for an accessory building height for an proposed pole 
barn. The LR-F zone specifies that accessory buildings shall not exceed 15 feet in height. This 
proposed building is approximately 18 feet in height.  
 
Suggested Motion 
Move that the Planning Commission approve the special exception allowing the accessory building 
at 539 West Oakwood Place to exceed the maximum of 15 feet in the zone, subject to all applicable 
Farmington City standards and ordinances.  
 

Findings for Approval: 
1. Additional building height is compatible with the use of the property 
2. The additional building height would not be detrimental to the health and safety of 

neighboring properties.  
3. The building will not create unreasonable traffic hazards. 
4. The building is located on a parcel of sufficient size to accommodate the special exception.  

 
 
Supplementary Information 

1. Vicinity Map 
2. Elevations 
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Planning Commission Staff Report
April 14, 2022

______________________________________________________________________________

Item 4: Rezone of Farmington City RDA Property from A (Agricultural) 
to OMU (Office Mixed Use)

Public Hearing: Yes
Application No.: Z-2-22
Property Address: 572 and 588 N 1525 W (Parcels 08-060-0016 and 08-060-0018)
General Plan Designation: CA/BP (Class A Business Park)
Zoning Designation: A (Agricultural)
Area: 2 Acres
Number of Lots: 2
Property Owner: Redevelopment Agency of Farmington City / Farmington City
Agent: City Staff

Request:  Farmington City Staff is seeking a recommendation from the Planning Commission to rezone property controlled by 
the city to the OMU district to match surrounding zoning and to clean up the zoning boundary for pending development.
______________________________________________________________________________

Background Information

The Planning Commission and Farmington City Council have previously approved a Project Master 

Plan and Preliminary Plat for the Farmington Station Townhomes on the South Side of Burk Lane 

just east of 1525 West. As part of the review of this project, the City has already entered into an 

agreement with the developer FSC Development to exchange properties to enhance both the park 

to the south and the development itself.

As the approvals move forward for the townhome development, the property that that city has 

agreed to trade to the developer needs to be zoned appropriately for the intended use.

The existing Agriculture zoning designation is effectively a holding zone. The proposed OMU 

matches the surrounding properties to the north and east, matches the general plan designation, and 

will appropriately accommodate the anticipated development.

The OMU zoning district is regulated by Farmington City Code 11-18 – Mixed Use Districts and in 

the case of this property is regulated by an existing development agreement under 11-18-140.

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/farmingtonut/latest/farmington_ut/0-0-0-16628
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From Project Master Plan:

Rendering of anticipated development. This has received preliminary approvals.

Subject city property in yellow being exchanged for developer property in green.
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Suggested Motions

A. Move that the Planning Commission forward a favorable recommendation to the City 

Council to approve the rezone of the subject property from the A to the OMU zoning 

district. 

Supplemental Information
1. Vicinity Map
2. Zoning Map
3. Enabling Ordinance
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FARMINGTON, UTAH

ORDINANCE NO. 2022 -

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ZONING MAP TO SHOW 

A CHANGE OF ZONE FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT 

572 AND 588 NORTH 1525 WEST FROM A TO OMU.

WHEREAS, the Farmington City Planning Commission has reviewed and made a 
recommendation to the City Council concerning the proposed zone change pursuant to the 
Farmington City Zoning Ordinance and has found it to be consistent with the City's General Plan; 
and

WHEREAS, a public hearing before the City Council of Farmington City was held after 
being duly advertised as required by law; and

WHEREAS, on May 3, 2022, the City Council of Farmington City found that such zoning 
change should be made;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Farmington City, Utah:

Section 1.  Zone Change.  The property described in Application #Z-2-22, within the City, 
at 572 and 588 N 1525 W, identified by parcel numbers 08-060-0016 an d08-060-0018, and being 
approximately 2.02 acres in size, is hereby reclassified from zone A to zone OMU, said property 
being more particularly described/illustrated as set forth in Exhibit A attached hereto and by the 
referenced made a part hereof.

Section 2.  Zoning Map Amendment.  The Farmington City Zoning Map shall be amended 
to show the change.

Section 3.  Effective Date.  This ordinance shall take effect immediately upon final passage 
by the City Council.

DATED this 3rd  day of May, 2022.

FARMINGTON CITY

                                                                         
Brett Anderson
Mayor

ATTEST:

_______________________________________
DeAnn Carlile
City Recorder



Exhibit “A”

All of parcel ID #08-060-0018

Address: 
572 N 1525 WEST – FARMINGTON, UT 84025

Legal Description:
BEG ON THE E LINE OF A RD AT A PT N 00^20'03" W 830.21 FT ALG THE 1/4 SEC LINE FR 
THE S 1/4 COR OF SEC 14-T3N-R1W, SLM; & RUN TH N 89^39'57" E 275.0 FT; TH S 00^20'03" E 
160.0 FT; TH S 89^39'57" W 275.0 FT TO SD E LINE; TH N 00^20'03" W 160.0 FT ALG SD E LINE 
TO THE POB. CONT. 1.01 ACRES

AND

All of parcel ID #08-060-0016

Address: 
588 N 1525 WEST – FARMINGTON, UT 84025

Legal Description: 
BEG ON E LINE OF A RD AT A PT N 00^20'03" W 990.21 FT ALG 1/4 SEC LINE FR S 1/4 COR 
OF SEC-14-T3N-R1W, SLM; & RUN TH N 89^39'57" E 275.0 FT; TH S 00^20'03" E 160.0 FT; TH S 
89^39'57" W 275.0 FT TO SD E LINE; TH N 00^20'03" W ALG SD E LINE TO POB. CONT. 1.01 
ACRES
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Planning Commission Staff Report
April 14, 2022

______________________________________________________________________________

Item 5: Conditional Use – Amendment to original conditional use to 
expand a self-storage facility – Stock N’ Lock Storage

Public Hearing: Yes
Application No.: C-6-22
Property Address: 1052 S. 325 W.
General Plan Designation: AG (Agricultural Preservation Very Low Density)
Zoning Designation: LM&B (Light Manufacturing and Business)
Area: 0.95 acres

Property Owner: Scott Group, LLC
Agent: Solomon Weaver

Request:  The applicant is seeking approval to amend the conditional use permit at the subject property to add additional 
storage units.
______________________________________________________________________________

Background Information

The Stock N’ Lock Storage units currently on site were approved in 2005 and have been built in accordance 
with the original approvals. The applicant owns additional property directly adjacent to the existing units to 
the north where they desire to expand their operation by adding additional storage units. The property is 
already zoned LM&B which allows for self-storage by conditional use. While the use has previously been 
approved FCC 11-8-060 states that a conditional use shall not be enlarged, changed, extended, increased in 
intensity or relocated unless a new conditional use application is made and approved by the Planning 
Commission.

The proposed expansion would include units along the west and north property line with additional units on 
the interior. The new units are proposed to be of the same construction style as the existing units to match 
the materials and colors currently found on site. While the use of property to the north and west includes 
existing dwellings, the zoning of the surrounding properties is Agricultural (AE) and Light Manufacturing 
(LM&B). Per FCC 11-26-070, there are no yard requirements unless abutting residential zone boundary. 
While FCC 11-7-070 includes screening and separation requirements between residential property lines and 
parking areas or roads, it is the opinion of staff in reading the code and based partly on the existing storage 
unit layout, that this proposal follows required screening provisions. While a final site plan review to be 
completed by staff is pending the direction of the Planning Commission, initial reviews indicate that the 
proposal meets the minimum requirements allowed in the applicable zoning district. 

The height of the storage units on the submitted plans is 10 feet except for the western most units which are 
14 feet in height. While the total height limit permitted in the zone is 40 feet, the Planning Commission may 
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consider a reduction of the taller units to 10 feet in height to match the existing units along the western 
property line based on the standard of compatibility.

In consideration of the conditional use permit, the Planning Commission should look at the proposal as it 
relates to the city’s conditional use standards as follows:

11-8-050: CONDITIONAL USE STANDARDS:
Conditional use applications shall be reviewed in accordance with, and shall conform to, all of the following 
standards:
   A.   Necessity: The proposed use of the particular location is necessary or desirable to provide a service or 
facility which will contribute to the general well being of the community;
   B.   Compliance: The proposed use shall comply with the regulations and conditions in this title for such 
use;
   C.   Comprehensive Plan: The proposed use shall conform to the goals, policies and governing principles of 
the comprehensive plan for Farmington City;
   D.   Compatibility: The proposed use shall be compatible with the character of the site, adjacent properties, 
surrounding neighborhoods and other existing and proposed development;
   E.   Adequate Improvements: Adequate utilities, transportation access, drainage, parking and loading space, 
lighting, screening, landscaping and open space, fire protection, and safe and convenient pedestrian and 
vehicular circulation are available or may be provided; and
   F.   Use Not Detrimental: Such use shall not, under the circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental 
to the health, safety or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious to property 
or improvements in the vicinity. A proposed use shall be considered detrimental:
      1.   If it will cause unreasonable risks to the safety of persons or property because of vehicular traffic or 
parking, large gatherings of people, or other causes;
      2.   If it will unreasonably interfere with the lawful use of surrounding property; or
      3.   If it will create a need for essential municipal services which cannot be reasonably met. 

Additional ordinances of note:

11-7-070: STANDARDS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL, 
COMMERCIAL, COMMERCIAL RECREATION OR INDUSTRIAL CONDITIONAL USES, 
OR PERMITTED USES ON AN UNDEVELOPED SITE:
   G.   Screening: Screening shall be provided in the following situations and according to the following 
standards:
      1.   The site plans shall indicate the location, height, design and materials of walls, fences, hedges and 
other buffers. These features shall be used to screen or conceal storage areas (including refuse containers), 
service yards, utility installations or other unsightly features, to minimize any negative impacts on adjacent 
property, and to create a harmonious streetscape, as determined by the planning commission at that time 
when a site plan application is reviewed.
      2.   A six foot (6') high masonry fence and a ten foot (10') buffer zone with sufficient plantings of trees 
and shrubs to provide adequate suppression of sound and light, as approved by the city planner, shall be 
constructed between a residential property line or zone boundary and any parking area, road or driveway of a 
proposed use determined to be of a commercial, office or institutional nature. All fences shall be engineered 
to withstand wind loads up to one hundred fifty (150) miles per hour and shall be approved by the city 
engineer. The planning commission may consider an alternative fence on its own initiative or upon petition 
by affected property owners.
      3.   An eight foot (8') masonry fence and a thirty foot (30') buffer zone with sufficient plantings of trees 
and shrubs to provide adequate suppression of sound and light, as approved by the city planner, shall be 
constructed between a residential property line or zone boundary and any parking area, road or driveway of a 
proposed use determined to be of an industrial nature. All fences shall be engineered to withstand wind loads 
up to one hundred fifty (150) miles per hour and shall be approved by the city engineer. The planning 
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commission may consider an alternative fence on its own initiative or upon petition by affected property 
owners.

11-7-080: OFF SITE IMPROVEMENTS AND PUBLIC STREETS:
   A.   Requirements: The developer of a site requiring site plan approval shall dedicate to the city and 
improve all streets within or adjacent to the proposed development which are necessary to serve the vehicular 
and pedestrian needs of that development. Minimum improvements shall include high back curb, gutter and 
sidewalk along the entire property line which abuts any public street. These off site improvements shall 
comply with the minimum requirements for construction of public improvements as established by the city.
   B.   Adjustments: Where, because of topographical or other conditions peculiar to the site, a departure may 
be made from the requirements of this section without destroying the intent of such requirements, and after 
receiving a recommendation from the city engineer and the planning commission, the city council may 
approve an adjustment in street cross section standards, street width and right of way side treatment 
standards, or may waive the requirement for sidewalks herein and elsewhere in this title as set forth in 
section 12-8-100 of this code.

11-26-070: YARD AND LOT REGULATIONS:
   A.   Lot Size: No minimum.
   B.   Lot Width: No minimum, except each lot shall have a minimum frontage of thirty five feet (35') on a 
public street.
   C.   Front Yard: Ten feet (10').
   D.   Side Yards: No minimum, except that thirty feet (30') shall be provided where the lot line is coterminus 
with any residential zone boundary.
   E.   Side Yard Corner: Minimum side yard on corner lot shall be ten feet (10') on the side adjacent to the 
street.
   F.   Rear Yard: No minimum, except that thirty feet (30') shall be provided where the lot line is coterminus 
with any residential zone boundary.
   G.   Accessory Buildings: Accessory buildings shall be subject to the yard requirements cited above. 
Accessory buildings shall not be located in front of the main building.
   H.   Building Height: Maximum building height shall be forty feet (40') (except for towers, chimneys and 
other structures with no human habitation).
   I.   Lot Coverage: Maximum lot coverage for all buildings is seventy percent (70%). The requirements for 
landscaping, off street parking and yard setbacks may result in less than a seventy percent (70%) lot coverage.
11-26-080: OTHER REGULATIONS:
   C.   Outside Storage: Outside storage shall be completely screened, by landscaping or opaque fencing, from 
view from any public street or abutting properties.
   D.   Adjacent Residential Zone: A decorative wall or opaque fence or hedge at least six feet (6') in height 
shall be erected along all property lines which are adjacent to a residential zone.
   G.   Architectural Compatibility: Buildings within a development shall incorporate predominant 
architectural features, materials and colors to create a theme or characteristic of the development.
  

Suggested Motion

Move the Planning Commission approve the conditional use permit for the additional storage units at the 
subject address with the following conditions:

1. The height of buildings shall be reduced to match the existing height of units along the western 
property line being 10 feet. The height of the storage units may increase up to 15 ft. in height within 
200 feet  of the eastern property line (roughly the front half of the property)being the 325 west right 
of way.

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/farmingtonut/latest/farmington_ut/0-0-0-20182
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2. Sidewalk shall be installed along the 325 west right of way in front of the existing and newly added 
units.

3. Installed Landscaping shall be done in compliance with Farmington City’s Water Wise Landscaping 
ordinance approved 3/15/2022.

4. A final site plan review and approval shall be completed by staff wherein compliance with the 
conditions set forth by the Planning Commission and all other applicable standards, ordinances, and 
regulations shall be verified and approved prior to construction.

Findings for Approval:
1. The zoning in place for the applicable property allows for the requested use.
2. The orientation and design of the proposed storage units are compatible with the existing storage 

units and create screening at the property line of the sites operation and lighting impacts.
3. With the proposed condition to limit height on the western portion of the site, compatibility with 

surrounding properties and uses is achieved. 
4. The condition to have the sidewalk installed will meet the requirements of FCC 11-7-080 and start 

creating connectivity along the 325 west right-of-way with the trail network to be installed with the 
upcoming West Davis Corridor trail that will run immediately south of Stock N’ Lock Storage.

Supplemental Information
1. Vicinity Map
2. Site Plans, Elevations, Lighting, and Landscaping details.
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Planning Commission Staff Report
April 14, 2022

_____________________________________________________________________________

Item 6: Farmington Station Area Plan Adoption

Public Hearing: Yes
Application No.: MP-1-22
Property Address: Approximately 548 acres between Haight Creek and Farmington Creek 

East of the D&RGW Rail Trail and west of I-15.
Agent: GSBS / Farmington City

Request:  Recommendation for General Plan Amendment adopting the Farmington Station Small Area 

Master Plan.

_____________________________________________________________________________________

Background Information
After holding a public hearing, the Planning Commission considered the above referenced General Plan 
Amendment on March 17, 2022.  A motion was made to approve the request with the condition “to 
include a discussion or study on how to better engage and inform residents on the long-term collective 
development plan for the Farmington Station Area Plan including:

a) expected occupancy vs. total possible capacity;
b) list of the motives or benefits.”

However, the motion died for lack of second. Thereafter, a motion was approved to “table the 
amendment to the General Plan to allow the City and GSBS [the City’s consultant] to further discuss”

The City and GSBS are prepared to lead a discussion as per the Commission’s motion; moreover, 
enclosed in an outline on nine additional points which help clarify the purpose and intent of the plan. 
This list is now included as part of an Executive Summary on page 5 of the document. Also enclosed our 
updates to Table 1 – 4 which compare market study capacity to actual proposed development, some of 
which is entitled, and remaining vacant land with no such proposals. These table are incorporated on 
pages 12, 19, 20, and 21 of the plan. 

Background Information from the March 17, Staff Report:
The city was successful in receiving grant funding through the Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC) to 
hire a consultant to create this small area plan. Simply put, the small area plan gives creates a more 
detailed vision for a specific section of the city to be included as part of the city’s general plan which is a 
vision for the city at large.  GSBS was selected several months ago as the consultant group to facilitate 
and create a small area plan for the area around the Frontrunner Station/Station Park and the North 
Farmington Station Business Park Area. This purpose of this plan is to build upon past planning efforts to 
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better understand and direct the growth and development in this area where significant and rapid 
growth is expected supported by major community investments in infrastructure.

Throughout the process many stakeholders have been involved including WFRC, UTA, Davis County, 
Northern Utah Economic Alliance EDC Utah, Property Owners, and Farmington City.

This plan further details the type of growth the market will support, identifies where different land uses 
make belong, plans for auto, pedestrian, bike, and transit transportation networks, and coordinates 
recreation areas. Neighborhoods are established between the creeks which each have a different feel or 
focus. This plan meets the requirements by the state for a small area plan around the Frontrunner 
Station and places important infrastructure improvements on plan that would better place the city in a 
position to receive outside funding to implement. 

The Planning Commission is tasked with making a recommendation to the City Council as to whether or 
not to approve the proposed plan with or without any changes.

Suggested Motion
Move that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council amend the General Plan adopting 
the enclosed Farmington Station Area Plan as an element of the General Plan, subject to all applicable 
Farmington City ordinances.

Findings for Approval
1. The Farmington Station Area Plan was completed with involvement of several 

stakeholders.
2. The proposed Farmington Station Area Plan is consistent with the stated intent and 

purpose of the Farmington City General Plan and Zoning Ordinance for this district; 
including a fine grained mix of uses such as office, retail, and residential, an emphasis on 
bringing activity to the street and enhancing walkability, creating public spaces and 
nodes, enhancing open space and connectivity, providing a live/work/play environment, 
etc.

3. The proposed Farmington Station Area Plan has a good balance of residential and retail 
proven viable through a market analysis that will support the primary office use, which 
is the overarching intent of the OMU zone.

4. The Farmington Station Area Plan maintains a similar pattern of development identified 
by previous plans within a larger context which enables the addition of new ideas such 
as a new UTA connector node.

5. The fine grained mixture of uses proposed in the Farmington Station Area Plan creates 
an office park that is unique to the State of Utah and will create a vibrant employment 
center for Davis County that fosters a live/work/play environment.

6. The proposed North Station Small Area Master Plan will help to diversify and balance 
the City’s tax structure through expanding its commercial property tax base, instead of 
relying too heavily on residential property and commercial sales tax.  

Supplemental Information
1. Additional Purpose and Intent Items
2. Farmington Station Are Plan Land Use Table
3. Farmington Station Are Plan: Program—Neighborhood Tables
4. Farmington Station Area Plan (see on-line)



Additional Purpose and Intent Items Added to the Farmington Station Area Plan 
Executive Summary
April 14, 2022

Farmington City previously approved many entitlements, but not all, for most of the properties within 
the west Farmington mixed use areas north of Park Lane, west of the UP Tracks/I-15, east of the 
D&RGW Trail right-of-way, and south of Shepard Lane. Each entitlement, which consists of such things 
as zone (and zone text) changes, Project Master Plan (PMP) approvals, agreements, etc., was subject to 
an extensive public process---including but not limited to public hearings and meetings. One purpose of 
the Farmington Station Plan is not to reconsider land-use decisions already entitled, but to incorporate 
all previous and existing efforts, and to establish objectives and goals for the future into an area-wide 
comprehensive plan with a more singular vision, but at the same time establishing/showing 
development concepts and distinct neighborhood identities as part of the whole.

Additionally, the plan also provides, among many other things, the following: 

1.  Update to 2016 North Station Master Plan. The scope of this earlier, and now out-of-date plan, is 
limited to an area north of Shepard Creek, approximately half the size of the Farmington Station Plan. It 
is an excellent plan, but the market and other conditions have since changed.

 2. Remote Hub. The Farmington Station Area Plan introduces/memorializes a remote hub concept 
which will provide a direct un-interrupted connection for commuter rail users to the mixed-use area 
north of Shepard Creek. The plan enables the City to leverage local monies by seeking regional, State, 
Federal, and UTA funds in the future to confirm that the remote hub becomes a reality. It is imperative 
that this concept becomes a part of the City’s General Plan.

3. Station Area Master Plan. UTA regulations require the preparation of a station area master plan for 
the areas abutting, and in close proximity to, fixed rail stops before it allows its properties within these 
areas to develop. The Farmington Station Plan meets these requirements for the Farmington Front 
Runner station and will enable UTA to develop its adjacent property in the near future.

 4. HB 462. The State of Utah recently passed legislation which apply to City’s with fixed rail stops to 
prepare as part of their General Plan, small area master plans which address such items as housing and 
transportation goals (HB 462). This plan will meet State requirements.

5. Shuttle Expansion. For several years, UTA and the City (and other partners), have operated the 
successful “Lagoon Shuttle” which links the commuter rail stop to Lagoon, Station Park, and other 
destinations in east and west Farmington. The City now desires to provide a shuttle type of 
improvement connecting destinations in the mixed-use areas from Shepard Lane to Park Lane (and vice 
versa). The Farmington Station Plan qualifies Farmington City/UTA and others to pursue funding for a 
shuttle or something similar.

 6. Internal Capture--Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements. It is extremely beneficial and necessary that 
Station Park develop a more robust day-time population, but expected forecasts for this population may 
be compromised in the event the local street grid reaches capacity prematurely if personal 
vehicles/shuttles are the only form of internal circulation/capture.  Park Lane itself serves as a barrier to 
direct north to south pedestrian and bicycle movement. It is anticipated that the City will seek funding 
for such improvements as bike lanes, trails, box-culverts, etc. to resolve this impasse. The Plan points to 
solutions and will be used to incorporated these improvements.



7. East/West Regional Trail. Farmington west side mixed use areas are located at or near the confluence 
of three major north to south regional trails: 1) Legacy Parkway Trail, 2) the D&RGW Trail, and 3, the 
soon to be constructed West Davis Corridor Trail.  Major east/east regional trail alignments are rare 
along the Wasatch Front; however, this area is ideally situated for such connectivity, but these 
connections must be shown on plans, such as the Farmington Station Plan, as part of the improvement 
process as major interchanges like the Shepard Lane/I-15 interchange begin construction.

 8. Legacy Events Center. Davis County is preparing plans to “re-tool” its fairgrounds and the Farmington 
Station Plan will help better coordinate connectivity from the Station area to their property. This will 
also benefit the City’s existing regional park.

9. Commerce Drive and Maker Way. The Plan helps memorialize significant infrastructure improvements 
now under design, with construction pending, to accommodate traffic from areas north of Farmington 
to destinations in south Farmington and beyond. These improvements will help reduce “cut-through” 
traffic in west side residential neighborhoods. The plan also shows land uses proposed along these 
routes in their entirety and not in fragments.



Farmington Station Area Plan Land Use Table
April 14, 2022

Table 1: Farmington Station Area Land Uses,
Page 12

Acres Sq. Ft. Units Sq. Ft. Units
Built as of 2021 233
Roadways 90
Open Space & Trails 61
New Development 166

Market Study Additional 
Capacity

Actual Proposals to Date
(some of which are entitled)

Commercial
Office 8,029,800 2,053,000
Retail 531,000 356,400

Residential
Townhomes 350
Multi-family dwelling units 7,909

3,242

TOTAL 550 8,560,800 8,259 2,409,400 3,242



Farmington Station Area Plan: Program—Neighborhood Tables
April 14, 2022

Table 2: Mixed-use Neighborhood Development Program—122 Acres *
Page 19

Office
Sq. Ft.

Retail/Other
Sq. Ft.

Multi-family
Dwelling Units
& Townhomes

Market Study Capacity 2,341,800 406,900 1,679

Proposed (some of which is entitled)
Remaining vacant acres: 3

720,000 346,000 1,464

* Note: the figures in this table do not include existing commercial square footages, dwelling units, or townhomes, 
nor do they preclude the possibility of in-fill of existing and pending occupied land in the future.

Table 3: Recreation Neighborhood Development Program—150 Acres *
Page 20

Office
Sq. Ft.

Retail/Other
Sq. Ft.

Multi-family
Dwelling Units
& Townhomes

Market Study Additional Capacity 3,988,800 47,600 4,172

Proposed (some of which is entitled)
Remaining vacant acres: 50

765,000 2,000 973

* Note: the figures in this table do not include existing commercial square footages, dwelling units, or townhomes, 
nor do they preclude the possibility of in-fill of existing and pending occupied land in the future.

Table 4: Recreation Neighborhood Development Program---278 Acres *
Page 21

Office
Sq. Ft.

Retail/Other
Sq. Ft.

Multi-family
Dwelling Units
& Townhomes

Market Study Additional Capacity 1,699,200 76,500 2,408

Proposed (some of which is entitled)
Remaining vacant acres: 46

568,000 8,400 805

* Note: the figures in this table do not include existing commercial square footages, dwelling units, or townhomes, 
nor do they preclude the possibility of in-fill of existing and pending occupied land in the future.
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Planning Commission Staff Report
April 14, 2022

______________________________________________________________________________

Item 7: Steed Creek Estates Phase III Schematic Subdivision Plan/Plat 
Amendment, and Special Exception Related to Driveway Access

Public Hearing: Yes
Application No.: S-5-22
Property Address: 397 South 10 West
General Plan Designation: LDR (Low Density Residential)
Zoning Designation: LR (Large Residential)
Area: 3.27 Acres
Number of Lots/Parcels: 1 new, 5 existing
Property Owners: Quayle, Cameron & Amanda – Trustees; Maxwell, Vernon L & Carolyn B – 

Trustees; and Maxwell, Bryce B & Karmen K.
Agent: Vernon Lee Maxwell

Request:  The applicant is seeking a recommendation from the Planning Commission for schematic subdivision/plat amendment 
approval for the proposed Steed Creek Phase 3 Subdivision, and approval for a special exception related to driveway access. 
______________________________________________________________________________

Background Information

Subdivision

The enclosed vicinity map and Steed Creek Estates Phase III schematic plan show that the applicant 

is seeking approval for one additional lot, a flag lot, but at the same time adjusting the boundaries of 

5 existing Lots/Parcels---in four steps. A summary of the request is set forth in the table below:

Lots/Parcels Action

New Lot

1. Lot 301, Steed Creek Estates Phase 3 Create a flag lot

Existing

1. Lot 201, Steed Creek Estates Phase 2, 

394 South 10 West

Adjust east boundary with Lot 6, 

Steed Creek Estates, 397 S. 10 W.

2. Parcel 07-046-0035 Adjust boundary resulting in Parcel 

A, Steed Creek Estates Phase 3

3. Parcel 07-034-0110 Adjust Boundary with Lot 6, Steed 

Creek Estates, and create Parcel B, 

Steed Creek Estates Phase 3

4. Lot 5 Steed Creek Estates, 407 S. 10 W. Adjust east boundary with Lot 6, 

Steed Creek Estates, 397 S. 10 W.
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City ordinances allow staff to review and approve boundary adjustments, but not flag lots---which 

must be recommended by the Planning Commission and considered for approval by the City 

Council.

Plat Amendment

As illustrated in the previous table, the applicant’s request consists of many parts; subsequently, he is 

proposing a plat amendment to show and implement every proposed change in one document, 

which document will be recorded in the office of the Davis County Recorder.

Driveway Access

Rather than providing two driveways side by side, the applicant is requesting a special exception to 

allow the owners of the flag lot (if approved) to share an existing driveway on the proposed Lot 303. 

Section 11-32-060 A. 5. 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 this title 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.

Flag Lot Dimensions

The length and width of the flag lot stem do not meet City ordinances. The Planning Commission 

may resolve this, if it chooses to do so, by approving one of the two alternative motions below. 

Section 12-7-030 J.

Flag Lots: Flag lots may be approved by the planning commission and the city 
council and are prohibited except to reasonably utilize an irregularly shaped parcel, to 
reasonably utilize land with severe topography, to provide for the protection of 
significant natural or environmentally sensitive areas, or to allow a property owner 
reasonable use and benefit of a parcel of land not otherwise developable. (Ord. 2016-
07, 2-16-2016)

1. General Requirements: The creation of a flag lot is a subdivision, therefore 
all applicable subdivision ordinances, standards and regulations apply. Flag lots are 
for single-family residential dwellings only and are prohibited if the proposed flag lot 
will increase the number of access points onto a major thoroughfare. (Ord. 2016-23, 
2-16-2016)

2.   Design Requirements: The design requirements for a flag lot are as follows:
a. A flag lot shall be comprised of a stem portion and a flag portion.
b.   The stem portion must be contiguous to a dedicated public street.

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/farmingtonut/latest/farmington_ut/0-0-0-15421
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c. All buildings can be placed on the flag portion only.
d. The front yard shall be considered one of the two (2) sides of the flag 

portion that adjoins the stem and all buildings must face the front yard.
e. A flag lot must comply with all requirements, standards and ordinances as 

determined by the underlying zone district in which it is located. This 
includes setbacks, building height, accessory buildings, minimum lot size, etc.

f. Minimum lot size calculations exclude the stem and only take the flag portion 
of the lot into consideration.

g. The stem shall be at least twenty-eight feet (28') wide and no longer than one 
hundred fifty feet (150') long.

h. The stem shall service one lot only.
i. No more than two (2) flag lots shall be allowed in a subdivision.
j. For back to back flag lots, a reduction of each stem to twenty feet (20') wide 

is permitted where the stems abut one another.
k. The access drive shall be at least twenty feet (20') wide and no greater than a 

fifteen percent (15%) grade. The drive shall be paved with a hard surface, 
such as asphalt or concrete, and conform to all applicable fire code 
regulations, including access to fire hydrants, emergency access and 
turnarounds.

l. The access drive must have a minimum of four feet (4') wide landscaped yard 
along both sides.

m. All utilities and related services (including easements) shall be provided to the 
flag lot in accordance with the applicable regulations and ordinances adopted 
by the city. (Ord. 2016-07, 2-16-2016)

Suggested Alternative Motions:

A. Move that the Planning Commission recommend the City Council approve the Steed Creek 

Estates Phase 3 subdivision schematic plan/plat amendment, including the flag lot, and that the 

Commission approve a special exception allowing access to Lot 302 across Lot 303 as shown on 

the schematic plan, subject to all applicable Farmington City ordinances and development 

standards and the following:

 

1. The special exception for the driveway shall not become effective until such time as the City 

Council approves the schematic subdivision plan/plat amendment (including the flag lot), 

and approval of the final plat by the Planning Commission.

2. Staff must prepare a text amendment to the Subdivision Ordinance enabling a special 

exception to allow flag dimensions different than required by ordinance, and if such an 

amendment is approved by the City, the Planning Commission shall consider the special 

exception prior to or concurrent with its review of the final plat for the subdivision.

3.  The applicant must meet all requirements of the City’s DRC (Development Review 

Committee), including the Fire Department.
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4. The applicant must prepare a reciprocal access and maintenance agreement, acceptable to 

the City, and record the same, for the shared driveway access for Lots 302 and 303.

Findings:

1. Due to the number of boundary adjustments the recordation of an amended plat is a 

good method to provide a cleaner subdivision of record, which contains all the necessary 

easements, notes, etc. for the benefit and of existing and future property owners. 

2. Incorporating and existing un-platted parcel (07-034-0110) as a platted parcel aids other 

property owner within the proposed Steed Creek Subdivision Phase 3 because any 

development of a possible future dwelling on either Parcels A or B is subject to a public 

process and cannot occur without approval of another plat amendment by the City and 

input from owners, which amended plat must show access and identify these areas as 

“Lots” not “Parcels”.

3. A special exception for the shared driveway access is warranted because two long 

driveways in close proximity to each other may detract from the ambiance of the 

pastoral setting of this subdivision near Steed Creek and Woodland Park. Moreover, the 

long flag lot stem provides for a larger Lot 301 which is consistent with the lot sizes 

characterized by this area.

4. Oversight by the DRC, including the Fire Department, ensures acceptable 

implementation of necessary improvements and increased public safety.

– OR -

B. Same motion and findings as above, but approve a substitute paragraph 2 as follows:

2. Section 12-7-030 B. of the Subdivision Ordinance states in part “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 finds that the longer (248 feet vs. 150 feet) and narrower (20 feet vs. 28 feet) 

flag lot stem is an acceptable “other means of access” as supported by the findings. 

Supplemental Information
1. Vicinity Map
2. Schematic Subdivision Plan
3. Letters from the applicant
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WANGEMANN
MICHAEL L.

No. 6431156
______________________________

Michael L. Wangemann, PLS

Date of Plat or Map: February 16, 2022

PLS# 6431156-2201

I, MICHAEL L. WANGEMANN, SYRACUSE, UTAH, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I AM A LICENSED LAND SURVEYOR
AND THAT I HOLD LICENSE NO. 6431156 AS PRESCRIBED BY THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF UTAH AND THAT I HAVE
MADE A SURVEY OF THE BOUNDARIES OF THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PROPERTY:

(SEE BELOW)

I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT THIS PLAT CORRECTLY SHOWS THE TRUE DIMENSIONS OF THE BOUNDARIES SURVEYED
AND OF THE VISIBLE IMPROVEMENTS EFFECTING THE BOUNDARIES AND THEIR POSITION IN RELATIONSHIP TO
SAID BOUNDARIES; THAT NONE OF THE VISIBLE IMPROVEMENTS ON THE ABOVE DESCRIBED PROPERTY
ENCROACH UPON ADJOINING PROPERTIES; AND THAT NO VISIBLE IMPROVEMENTS, FENCES OR EAVES OF
ADJOINING PROPERTIES ENCROACH UPON THE SUBJECT PROPERTY EXCEPT AS SHOWN.

I ALSO FURTHER CERTIFY THAT THIS PLAT DOES NOT PURPORT TO DISCLOSE OVERLAPS, GAPS, OR BOUNDARY
LINE DISPUTES OF THE PROPERTY SURVEYED WHICH WOULD BE DISCLOSED BY AN ACCURATE SURVEY OF THE
ADJOINING PROPERTIES, NOR DOES IT PURPORT TO DISCLOSE OWNERSHIP OF OR CLAIMS OF EASEMENTS OR
ENCUMBRANCES UPON THE PROPERTY SURVEYED.

BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE EAST LINE OF STEED CREEK ESTATES AS RECORDED JUNE 22, 1979 AS ENTRY NO.
536021 IN BOOK 776 AT PAGE 413 IN THE DAVIS COUNTY RECORDER'S OFFICE, SAID POINT BEING SOUTH 89°44'20”
WEST ALONG THE SECTION LINE 1178.13 FEET AND NORTH 00°15'40” WEST 202.62 FEET FROM THE SOUTH
QUARTER CORNER OF SECTION 19, TOWNSHIP 3 NORTH, RANGE 1 WEST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN; AND
RUNNING THENCE NORTH 89°18'40” WEST ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF LOT 4, SAID STEED CREEK ESTATES 276.53
FEET TO THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID LOT 4; THENCE ALONG THE EAST RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF 10 WEST
STREET THE FOLLOWING THREE COURSES:  NORTH 00°41'20” EAST 87.70 FEET TO A POINT ON 20.00 FOOT RADIUS
CURVE; THENCE NORTHEASTERLY 17.45 FEET ALONG THE ARC OF SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT THROUGH A CENTRAL
ANGLE OF 49°59'42” (WHICH LONG CHORD BEARS NORTH 25°41'11” EAST 16.90 FEET) TO A POINT ON A 50.00 FOOT
RADIUS REVERSE CURVE; THENCE NORTHERLY 131.37 FEET ALONG THE ARC OF SAID REVERSE CURVE TO THE LEFT
THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 150°32'22” (WHICH LONG CHORD BEARS NORTH 24°35'08” WEST 96.71 FEET);
THENCE NORTH 24°20'15” WEST 75.97 FEET; THENCE NORTH 58°43'35” WEST 190.17 FEET; THENCE NORTH
00°41'20” EAST 169.27 FEET; THENCE NORTH 77°42'45” EAST 22.70 FEET; THENCE NORTH 78°48'00” EAST 90.67
FEET; THENCE NORTH 80°40'00” EAST 91.08 FEET; THENCE NORTH 71°49'55” EAST 90.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH
18°10'05” EAST 77.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 73°33'32” EAST 79.64 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 05°15'40” EAST 212.54 FEET;
THENCE NORTH 81°54'20” EAST 383.89 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 01°36'55” EAST 277.82 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 78°28'10”
WEST 300.20 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 00°15'40” EAST 5.66 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.  (NAD83 ROTATION IS
00°11'19” CLOCKWISE)

CONTAINS 266,730.02 SQ/FT OR 6.12 ACRES

1. ALL COURSES SHOWN IN PARENTHESIS ARE RECORD INFORMATION TAKEN FROM DEED DESCRIPTION OR OFFICIAL MAPS
OR PLATS OF RECORD. ALL OTHER COURSES ARE THE RESULT OF ACTUAL FIELD MEASUREMENTS.

2. ALL PROPERTY CORNERS ARE SET WITH 5/8" REBAR AND PLASTIC CAP STAMPED "UTAH LAND SURVEYING" OR OTHER
PERMANENT MARKERS OR AS OTHER WISE STATED.

THE BASIS OF BEARING FOR THIS SURVEY WAS ESTABLISHED USING FOUND DAVIS COUNTY
SURVEYOR MONUMENTS LOCATED AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER AND THE SOUTH QUARTER
CORNER, SECTION 19, TOWNSHIP 3 NORTH, RANGE 1 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN AS

SHOWN ON THIS SURVEY PLAT.
//// //// //// //// //// //// //// ////
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CHECKED:

SCALE:

DATE:

UTAH LAND SURVEYING, LLC
A PROFESSIONAL LICENSED LAND SURVEYING COMPANY

1359 FAIRWAY CIR
FARMINGTON, UT 84025

PHONE   801.725.8395
FAX  801.820.7775

www.utahlandsurveying.com

UTILITY NOTE:
THE UTILITY INFORMATION SHOWN ON THIS PLAT IS BASED ON ABOVE GROUND EXISTING
STRUCTURES AS OBSERVED AND LOCATED BY THE SURVEYOR IN THE FIELD AS WELL AS
INFORMATION PROVIDED TO THE SURVEYOR.  NO FURTHER INVESTIGATION OF EXISTING
UTILITIES WERE PERFORMED FOR THIS SURVEY, THEREFORE THE SURVEYOR IS NOT RESPONSIBLE
FOR THE REPRESENTATION OR OMISSION OR SUCH INFORMATION ON THIS PLAT.  CONTACT
BLUE STAKES BEFORE ANY DIGGING, EXCAVATION OR CONSTRUCTION IS TO TAKE PLACE.
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April 14, 2022 

 
 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Item 8: Farmington Retail - Schematic Subdivision, Special Exception (Drive- 

   Up Window), and Zone Change  
 
Public Hearing:  Yes 
Application No.:   SP-3-22, S-8-22, Z-5-22, M-7-22 
Property Address:   1100 West Clark Lane  
General Plan Designation: TMU (Transportation Mixed Use)
Zoning Designation:   GMU (General Mixed Use) 
Area:    1.75 Acres  
Property Owner:  TFC Clark Lane LLC  
Agent:     Elliott Smith 
 
Applicant is requesting a recommendation for a zone change from General Mixed Use to Residential Mixed (RMU), 
as well as a recommendation for a subdivision schematic plan, and an approval for a special exception related to drive-
up windows. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Background Information 
 
The applicant is proposing a three building retail subdivision on the northwest corner of the Clark 
Lane and 100 West roundabout. The GMU zone has a wide variety of uses, including dining, but it 
prohibits the installation of drive-up windows for said dining. As it stands, the site plan currently has 
drive-up windows located on Lot 1 and 2. The applicant is requesting a zone change to Residential 
Mixed Use, which allows drive-up windows, subject to a special exception review by the Planning 
Commission (11-18-050). With advice from the City the applicant is requesting a zone change, rather 
than a text amendment, to preserve the mixed use permitted uses as they are, thereby preserving the 
nature of the mixed use district as a whole.  
 
If the zone change is approved and enabled by the City Council, the drive-up window special 
exception, if approved by the Planning Commission, will be enacted as well. If the City Council does 
not approve the zone change, the special exception, if approved by the Planning Commission, will 
not apply.  
 
The applicant may still pursue the subdivision of the parcel into three lots regardless of the zone 
change. The three lot subdivision shares access with the surrounding parcels. 
 
 
 



Suggested Motion 
Move that the Planning Commission approve the special exception allowing drive-up windows as 
part of the Farmington Retail site plan; as well as recommend the schematic subdivision plan and 
zone change from GMU to RMU to the City Council for approval; all subject to any applicable 
Farmington City development standards and ordinances.  
 

Findings: 
1. The RMU zone is characteristic of, and compatible with the surrounding areas.  
2. The zone change does not change create any substantive change to the zoning ordinance, 

and preserves the intent of the GMU zone.  
3. The applicant may pursue a restaurant use regardless of the RMU or GMU designation of 

the site, but only the RMU zone allows, with exception, drive-up windows.  
4. The subdivision schematic plan allows for the site plan to follow the mixed use form-based 

code, as shown on the site plan.  
5. The uses proposed would bring dining opportunities to events on the County Fairgrounds. 

 
 
Supplementary Information 

1. Vicinity Map 
2. Current Zoning 
3. Schematic Site Plan  
4. Elevations 
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1. ALUMINUM STOREFRONT SYSTEM, TYP.

2. STOREFRONT MULLION TUBES, COLOR TO MATCH STOREFRONT
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10. PREFINISHED METAL CANOPY TO MATCH STOREFRONT, TYP.

11. PICK-UP WINDOW W/ INTEGRATED AIR CURTAIN
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Planning Commission Staff Report
April 14, 2022

______________________________________________________________________________

Item 9: Rezone of a lot from the OTR (Original Townsite Residential) to 
the BR (Business/Residential) Zone.

Public Hearing: Yes
Application No.: Z-3-22
Property Address: 174 East State Street (Parcel 07-031-0105)
General Plan Designation: MU/B (Mixed Use – Business, Med Density Residential, Light Commercial)
Zoning Designation: OTR (Original Townsite Residential)
Area: 0.31 Acres
Number of Lots: 1
Property Owner: Travis Tanner

Request:  The property owner is seeking a recommendation from the Planning Commission to rezone the back portion of their 
property to the BR zoning district to eventually be subdivided from the existing home.
______________________________________________________________________________

Background Information

The subject property is the deepest lot along the south side of State Street between Highway 106 as 

it bends south and 200 East Street.

The owners are ultimately interested in dividing their property such that the existing home along 

State Street remains on a smaller lot while the back portion of the property could be sold at some 

point for future development. Based on the existing lot width and available access the most likely 

scenario for development of this property would be to have adjacent property owners to the east or 

west combine it with their property.

While the requested rezone seems to be consistent with a gap in the boundary of the BR zoning 

district in this area, there are some nuances to understand in consideration of the rezone.

The applicant’s property contains a total of 13,503 sq. ft. The existing OTR zone has a minimum lot 

size of 10,000 sq. ft., and the requested zone has a minimum lot size for a single family home of 

8,000 sq. ft. While the subdivision of the property is not currently being requested, understanding 

how this may happen in the future is relevant. The city would either be setting the grounds for a 

non-conforming lot or is assuming that only 3,500 – 5,500 sq. ft. of property will be absorbed into 

another property for future development as it cannot develop on its own.



2

Modifying the zone boundary at this point in time would simply put multiple zones over the subject 

property creating challenges in administration of zoning regulations as it cannot develop further on 

its own as requested. It is unknown how the request may benefit future development as it is not 

known if there is need or interest to absorb any portion of this property, let alone how much 

property or in what configuration.  

The regulations of the OTR zoning district which this property is currently part of can be found in 

FCC 11-17. It primarily permits single family residential and agricultural uses. 

The regulations of the requested BR zoning district can be found in FCC 11-15. This zone allows 

for some limited commercial and residential uses.

A rezone request is a legislative matter to which the Planning Commission provides a 

recommendation to the City Council.

Suggested Motion:

Table the requested rezone or allow the applicant to withdraw the application until a more detailed 

development proposal is brought before the city council that demonstrates future use of the desired 

subdivided property that meets city ordinances.

Alternate Motion:

Recommend denial of the requested rezone from OTR to the BR zoning district.

Finding:

1. Without a development plan by adjacent properties to utilize the land under 

consideration, the requested rezone does not lend to development or redevelopment of 

the property that follows current city ordinances.

*Per FCC 11-6-060: Disapproval of an application to amend this title or zoning map shall preclude the filing 

of another application to amend such ordinances or map regarding the same property, or any portion thereof, 

to the same zone classification within one year of the date of the final disapproval of the application by the 

city council, unless the planning commission determines that there has been a substantial change in the 

circumstances to merit consideration of a second application prior to the expiration of such time.

Supplemental Information
1. Vicinity Map
2. Zoning Map
3. Request Letter From Applicant

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/farmingtonut/latest/farmington_ut/0-0-0-16496
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/farmingtonut/latest/farmington_ut/0-0-0-16336
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/farmingtonut/latest/farmington_ut/0-0-0-15623
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Planning Commission Staff Report 
April 14, 2022 

 
 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Item 10: Ace Athletics - Zone Change  
 
Public Hearing:  Yes 
Application No.:   Z-6-22 
Property Address:   874 Shirley Rae Drive 
General Plan Designation: DR (Develop Restrictions, VL Dens &/Or Agr Open Space)
Zoning Designation:   A (Agricultural) 
Area:    2.17 Acres  
Property Owner:  Ace Athletics Holding 
Agent:     Scott Adamson  
 
Applicant is requesting a recommendation for a zone change from A (Agricultural) to C (Commercial) for a 2.17 
acre property located at 874 Shirley Rae Drive. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Background Information 
 
The applicant is proposing a zone change for 2.17 acres from A to C at 874 Shirley Rae Drive. The 
applicant is requesting this zone change because the current zoning does not allow main buildings, 
accessory buildings, and other structures to cover more than 25% of the total lot area (11-10-040 C). 
The current parcel contains an indoor tennis facility, and the owner would like to create additional 
outdoor courts, with the option to cover these courts with a bubble in the winter months.  
Additional outdoor courts do not contribute to the lot coverage standards as they are defined in 11-
10-040 C, but the proposed bubble would, as it is a structure. 
 
Another reason the applicant is requesting a zone change is due to the maximum building height in 
the agricultural zones being 27 feet. The requested commercial zone has a maximum building height 
of 40 feet.  
 
The applicant has suggested that they may be willing to enter into an agreement with the City to 
restrict any development on the site to uses which are recreational in nature, specifically tennis, so as 
to prevent any other uses permitted by the Commercial zone, if the City Council approves and 
enables the zone change.  
 
 
 
 
 



Suggested Motion 
Move that the Planning Commission recommend the City Council deny the application for zone 
change from A to C.  
 

Findings: 
1. The proposed zone does not align with the City’s General Land Use Plan, which designates 

this area as Development Restricted. 
2. The C zone has many permitted uses which are not compatible with the General Plan 

designation for the area, as well as the surrounding properties, which maintain a rural and 
agricultural atmosphere.  

3. The proposed zone sits south of the City’s development restriction elevation (4218 ft).  
4. The proposed zone is south of the West Davis Corridor, but does not sit near any 

interchanges. 
 
Supplementary Information 

1. Vicinity Map 
2. Current Zoning 
3. Pages 6 and 7 of application including applicant’s arguments and written request  
4. Possible Site Plan  
5. Elevations 
6. West Davis Corridor alignment (April 8, 2022) 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING NOTICE AND AGENDA 

 
Notice is given that the City Council of the City of Farmington will hold a regular meeting on Tuesday, April 12th 2022 at City Hall 
160 South Main, Farmington, Utah.  A work session will be held at 6:00 pm in Conference Room 3 followed by the regular session at 
7:00 pm.in the Council Chambers.   The link to listen to the meeting live and to comment electronically can be found on the 
Farmington City website at www.farmington.utah.gov. If you wish to email a comment for any of the listed public hearings, you may 
do so at dcarlile@farmington.utah.gov 

CITY COUNCIL PICTURES – 5:00 p.m. 
 

WORK SESSION – 6:00 p.m. 
• UDOT I-15 Environmental Impact Statement Study, Farmington to Salt Lake – Shane Marshall & Siobhan Locker 

 
REGULAR SESSION – 7:00 p.m. 

CALL TO ORDER: 
• Invocation-  Councilmember Roger Child,  
• Pledge of Allegiance – Mayor Anderson 

 
PRESENTATION: 

• Medal of Honor Presentation to Dane Hanson and Craig Youngberg  
 
PUBLIC HEARING: 

• Budget Amendment 2 of fiscal year 2021-2022 
  
BUSINESS: 

• Resolution appointing new Fire Chief and Oath of Office 
• Plat Amendment for Rice Farms  – Bob Aamodt 
• Amendment to Fireworks Restriction Area 
• Ordinance adopting Parks, Recreation, Arts and Trails Advisory Board (PRAT). 

 
SUMMARY ACTION: 

• Arbor Day Proclamation 
• Resolution amending Personnel Policies to Declare June 19th a paid holiday - Juneteenth National Freedom Day 
• Interlocal Cooperation Agreement with Davis County Dispatch  
• City Council Minutes approval March 1, 2022 and March 15, 2022 

 
GOVERNING BODY REPORTS: 

• City Manager Report 
• Mayor Anderson & City Council Reports 

 
ADJOURN 
 
CLOSED SESSION 
Minute motion adjourning to closed session, if necessary, for reasons permitted by law. 
 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations due to a disability, please 
contact DeAnn Carlile, City Recorder at 801-939-9206, at least 24 hours in advance of the meeting. 

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING 
I hereby certify that the above notice and agenda were posted at Farmington City Hall, the State Public Notice website, the city 
website www.farmington.utah.gov, and emailed to media representatives on April 7th, 2022 
 
DeAnn Carlile 
Farmington City Recorder 
 
      

http://www.farmington.utah.gov/
mailto:dcarlile@farmington.utah.gov
http://www.farmington.utah.gov/
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