KAYSVILLE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the Kaysville City Planning Commission will hold their regular meeting on
Thursday, March 10, 2022, at 7:00 pm in the Council Chambers of the Kaysville City Municipal Building
located at 23 East Center Street. The public is encouraged to attend in person or may view the meeting
online via www.Kaysvillelive.com.

The agenda shall be as follows:

1. Opening and approval of the minutes from the February 10, 2022 meeting
2. Consideration of a development agreement and rezone of 478 South Main Street from R-1 Single

Family Residential District to R-M Multiple Family Residential District (item continued from the
February 10, 2022 public hearing)

3. Call to the Public
4. Other matters that properly come before the Planning Commission:
a. Reports
b. Correspondence
c. Calendar

5. Adjournment

On Friday, March 4, 2022, a copy of the foregoing Notice of Meeting was posted in accordance with
Section 52-4-202 (3).

Melinda Greenwood
Community Development Director

Planning Commission
Staff Report
March 10, 2022
Consideration of a development agreement and rezone of 478 South Main Street from R-1 Single
Family Residential District to R-M Multiple Family Residential District (item continued from the
February 10, 2022 public hearing)
Applicant/Owner: Mark Lund & Kelly White
Address: 478 South Main Street
Lot Size: .56 acre (24,393 ft²)
Existing Zoning: R-1-8 Single Family Residential
Density Entitlement: 3 single family detached units
Requested Zoning: R-M Multiple Family Residential
Density Entitlement: 8 attached residential units; development agreement to limit to 6
Current Use: Undeveloped land used as a community garden
Background
At the February 10, 2022, Planning Commission meeting, the Commission held a public hearing and
subsequently discussed the application requesting rezone of 478 South Main Street from R-1-8 Single Family
Residential to R-M Multiple Family Residential. The subject property is currently a .56 acre (24,393 ft²)
undeveloped parcel which has been previously used as a community garden. During the dialogue, the
Commission expressed concerns about the R-M zone allowing up to eight units on the property, but
demonstrated some comfort with the allowance of six units. Based on this concern, the Commission
requested staff work with the applicant to bring a development agreement back for consideration along
with the zone change request.
Surrounding Land Use and Zoning
The parcel is located on the northwest corner of 475 South and Main Street. For the Commission’s
consideration of the whether or not the application of the R-M zone on the subject property is an
appropriate location, the character of the surrounding neighborhood includes:






Adjacent - Directly adjacent is R-1-8 zoning and single family dwellings which are located on the
north and west sides of the subject property.
North - The subject property is bordered by R-1-8 zoning and approximately 330’ to the north is
several parcels which are zoned R-2, and approximately 790’ is a parcel zoned PB.
South - A large church is located south of the lot across 475 South.
East - The subject property is bordered by R-1-8 zoning.
West - Across Main Street to the west is Davis High School and about 580’ further south is PU zoning
where large athletic fields are located.
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General Plan
The currently adopted 2019 Kaysville City General Plan states the following excerpts as a goals and policies
(emphasis added). These excerpts are germane to the R-M rezone application and should be considered as
deciding criterion when the Commission makes their recommendation to the City Council.
I. Identity and Character
A. Kaysville should be primarily a residential community with a vision to promote business,
industry and public use.
Because the R-M zone is considered a residential zone, the rezone request generally meets this goal and
policy.
III. Growth and Development
A.2. Reserve land and promote development that is high quality, diversified and adaptable
to changing conditions.
Because the R-M zone is allows for townhomes, it diversifies available housing products and generally meets
this goal and policy.
I. Housing
A. Housing should be located throughout the City and restricted only where it is incompatible
with other necessary uses.
2. East of I-15, allow for housing compatible with and complimentary to existing
neighborhoods while considering medium densities along major streets and
higher densities near transit stops and arterial streets (200 North, Main Street,
Interstate 15, and U.S. 89).
B. The majority of the housing should be single unit attached or detached. The City will seek
to provide a variety of housing choices throughout the community including a means for
allowing homes of a variety of sizes. Multiple unit housing should consist mostly of
duplexes (two unit structures) and some three to six unit structures dispersed throughout
the City.
Because the subject property is located east of the I-15 and on Main Street, the proposal generally meets
this goal and policies. Further, the majority of the housing in the area is currently developed as single family
detached housing, the addition of a six-unit townhome will diversify the size and type of housing while
allowing for the preservation of currently existing development.
Plan For Additional Moderate Income Housing
Approximately fifteen percent (15%) of the additional housing should be moderate income
housing. Kaysville will continue to use the following means and techniques to provide a realistic
opportunity for development of a variety of housing, including moderate income housing:
1. Zoning properties townsite (R-T), single family (R-1), diverse (R-D), two-family (R-2), one
to four family (R-4), and multiple family (R-M) residential and central commercial (CC)
which allows housing.
3. Permitting multiple unit structures in single family residential zones.
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4. Permitting less costly size, design, materials and construction of housing.
9. Rezone for densities necessary to assure the production of moderate income housing.
Because the R-M zone allows for townhomes, which are typically considered more affordable than single
family residences due to construction methods and efficiency of land development, this project would
diversify available housing products and generally meets this goal and policies.
Zoning
The stated purpose of the R-M zone is:
To provide for areas in appropriate locations where neighborhoods of varying degrees of density may
be established, maintained, and protected. The regulations of this district are designed to promote
and encourage an intensively developed residential environment suitable primarily for adult living.
To this end, the regulations permit, in accordance with stated regulations, dwellings ranging from
single-family to multiple and necessary public services and activities subject to proper controls.
The R-M zone prescribes specific amounts of open space for outdoor leisure. A six-unit development would
require a minimum of 3,600 ft².
The R-M zone requires a minimum of 20 ft² of enclosed outside storage for each dwelling unit, totaling 120
ft² for six units.
Differences between the height and setback regulations between the current and proposed zones are
identified in the chart below.

Height
Front Setback
Side Setback

R-1-8
30’
25’
≥ 8’ both side yards ≥16’

Rear Setback
Corner

15’
20’ side abutting street

R-M
30’
25’
≥ 8’ both side yards ≥16’ + 2’
per unit over two; totaling 8’
additional setback
15’
20’ each side abutting street

Public Noticing and Public Comment
A total of 50 public notices were mailed to property owners within 500’ of the subject property.
During the public hearing on February 10, 2022, concerns from citizens included increased traffic from the
development, inadequate parking, impacts to the character of the surrounding single-family residences, high
tenant turnover and safety.
Summary
Discussions at the February 10, 2022 Planning Commission meeting also included asking the applicant to
consider amending their application to request the R-2 One To Two Family Residential District instead of the
R-M zone, but the applicant didn’t wish to proceed in that direction. The developer cited these concerns
regarding changing their application to R-2 zone.
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Increased amount of time to process the re-notification of a public hearing to change from the
previously advertised R-M zone to R-2.
Increased amount of time and costs to process a subdivision application.
Increased construction costs and loss of building efficiencies.

While the R-2 zone may offer esthetics similar to the neighboring properties, both staff and the developer
concur that when considering access, traffic and safety, the R-M zone with a singular ingress/egress located
on 475 South and further away from Main Street is exponentially preferable to the creation of three
driveways and three points of ingress/egress. Further, there is approximately nine feet of grade change and
curvature in the roadway on 475 South which causes additional concern for three points of vehicular conflict
versus one.
Based on feedback from the Commission and the public, Community Development staff worked with the
applicant to negotiate a development agreement, which includes the following considerations:
 Density - Limiting the development to 6 attached units
 Parking - Constructing a minimum of 12 parking stalls (10 are required by code)
 Buffering - Using trees and fencing as a landscape buffer to the two existing homes on the
west and north sides of the property
 Architectural Design - Constructing the building to fit Craftsman, Traditional or Farmhouse
architectural style
Recommendation
The Planning Commission should make a recommendation to the City Council addressing the rezone request
based on its findings of compatibility with the 2019 General Plan, considerations listed within this staff
report, the proposed development agreement and how well this specific proposal works at this particular
location.
The Planning Commission may make a recommendation to approve, approve with modifications to the
development agreement or deny the rezone request.

Attachments
1. Draft development agreement
2. Draft rezone ordinance
3. Location map
4. Zoning map
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
FOR 478 SOUTH MAIN STREET
THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this ____ day of ______________, 2022 by
and between Kaysville City, a municipal corporation organized and existing under the laws of
the State of Utah (hereinafter the “City”), and Kelly White & Mark Lund (hereinafter the
“Developer;”) (“Developer” includes successors and/or assigns of Kelly White & Mark Lund), as
follows:
RECITALS
WHEREAS, Developer is desirous of developing a residential facility (the “Facility”) on
certain real property located in the City of Kaysville, County of Davis, State of Utah and more
particularly described on the Property Location Map attached hereto as Exhibit A and the Area
Description of Section 1 A.; and
WHEREAS, the purpose of this Agreement is to define the development standards,
conditions and improvements, schedule for development of the Facility and other terms and
conditions pursuant to which the Facility proposed by Developer is to be developed within the
City; and
WHEREAS the City is willing to grant the R-M (Multiple Family Residential District)
rezone of the property and to authorize the development of the Facility proposed by Developer
in conformance with this Agreement, City Ordinances, and applicable Utah law;
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and conditions set forth
herein, and other good and valuable consideration, the sufficiency of which is hereby
acknowledged, the parties agree as follows:
AGREEMENT
1. GENERAL DESCRIPTION.
A.

Area Description. The property upon which the Facility shall be developed (the
“Property”) is located as shown on the Property Location Map, a copy of which is
attached as Exhibit A hereto and incorporated by reference herein. The property is
further described as a .56 acre parcel ID 08-002-0116 and addressed as 478 South Main
Street.

B.

Project Description. The project proposed by Developer is a residential townhome
building consisting of six units.

2. DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES
A. Adoption of Development Standards. The City hereby adopts, as the development
standards and guidelines for the Facility (the “Development Standards”), the following
1

in addition to all other applicable City Ordinances, standards and guidelines:
(1)
Compliance with Approved Plans. Developer shall develop the site in general
accordance with the concept site plan included with this Agreement as Exhibit B. The
single point of ingress/egress for the site shall be located on 475 South toward the west
end of the site and shall be aligned with the ingress/egress for the church located at 500
South Main Street.
(2)
Density. Based on the size of the lot, Developer and City are aware the
Developer may construct up to eight (8) dwelling units under R-M. In consideration of
this Agreement, Developer agrees, and the City approves, the construction of six (6)
dwelling units.
(3)
Architecture. Developer shall construct the Facility in substantial compliance and
conformance with the Architecture styles known as Craftsman, Traditional or
Farmhouse.
(4)
Building Height. No building shall be permitted to exceed thirty feet (30’) in
height as defined by Kaysville City Ordinances.
(5)
Fencing. The existing fence shall be maintained or a new fence installed along
property lines shared with parcel ID 08-123-0011 and 08-364-0002. The fence shall be a
solid or visual screening structure and shall meet all fence standards as defined by
Kaysville City Ordinances.
(6)
Landscaping. In addition to the landscaping required by Kaysville City Ordinance,
there shall be planted adequate trees along the west and north property lines to
provide screening. Trees shall be planted at an average of 1 tree per every 25 feet so as
to create a visual screening.
(7)
Parking. Developer agrees to exceed the minimum requirement of ten (10)
parking spaces and will provide a no less than twelve (12) parking stalls for the facility.
B. Findings of Compatibility. In adopting the Development Standards identified in Section
2.A, the City hereby expressly finds that the development of the Facility, in conformance
with the Development Standards and this Agreement, promotes the creation of a
desirable residential facility in an appropriate location. The City further finds that the
development of the Facility, in conformance with the Development Standards and this
Agreement, will not violate the general purpose, goals and objectives of the City
Ordinances and any plans adopted by the Planning Commission and City Council.
Subject to the Developer’s performance and compliance with the terms of this
Agreement and City Ordinances in effect on the date of this Agreement, Developer’s
2

rights to develop the Facility in accordance with the approved site plan, construction
drawings and building plans is vested.
3. ON-SITE PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS
Developer shall construct and install all site improvements, including utilities, required for
the Facility, at Developer’s sole cost and expense, in compliance with approvals, and all
applicable ordinances, regulations, standards and status of the City, the secondary water
provider as applicable, The Central Davis Sewer District, other providers and the State of
Utah.
4. OFF-SITE PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS
In accordance with applicable standards and subject to the design approval of the City
Engineer, Developer shall construct and install street improvements, sidewalks, utilities, and
drainage improvements, on 478 South Street and Main Street with the construction of the
on-site improvements.
5. REPRESENTATIONS OF DEVELOPER
A. Authority. Developer hereby represents that is has authority to proceed with the
Facility.
B. Ability. Developer represents that it has the ability to timely proceed with the
development and construction of the Facility. Developer agrees to begin construction of the
Facility as soon as practicable and complete development with occupancy approval by
December 31, 2024.
6. ASSIGNMENT
Developer may assign this Agreement to any other third party provided that the City
consents to such assignment, which consent shall not be unreasonably withheld, upon a
showing to the satisfaction of the City that such third party has the financial ability to
perform Developer’s obligations hereunder.
7. BINDING EFFECT
This Agreement shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the parties hereto and their
respective successors and assigns.
8. ATTORNEY’S FEES
In the event that this Agreement or any provision hereof shall be enforced by an attorney
retained by a party hereto, whether by suit or otherwise, the fees and costs of such attorney
shall be paid by the party who breaches or defaults hereunder, including fees and costs
incurred upon appeal or in bankruptcy court.
9. SEVERABILITY
If any term or provision of this Agreement shall, to any extent, be determined by a court of
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competent jurisdiction to be void, voidable, or unenforceable, such void, voidable or
unenforceable term or provision shall not affect the enforceability of any other term or
provision of this Agreement.
10. CAPTIONS
The section and paragraph headings contained in this Agreement are for the purposes of
reference only and shall not limit, expand or otherwise affect the construction of any
provisions hereof.
11. GOVERNING LAW
This Agreement and all matters relating hereto, shall be governed by, construed and
interpreted in accordance with the laws of the State of Utah.
12. ENTIRE AGREEMENT
This Agreement, together with the exhibits attached hereto, constitutes the entire
understanding and agreement by and among the parties hereto, and supersedes all prior
agreements, representations or understandings by and among them, whether written or
oral, pertaining to the subject matter hereof.
13. CONSTRUCTION
As used herein, all words in any gender shall be deemed to include the masculine, feminine,
or neuter gender, all singular words shall include the plural, and all plural words shall include
the singular, as the context may require.
14. AUTHORIZATION OF EXECUTION
A. City. The execution of this Agreement by the City has been authorized by the City
Council of Kaysville City at a regularly scheduled meeting of that body, pursuant to the
notice.
B.

Developer. The execution of this Agreement has been duly authorized by the Developer.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement as of the day and year
first above written.
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Kelly White & Mark Lund

By:________________________________
______________
______________________________________ TITLE
TITLE

KAYSVILLE CITY

ATTEST:

By:
____________________________________
______________________________________ Tamara Tran
Annemarie Plaizier
Mayor
City Recorder
On the _____ day of _________________, 2022, personally appeared before me KATIE
WITT, and ANNEMARIE PLAIZIER, who being by me duly sworn did say, each for himself and
herself that he, the said TAMARA TRAN, is the Mayor of Kaysville City, Davis County, State of
Utah and that she, the said ANNEMARIE PLAIZIER, is the City Recorder of Kaysville City, and that
the within and foregoing instrument was signed on behalf of the said Kaysville City by authority
of the City Council of Kaysville City and said TAMARA TRAN and ANNEMARIE PLAIZIER, each
duly acknowledged to me that the said Kaysville City executed the same and that the seal
affixed is the seal of the said Kaysville City.
______________________________________
NOTARY PUBLIC

(SEAL)
STATE OF UTAH
COUNTY OF DAVIS

: ss.
)

)
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On the _____ day of ____________________, 2022, personally appeared before me,
__________________, the signer of the foregoing Development Agreement for KELLY
WHITE & MARK LUND, who duly acknowledged to me that he executed the same for
and on behalf of KELLY WHITE & MARK LUND.
_______________________________________
NOTARY PUBLIC

(SEAL)

STATE OF UTAH
COUNTY OF DAVIS

)
: ss.
)
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ORDINANCE NO. 22-______

AN ORDINANCE REZONING A CERTAIN PORTION OF KAYSVILLE CITY TO THE RM (MULTIPLE
FAMILY RESIDNETIAL) ZONING DISTRICT, HEREINAFTER FULLY DESCRIBED; PROVIDING FOR
REPEALER; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE

WHEREAS, the City Council of Kaysville City, State of Utah, has determined in an open meeting
to rezone the subject property at 478 South Main Street from the R-1-8 Single Family
Residential district to the R-M Multiple Family Residential for the purpose of allowing potential
future attached single family dwellings; and
WHEREAS, said meeting was duly and regularly held and the interested parties were given an
opportunity to be heard; and
WHEREAS, the applicant for the rezone request has agreed to place certain limitations on the
potential use of property to address concerns of the RM zoning district by development
agreement; and
WHEREAS, the Kaysville City Planning Commission has made a recommendation to the City
Council on said zoning action; and
WHEREAS, the City Council after due consideration of said district has concluded that it is in the
best interest of the City and the inhabitants thereof that said zone be implemented;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF KAYSVILLE CITY, UTAH:

SECTION I: Repealer. If any provisions of the City’s Code previously adopted are inconsistent
herewith they are hereby repealed.
SECTION II: Rezone. The real property at 478 South Main Street, and known by Tax
Identification Number 080020116, as shown on the attached map which is made a part hereof,
containing approximately .56 acre of land, shall be rezoned and the Zoning Map amended by
removing it from the Kaysville City R-1-8 Single Family Residential district as currently
delineated and rezoning it to the R-M Multiple Family Residential zoning district subject to a
development agreement recorded against the property.
SECTION III: Severability. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase of this ordinance
is declared invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, said portion shall be
severed and such declaration shall not affect the validity of the remainder of this ordinance.

SECTION VI: This Ordinance shall take effect upon recordation of the development agreement a
final subdivision plat found to be consistent with the provisions of the approved development
agreement for the subject property.
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of Kaysville City, Utah, this __th day of _____, 2022

____________________________
Tamara Tran
Mayor
ATTEST:

____________________________________
Annemarie Plaizier
City Recorder

Bureau of Land Management, Utah AGRC, Esri, HERE, Garmin, INCREMENT P, Intermap, USGS, METI/NASA, EPA,
USDA

Zoning Map: 478 South Main Street
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0
0

0.04
0.05

1:4,514
0.08

0.1

0.16 mi
0.2 km

Bureau of Land Management, Utah AGRC, Esri, HERE, Garmin,
INCREMENT P, USGS, EPA, USDA

ArcGIS Web AppBuilder
Bureau of Land Management, Utah AGRC, Esri, HERE, Garmin, INCREMENT P, USGS, EPA, USDA |

KAYSVILLE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES
February 10, 2022

Planning Commission Members in Attendance: Chairman Nguyen, Commissioners
Sommerkorn, Doxey, Branch, Barrus, Lyon, and Sundloff
Staff Present: Melinda Greenwood, Mindi Edstrom, Dan Jessop
Public Attendees: Thomas Burningham, Margarita Hernandez, Dakota Daines, Ellen
Daines, London Jacobs, Amy Christensen, Tim Stephens, Mike Eaton, Annett Allred, Lee
Allred, Alex Bagley, Carrie Cyr, Spenser Neel, Lindsey Edmunds, Christian Nielsen, James
S. Bean Jr., David Hogan, Lindy Hogan, Lonilyn Neel, Daryl Downs, Diane Langstson, Jared
Warren, Andrea Warren, Jun Cui, Douglas F. White, Don K. Davies, Abbigayle Hunt,
Brittany Bringhurst, Tyler Bringhurst, Celeste Bringhurst, Isabella Bringhurst, John Love, Sarah
Love, Pat Shaw, Mike Belnap, Rich Shon, Ross Eveson, and Candi Stephens.

The Planning Commission meeting was held on Thursday, February 10, at 7:00 p.m. in the
Kaysville City Hall located at 23 East Center Street. Chairman Nguyen opened up the
meeting by welcoming those present.

MINUTES:
Commissioner Nguyen asked for a motion to approve the minutes from the January 27,
2022 meeting.
Commissioner Lyons made a correction in the draft minutes stating the motion for the
Conditional Use Permit approval was made by Commissioner Sommerkorn and added
that Commissioner Lyons seconded the motion. Commissioner Nguyen asked for a
motion to approve the change and Commissioner Lyons made the motion to approve
the minutes subject to the correction. Commissioner Doxey seconded the motion and
the Commissioners unanimously approved the minutes.
Oath of Office for Cody Branch and Paul Allred:
Melinda Greenwood led the swearing in of Cody Branch and Paul Allred, who both
took the Oath of Office.
Commissioner Nguyen welcomed them to the Planning Commission and thanked them
for their time.
Election of a Vice Chair:
Commissioner Nguyen explained the purpose of election for Vice-Chair.
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Commissioner Lyon nominated himself to serve as Vice-Chair.
Chair Nguyen inquired if there were any other nominations, and the Commission
declined making further nominations.
Motion: Commissioner Sundloff made a motion to appoint Commissioner Lyon to ViceChair. Commissioner Doxey seconded the motion.
Vote: 7-0

Public Hearing for Ordinance 17-7-5: Explosives Prohibited in Residentially Zoned
Districts:
Introduced by: Melinda Greenwood
Commissioner Nguyen gave a brief explanation of what a Public Hearing is and that
the Planning Commission has guidelines to follow. He then asked about how many
attendees were present for the hearing regarding ordinance 17-7-5 and only one
resident indicated he was there for the hearing.
Melinda Greenwood: Stated this is a straight forward ordinance proposing that we
prohibit the manufacturing of explosives in single family residential, mixed use and
multifamily zoned districts.
Melinda Greenwood corrected her misuse of the term firearms in the memo in the
packet it should read explosives. Commissioner Nguyen noted the change.
Melinda Greenwood shared that last fall the Bureau of Alcohol, Tabaco, Firearms and
Explosives came to the city to see if we allowed the manufacturing of explosives in
residential neighborhoods. It was determined by staff that we didn’t allow it nor was it
listed as prohibited. Based on this, staff recommends the Planning Commission forward
to the City council a recommendation of approval of the 17-7-5 explosives ordinance.
This ordinance has been reviewed by the Kaysville City Fire and Police Chief.
Commissioner Lyon asked if there is any zone in which it is allowed. He suggested that if
it wasn’t allowed, he would like to include locations where the use would be allowed.
Melinda Greenwood responded and said if that is the Planning Commission’s wish,
language could be added into the ordinance with a motion. Commissioner Nguyen ask
Commissioners to discuss where this ordinance should it be allowed.
Commissioner Sundloff asked staff for an explanation of why this issues was brought to
staff.
Melinda Greenwood explained that there had perhaps been a change in staff or
existing ATF rules. After discussion with staff it was determined we shouldn’t allow
manufacturing of explosives in a residential neighborhood. The ATF follows the lead of
the local jurisdiction when they issue permits, and subsequently is why we are
attempting to addressing the concern.
Commissioner Sundloff: Do we know what the ATF is concerned about?
Page 2 of 12

Melinda Greenwood said that City Attorney, Nic Mills, drafted the ordinance and went
back and forth on language with the local ATF agent. Many of the definitions in the
ordinance were taken from the ATF.
Commissioner Sundloff asked if there has been any inquiry into what other cities have
done in Davis County?
Melinda Greenwood: Staff has not made that inquiry and offered that other cities she
has worked in would not allow this use in residential zones.
Commissioner Sommerkorn: In ordinance 17-7-3-1 it states no land or building can be
used for anything other than what is listed as permitted uses. He continued and said if it
is not stated in the ordinance as permitted, it means we don’t allow that use in that
zone. He questioned the need for the proposed ordinance and asked why we would
need extra assurance.
Melinda Greenwood shared that there is a resident who has been receiving permits in
the past and that to her knowledge, this is the first time that the ATF checked with the
city prior to issuing a permit.
Commissioner Sundloff restated that the reason the ATF came to the city is because it is
in our purview and it is up to us and City Council.
Commissioner Sommerkorn: It sounds like explosives manufacturing is not allowed as of
right now and this ordinance would be secondary assurance.
Commissioner Nguyen asked Commission members where they felt explosives
manufacturing should be allowed in the city.
Commissioner Sundloff suggested the Industrial zone, Business Park, Manufacturing
Zone, potentially Commercial Zones and not Residential Zones.
Commissioner Nguyen opened discussion about the limitations on black powder.
Commissioner Sommerkorn: As of right now, we do not have an ordinance that includes
explosives. Does it mean that as of right now we do not allow it or do we allow it
because we don’t have it in our ordinance?
Commissioner Nguyen suggested the need to limit black powder.
Dan Jessop said the ATF regulates explosives and gun powder for reloading as a
propellant and it is not classified as an explosive. He explained it is regulated by the ATF
in commercial locations and said if they have more than 50 pounds they are to put
them in a powder magazine.
Commissioner Sommerkorn said he is interested in the perspective of resident Mr.
McGraw,
Commissioner Nguyen opened the Public Hearing.
Bruce McGraw: Mr. McGraw explained he has been an explosive hobbyist for over 40
years. And this matter was brought to the city last year when he needed to renew his
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permit, which is something he does every three years. It was at that point the ATF asked
if was allowed in Kaysville City. He said he believes this is what started the ordinance.
Mr. McGraw apologized for doing the explosives in his front yard and said he was not
aware it was against city ordinance. He also apologizes for how many emails he sent to
the Commission members.
Mr. McGraw said he feels strongly that if this ordinance passes it should be sent to every
resident in Kaysville City so that everyone would know about it. He said that any
intelligent person can make an explosive bigger or louder but it takes someone with
talent to do what he does. Mr. McGraw said he is willing assist in drafting a new
ordinance in place of the one proposed.
Commissioner Nguyen asks if anyone in the audience have any comments and no one
else chose to comment. Commissioner Nguyen then closed the Public Hearing.
Commissioner Sundloff said he doesn’t think there is an urgency to push this through
and feels like we should get additional information about our concerns and he said the
information given tonight is from a narrow window.
Commission Sommerkorn agreed with Commissioner Sundloff and would like more time
to find out if this is a problem and to determine if we really need to add this to our
ordinances.
Commissioner Branch said we are vacillating between to topics. One being if we really
need the ordinance and the other is that we don’t have enough information to make
the decision tonight.
Commissioner Barrus added that he feels the same and that it would be in the best
interest to table the item and get more information.
Commissioner Doxey would like to know if there are other city’s in Davis county doing
this.
Motion: Commissioner Branch made a motion to defer making a recommendation to
City Council. Commissioner Sommerkorn seconded the motion.
Vote: The motion passed 7-0.

Public Hearing for Ordinance 17-7-5: Explosives Prohibited in Residentially Zoned
Districts:
Introduced by: Melinda Greenwood
Melinda Greenwood gave an introduction of the Rezone at 478 South Main Street and
said public hearing notices were mailed out to the required homes within the 500
square foot radius. She explained the area has various zoning districts in the local area.
She shared that the 2019 General Plan has provisions which support the rezone request.
She specifically mentioned that the Plan for Additional Moderate Income Housing from
the 2019 General Plan listed zoning properties to R-M, permitting multiple unit structures
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and rezone for densities necessary to assure the production of moderate income
housing.
Commissioner Nguyen mentioned the 2021 General Plan has not been approved so the
2019 General Plan is the reference plan for this hearing.
Melinda Greenwood said that when considering a rezone we are talking about uses of
the property not a particular project. She said the applicant is aware they could
construct eight units if they could make that fit the site, but they know they will at least
do six units. She went through slides showing the concept renderings submitted by the
applicant and include in the packet, but noted the renderings may not depict what
the final project would be.
Commissioner Nguyen asked Melinda if the applicant is required to submit a site plan
and said at past hearings the Commission has asked for a site plan.
Melinda Greenwood stated a site plan is not a requirement of the rezone application.
Commissioner Nguyen invited the applicant, Kelly White, to come forward and address
the Planning Commission.
Kelly White said he owns a small business in Kaysville and said his partner, Mark Lund is
not present at the meeting, but is watching it on Youtube. He explained they have an
idea of what they would like to do with this project, but they are open to the comments
of the Planning Commission and the public.
Commissioner Nguyen asks the applicant if they have communicated with residents
and get the word out about their project.
Kelly White said they came to the last City Council meeting to speak with council
members anticipating that residents would be at the Q&A to discuss the Rezone and no
one came. They felt that residents would be uncomfortable with them knocking door
due to COVID concerns said they have not sent any flyers to neighbors. Kelly said he
has read several comments on Facebook about the rezone and wanted to have a
face to face conversation with people instead of over the keyboard.
Commissioner Nguyen asks applicant why they are wanting to rezone to R-M and not
leave it as R-1.
Kelly White stated concerns that about affordability and wondered if anyone would
want a home on a busy Main Street corner. They did not feel that it would be
something anyone would want to buy and be cost effective.
Commissioner Sundloff asks if the project would be for sale or rent and Mr. White replied
they are open to both options.
Commissioner Branch thanked residents for comments they had received and said big
concerns revolved around the parking with this project.
Kelly White said that .5 spaces per unit is what is required and said they are willing to put
more parking in and double garages. The property would be able to absorb the
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parking if it is developed. He also said the public is currently parking going on the street
but he doesn’t feel that would be an issue with their development. He said they have
not approached UDOT for having an entrance on the west side and understands the
biggest concerns are with the school hours because of the schooling hours.
Commissioner Sundloff asked if they had considered any traffic study to determine
project impacts.
Kelly White said they have not looked into a traffic study. Refers to the draft general
plan about the three activity centers and the Davis High and DTC area is one of those
activity centers.
Commissioner Barrus stated that the current zone would allow three single family homes
as it is right now. He said he had an open field across from his home and there was a
concern from the neighbors about increased traffic. He said after it has been built he
feels that there isn’t that big of a difference from three units to six.
Commissioner Branch: Asked Melinda if she could find anywhere that this project would
not align with what is outlined in the general plan?
Melinda Greenwood: You could probably find information in the General Plan that
would be counter to the information which supports the rezone, but I didn’t necessarily
look for that.
Wilf Sommerkorn said the language would allow for the uses for the rezone but the
Planning Commission looks at it to see how we feel about it and if it fits into the
surrounding area and neighborhood.
Melinda Greenwood said a traffic study isn’t required and would be counter intuitive for
a development under 50 units. The traffic impacts on the difference of three to six
would be negligible. She added that UDOT wouldn’t even require a study for a project
this small.
Commissioner Sommerkorn said the zoning would potentially allow up to 8 units without
looking at setbacks or green space and parking.
Melinda Greenwood: Once you start adding green space, parking and setbacks the
site could potentially limit a project to six or seven units.
Melinda Greenwood added that while the public often comments on renters versus
ownership, the city does not regulate ownership.
Commissioner Doxey: Where we have not adopted the new General Plan, the former
plan supports higher density housing on major arteries.
Commissioner Nguyen: It does fall in line with SB34 which provides affordable housing
and funding from the state.
Commissioner Allred said the staff report included information about moderate income
housing and asked Melinda to explain to the public and the Planning Commission what
moderate income housing is.
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Melinda Greenwood: There is a difference of what people think is affordable housing
and housing affordability. Affordable housing traditionally includes some sort of subsidy
from the government. Housing affordability more commonly refers to the price point of
a home. Attached dwelling units like townhomes or the like are generally far less
expensive than single family homes and provide less costly opportunities for those with
moderate incomes. The State requires us to have a moderate income housing plan in
place and each December we are required to submit a report to the state on how we
are helping do our part.
Commissioner Nguyen opened the public hearing and requested a 3 minute limit to
each speaker.
Jim Stevens lives at 246 East 475 South and stated he is not totally opposed to the
project and understands the need. He asked the Commission consider the project and
the rezone and said a rezone is a legislative act. He suggested the use of a
development agreement for the project. He said General Plans are mandated in
California and you have to follow them but not Utah. He said the future land use map
shows the property as open space and said he thinks there should be a brief analysis if
this would be appropriate for multi-family.
Commissioner Nguyen acknowledged email comments and a petition from the public.
Will Walters resides at 446 South Main Street, directly adjacent to the property on the
north side. He said in a three block radius there is a series of R-2 zoning in a two block
area. He said the 2021 General Plan draft says on page 180-182 that the west side of
Main Street is an area of stabilization and residents want to maintain small town feel
preserve Kaysville small town. Page 38 shows a map of the city center. The plan states,
“That residential stand-alone uses are proposed along the eastern edges helping to
create a seamless transition, a mix of yard and row buildings are envisioned, the height
and density decreasing as one approaches established neighborhoods.”
Craig Carlisle who lives at 358 East 550 South said he has lived in his home for 36 years
and loves living there. When he moved in there was not a traffic signal at that time and
he said he has called 911 twenty five times for accidents that have happened at Main
Street and 550 South and said Main Street is dangerous. He wondered where are all the
cars going to park. He said he lives in a single family home and he had duplex come in
across the street and the duplex wasn’t kept up. He said he is concerned about up
keep up the townhomes and parking on the street and says he can’t park in front of his
home.
Mark Jensen: 407 South 225 East said if the project turned into 8 units it would be an
impervious lot and detention is a huge issue.
Doug Hyer: 475 South. He has lived there 34 years. Cars parked for the garden were an
inconvenience for the neighborhood. If Multi Family then the developer should widen
the street.
Rich Shaw: 125 East 475 South has lived in Kaysville for over 30 years. His concerns are
that he moved there because of the single family zoning that was around them. He
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commented about traffic calming and says experience trumps someone’s opinion and
said it is narrow at that location on the street. He said he has a brother that has done
construction and teaches at the DTC his brother doesn’t feel the rezone fits the
neighborhood. He said that development doesn’t fit the neighborhood.
Austin Stevens resides at 192 East and 475 South and said not being able to reference
the new General Plan is an issue. He said he takes offense that there was no effort
made to reach out to the neighborhood by the developer. He also indicated that only
one neighbor parks their “toys” on the street.
Sarah Love: 475 South referenced the draft 2021 General Plan and the major corridors
and the stress the traffic is putting on Main Street. She asked the Commission to leave
the property zoned as R-1 and not make it a R-M zone.
Amy Christensen: 552 Laurelwood Drive said there are business on Main Street that are
located within single family homes and that helps keep the small town feel residents
want to preserve.
Thomas Burningham at 801 South 200 East says he lives around the corner of proposed
project and expressed concerns with traffic congestion and feels the project will
increase congestion. He said we are living in a democracy and we are represented by
those who represent us as well as a large vision. He asked the Commissioners to vote no
to the rezone.
Val Starky: 573 South 350 East submitted a letter to staff and said in a .38 mile radius
there is an elementary school, a junior high school, and a high school and any change
has to count for increases in traffic and students and safe routes.
Christian Nielson said he is a resident of Kaysville and sees a lack of housing for his
children in the future. He stated his support for more housing in Kaysville and says when
he looks at Layton he sees zoning that allows for more housing. He thinks that we should
rezone the entire 200 South area to RM because we need a place for housing. He said
to rezone all residential housing to RM and then we would have the housing needed in
the future. Has said he owns a business and a home in Kaysville and appreciates that
neighbors are very passionate. He said this is a hard decision for everyone and is
support of the rezone and he would like to see more of this in Kaysville.
Ross Eveson: 475 South 143 East said they are not opposed to housing but the level and
type of housing. She said she finds it difficult to rezone without knowing what exactly is
going to be there. She said that 475 South has posed a problem with traffic and said it is
a thorough fair all the way down to Ponds Park. She said the corner is a hazard that his
own wife has been hit there making a turn onto Main Street.
Larene Starky: 573 South 350 East she has two neighbors with Down Syndrome children.
She feels families moved here for families to be protected and said many have been
injured because of the traffic there.
Dave Hogan said he has lived at 564 south 300 East and has been living in Kaysville for
22 years. He mentioned that many cars have been hit in that area including his own
Page 8 of 12

daughter. He asked about other areas a project like this could be located and stated it
doesn’t match the neighborhood. He said he feels neglected that the developer did
not choose to reach out to the residents.
Ellen Daines: 285 East 475 South said her big concern is the height and the density of
new development, especially height as it approaches existing neighborhoods. She said
something else to consider is that the elevation will feel higher because it is at the top of
the street. She said traffic is not just limited to certain times but high school games, band
competition, Thursday night basketball games and Saturday events.
Margarita Hernandez: 572 s. Main Street said she has happily lived in the area for 20
years, lives alone and knows her neighbors. She said if the property is rented you lose
knowing your neighbors because they come and go. She is concerned that renters will
create safety and security issues.
Fe Cui: Lives at 293 E. 475 South and said most of his points have been covered by his
neighbors. He said he got car accident reports from the police department yesterday
and submitted the report to Chair Nguyen. He said the draft General Plan shows
affordable housing should be focused on the north east quadrant of the city and not in
the south east where the Community Garden is located. He mentioned a buffer zone,
said he measured the distance from the property to be .9 miles from downtown and
doesn’t feel that this would be considered the city center.
Chair Nguyen closed the public comments.
Commissioner Barrus clarified the height of the building is limited to 3o feet. He said that
right now a residential home could also be 30 feet. He said there is a possibility of an
apartment eight-plex and noted that apartments versus townhomes are one in the
same as they are attached buildings.
Kelly White asked the Commissioners if they had any questions for him.
Chair Nguyen asked Mr. White if he was willing to set a time to meet with the neighbors
to discuss the rezone, and Mr. White indicated he would be happy to set up several
meetings if needed.
Chair Nguyen asked how many units the wanted to build and asked if they would
consider doing a development agreement to limit the project to six units.
Mr. White affirmed but said if they limit the project to six units he assumes that fewer
units would make each unit cost more per unit.
Chair Nguyen asked Mr. White if he would you be willing to provide a traffic study and
Mr. White indicated they would if staff required it for the project.
Melinda Greenwood commented she would defer to the City Engineer, Dexter Fisher,
to see if he felt a traffic study would be beneficial.
Chair Nguyen: Asked Mr. White if he would be willing to create a HOA for building
maintenance and project upkeep.
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Mr. Kelly White said he is frustrated with the thought that every single renter is a bad
person and read that comment in the petition form.
Commissioner Doxey: How open would you be for a development agreement?
Mr. White said they are willing to do a development agreement and said the draft
General Plan indicates the residents prefer a craftsman style building and they would
want to follow preferred styles.
Chair Nguyen turned the conversation over to Planning Commission.
Commissioner Sundloff: The council has a lot of discretion a legislative decision. He
agreed with staff that a traffic study it is not necessary. He said at most the site would
have eight units didn’t see much traffic impact or trips based on his little bit of
experience with traffic studies. He continued that down the street an assisted living
facility came in about 3-5 years ago and suggested no real traffic impacts have
resulted.
He continued and said density is a relative term and R-M is on the lower end of density.
He said parking on the street was mentioned many times and said if this property did
not get rezoned, it could have three driveways and all three homes could have cars
parking on the street the second residents move in. He said that the property just east of
the Davis Tech Center had six town homes put in and he drives by the new
development from time to time to see how it has impacted the neighborhood. He said
that project is in more project is more in a neighborhood than this one and it doesn’t
seem to have negative impacts.
He said we can all agree that housing is needed and that we don’t have enough of
supply. In the General Plan survey there is 80-90% satisfaction of living in Kaysville, but
says there is not enough places to live. He said he feels this location seems like a great
place to put higher density but contested eight units was too much but six would be
good.
Commissioner Sommerkorn said he looks at the items the General Plan provides for and
noted more dense housing at this location fits and is worth considering. He said when
you talk about density you include how it is designed but suggested our code is not
specific enough to require certain design. He said this is not going to be that big of a
difference in impact.
Commissioner Sommerkorn suggested the developer look at other options in our code
and encouraged they look at R-2 zoning. He said It allows for two family dwellings on
8,000 square foot lots and this option might fit better into the existing neighborhood.
Commissioner Lyon echoed Commissioner Sundloff comments regarding traffic impact,
and said it would be minimal to the neighborhood. The said residents in the duplexes
above the DTC said the most significant impact on traffic was during construction. He
expressed concerns about deficiencies on middle of the market housing and said it is a
big issue.
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Commissioner Sundloff: Let’s say we don’t recommend R-M and recommend R-2,
however it is the applicant’s prerogative to request the rezone be R-2.
Commissioner Doxey said he is sensitive to the concerns which were raised by the have
a public but said we have a housing crisis in Kaysville and in Utah. He said state
legislators are wanting to override zoning laws so that we can have affordable housing.
Commissioner Branch: I agree with most of what has been said but fees the parking
issue with townhomes is different than from three single family homes. He believes that
traffic is a hang up in that area.
Commissioner Sommerkorn suggested the development agreement require additional
parking. Commissioner Barrus agreed to this provision.
Chair Nguyen: This is different than the Whisper Cove and thinks about the rights of the
owner. He wondered what kind of precedence this would set and agreed with
Commissioner Lyon regarding the affordable housing problem. He offered that veterans
can’t find affordable housing and many are homeless.
Motion: Commissioner Sommerkorn made a motion to table the rezone request to a
future meeting and instructed staff to engage with the applicant to see if there are
some other options they would be willing to consider. Commissioner Doxey seconded
the motion.
Vote: Vote was unanimous at 7-0.
Chair Nguyen asked how the commissions would vote if applicant still wants to roll the
same project, but the Commissioners all held their voices for a vote at a future meeting.
Call to the Public:
Craig Carlisle said he has three things that concern him in the rezone, which is parking, if
they will be rented or sold, and water.
Annette Allred: Asked Mr. Sundloff how many of the residents drive at Whisper Cove,
the assisted living facility and said if residents drove, there may be parking on the streets
but not likely. She added that for access, there is a turning lane the whole length of that
rezone lot so there is no way that UDOT would allow for access from Main Street be into
that lot.
Will Walter said accident report filed from 5 years and just waiting for the R-2 is a perfect
solution for that lot. He feels the presented plan dulls the neighborhood.
Christian Nielson said when he got divorced he needed to look for a place to rent, that
he was a good renter and said the consideration of having renters should not affect the
decision.
John Lot: said is a great neighborhood and anyone who comes in will be welcomed.
The rezone would be great asR-2.
Ellen Daines: The R-2 is very appealing to the neighbors and said there is value in single
family residential.
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Chair Nguyen closed the Call to the Public.
Other matters that properly come before the Planning Commission:
Staff reminded the Commission of land use training on February 24th and said it will be
done in place of the regular Planning Commission meeting. The February 24th PC
meeting is cancelled and the next regular meeting will be held March 10th at 7:00 p.m.
Commissioner Sommerkorn asked Melinda if UDOT staff would come to Planning
Commission meeting to discuss Main Street discussion.
Melinda Greenwood commented that UDOT has put together a preferred alternate
proposal and waiting to get some high level budgeting and hopefully have it in a
couple of weeks.
ADJOURNMENT:
Motion to adjourn by Commissioner Lyon.
Meeting was adjourned at 9:53 pm.

Page 12 of 12

Approval of the minutes from the
January 27, 2022 meeting.

Oath of Office:
Cody Branch
Paul Allred

I, (say name), having been appointed to
the office of Kaysville City Planning
Commission Member, do solemnly swear
or affirm that I will support, obey and
defend the Constitution of the United
States and the Constitution of the State
of Utah, and that I will discharge the
duties of my office with fidelity.

Vice Chair Election

Public Hearing:
17-7-5 - Explosives Prohibited in
Residentially Zoned
Districts

Key Points:
• Prohibits the manufacture of explosives in residential zones including mixed-use
zoning.

•

This ordinance does not apply to:
o Fireworks which are traditionally sold by retail outlets for Independence Day, the
24th of July, etc.
o Small arms ammunition
o Commercially manufactured black powder in quantities under 50 pounds

Recommendation:
Staff recommends the Planning Commission forward to the City Council a
recommendation of approval of the 17-7-5 Explosives Prohibited in Residentially Zoned
Districts.

Public Hearing
Please limit to 3 minutes

Public Hearing:
Rezone of 478 South Main Street
from R-1 Single Family
Residential District to
R-M Multiple Family Residential
District

478 South Main Street
Applicant: Mark Lund & Kelly White
Lot size: .56 acre (24,393 ft²)
Current Use: Undeveloped parcel;
previous community garden
Current Zoning: R-1-8
Current Density: 3 single family dwellings
Requested Zone: R-M
Proposed Density: Up to 8 attached
dwellings
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