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PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

AGENDA 
 

September 13, 2022 - 6:00 p.m. 
 
The Roy City Planning Commission regular meeting will be held in the City Council Chamber / Court Room in the Roy City 

Municipal Building located at 5051 South 1900 West The meeting will commence with the Pledge of Allegiance, which will be 

appointed by the Chair. 
 

This meeting will be streamed live on the Roy City YouTube channel.   
  (https://www.youtube.com/channel/UC6zdmDzxdOSW6veb2XpzCNA) 

  

Agenda Items                                                                     . 
 

 1. Declaration of Conflicts 
 

 2. Approval of the July 12, 2022 regular meeting minutes 
 

 3. Approval of the July 26, 2022 work-session minutes 
 

 4. Approval of the August 9, 2022 regular meeting minutes 
 

  

 Legislative Items                                                            
  

   
 

  

 Administrative Items                                                     
  

  5. Consider a request for Site Plan & Architectural review approval for Deal Depot located at 

approximately 1942 West 5600 South 
 

  6. Consider a request for Architectural review approval for Jackson C-Store located at approximately 

4805 South 1900 West 
 

  7. Consider a request for Site Plan approval for Tagg-n-go located at approximately 5275 South 1900 

West 
 

    

 8. Commissioners Minute 
 

 9. Staff Update 
 

 10. Adjourn 
 

 

In Compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, persons needing auxiliary communicative aids and services for these meetings should contact the Administration 
Department at (801) 774-1040 or by email: ced@royutah.org at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting. 
 

Pursuant to Section 52-4-7.8 (1)(e) and (3)(B)(ii) “Electronic Meetings” of the Open and Public Meetings Law, any Commissioner may participate in the 
meeting via teleconference, and such electronic means will provide the public body the ability to communicate via the teleconference. 
 

Certificate of Posting 

The undersigned, does hereby certify that the above notice and agenda was posted in a public place within the Roy City limits on this 9th day of September 2022.  A copy 
was also provided to the Standard Examiner and posted on the Roy City Website on the same date. 
 

Visit the Roy City Web Site @ www.royutah.org  
Roy City Planning Commission Agenda Information – (801) 774-1027    Steve Parkinson, City Planner 

https://www.youtube.com/channel/UC6zdmDzxdOSW6veb2XpzCNA
mailto:ced@royutah.org


 

 

ROY CITY 
Planning Commission Regular meeting 
July 12, 2022 – 6:00 p.m. 

City Council Chambers/Courtroom 

5051 South 1900 West 
 

The meeting was a regularly scheduled work-session designated by resolution.  Notice of the 1 
meeting was provided to the Standard Examiner at least 24 hours in advance.  A copy of the 2 
agenda was posted. 3 
 4 
The following members were in attendance: 5 
 6 
Claude Payne, Vice-Chair     Steve Parkinson, City Planner 7 
Samantha Bills       Brody Flint, Assistant City Attorney 8 
Torris Brand       9 
Chris Collins 10 
Jason Felt  11 
Jason Sphar 12 
Daniel Tanner 13 
 14 
Excused: Commissioner Ryan Cowley 15 
 16 
Others in attendance: Kevin Homer, Kayla Flores, Janel Hulbert, and Jaden Rasmussen. 17 
 18 
Pledge of Allegiance: Commissioner  Felt 19 
 20 

1. DECLARATIONS OF CONFLICT 21 
 22 

There were none. 23 
 24 

2. PUBLIC HEARING – TO CONSIDER AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 10 ZONING 25 
REGULATIONS, AMENDING CH 17 - TABLE OF USES - TABLE 17-2 - TABLE OF 26 
ALLOWED USES - NON-RESIDENTIAL ZONING DISTRICTS - “TATTOO & BODY 27 
ART”, – TO REMOVE THE NUMBER ALLOWED PER CENSUS DATA.” 28 
 29 

Applicant Kayla Flores of 5635 South 3500 West came forward and requested the first two pieces 30 
of the ordinance remain intact.  She then asked for an amendment of the clause that limited the 31 
number of tattoo and body piercing businesses to one for every 10,000 residents, and change it 32 
to state that no two tattoo and body piercing businesses could be within a third of a mile of each 33 
other.   34 
 35 
Mrs. Flores then went on to talk about her business.  She then presented the Commission with a 36 
petition of 1500 signatures that requested the expansion of her business’s services.  She argued 37 
the importance of her business expansion would economically benefit Roy City.  She stated her 38 
business met all other existing Code requirements.   39 
 40 
Mrs. Flores stressed the positive impact her business has on neighboring businesses as well.  41 
She emphasized the huge market demand for tattoo and body piercing businesses both nationally 42 
and within Roy City.  She presented the Commission with several statistics corroborating her 43 
claims.  She acknowledged the historically taboo nature of tattoos and body piercings, and she 44 
felt that belief system was gradually going out of date.    45 
 46 
Vice-Chair Payne opened the floor for questions from the Commissioners.  There were none.  47 
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Steve Parkinson, City Planner, presented further.  He reiterated the piece of the Code the 48 
applicant hoped to remove involved the use of census data versus mileage.  He acknowledged 49 
the goal of the General Plan was to economically advance Roy City, and he discussed tattoo and 50 
body piercing businesses were growing and becoming economically attractive to cities around 51 
the country.  He noted Roy City currently has a population of nearly 39,000 people, and already 52 
had three tattoo and body piercing businesses, which meant Roy City technically was at capacity 53 
for these businesses.  However, he pointed out the new census would likely push the Roy City 54 
population over 40,000, which would allow the applicant’s business to meet the zoning 55 
requirement.   56 
 57 
Mr. Parkinson recommended the approval of the amendment to the zoning Code.  He opened the 58 
floor for questions.  59 
 60 
Mrs. Flores explained she included photos of the tattoo chairs in her submission to the Planning 61 
Commission on the health department’s recommendation.  She discussed the process of trying 62 
to open her business, and recalled at an early stage of planning she had been referred to Mr. 63 
Parkinson for more information.  She said they had yet not received records from the census 64 
bureau, and she did not want to wait for the records to come in before she was able to open her 65 
business.   66 
 67 
Commissioner Tanner then asked for specifics about the ordinances which prohibited tattoo and 68 
body piercing businesses to be in proximity of churches, schools, and community buildings.   69 
 70 
Mr. Parkinson replied these ordinances were designed to prevent the oversaturation of these 71 
businesses.  72 
 73 
Commissioner Brand praised the application for their presentation.   74 
 75 
Commissioner Bills moved to open the public hearing.  Commissioner Sphar seconded 76 
the motion.  Commissioners Bills, Brand, Collins, Felt, Payne, Sphar and Tanner voted 77 
“aye.” The motion carried 78 
 79 
Vice-Chairman Payne opened the floor for public comments. 80 
  81 
Kevin Homer came forward and stated his address as 5398 South 4000 West.  He stated he did 82 
not have a tattoo or any piercings and was not necessarily in favor of them, but he felt the 83 
government should not interfere with the free market.  He was not necessarily in favor of these 84 
choices being made by the local populations, and stressed he would not be in favor of regulations 85 
on any other kind of business.  He insisted the market should decide.   86 

 87 
Janel Hulbert came forward and stated her address as 4178 Westlake Drive.  She said she looked 88 
at the petition presented and she felt the City should support small businesses.  She said the 89 
regulations and precautions in the ordinance made her feel comfortable in allowing the business 90 
to operate.  91 
 92 
No additional comments were made.  93 
 94 
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Commissioner Tanner moved to close the public hearing.  Commissioner Brand seconded 95 
the motion.  Commissioners Bills, Brand, Collins, Felt, Payne, Sphar and Tanner voted 96 
“aye.”  The motion carried. 97 
 98 
Commissioner Sphar moved to forward a recommend to the City Council that they approve 99 
the proposed amendments to Title 10 Zoning Regulations, amending CH 17 - Table of Uses 100 
- Table 17-2 - Table of Allowed Uses - Non-Residential Zoning Districts - “Tattoo & Body 101 
Art”, – to remove the number allowed per Census data, as written.  Commissioner Felt 102 
seconded the motion.  Commissioners Bills, Brand, Collins, Felt, Payne, Sphar and Tanner 103 
voted “aye,”   The motion carried. 104 
 105 

3. PUBLIC HEARING – TO CONSIDER AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 10 ZONING 106 
REGULATIONS, AMENDING CH 13 – MIXED USE - 10-13-3 - BUILDING TYPES - 107 
TABLE 3.1 (1); § 3) STORE FRONTS, § 4) GENERAL STOOP BUILDINGS AND § 8) 108 
ROW BUILDINGS – TO ALLOW RESIDENTIAL ON THE MAIN LEVEL OF BUILDINGS 109 
AND ROW BUILDINGS, WITHIN THE DOWNTOWN GATEWAY ZONE ALONG 110 
SECONDARY STREETS. 111 

 112 
Applicant Jaden Rasmussen came forward and presented his address as 15464 Midnight View, 113 
Bluffdale.  He said his company came from Georgia, and they wanted to hire more young people 114 
in the area and invest in other long term careers for Roy City residents.  Applicant Jason 115 
Rasmussen said they hoped to amend the ordinance to allow more buildings downtown.  He 116 
explained they planned to build on a side street adjacent to residential areas.  He then offered 117 
some physical copies of site plans to the Commission, and noted part of their plan included 118 
outdoor covers and local expansion.  He opened the floor for questions from the Commissioners.  119 
 120 
Commissioner Brand asked if the development would later be a private business room and 121 
Applicant Jaden Rasmussen said it would be.  122 
 123 
Steve Parkinson, City Planner, said the first part of the ordinance did allow these businesses near 124 
residential areas, although only through gateway zones.  He recalled the Council had previously 125 
banned certain businesses from being in the downtown zone, though this would not affect this 126 
business.   127 
 128 
Mr. Parkinson addressed the dimensions and exterior plans of the business, and said the 129 
applicant’s business met all the requirements, with one caveat related to access from certain 130 
streets.  He said the Commission’s biggest decision would be whether to allow the business on 131 
certain streets over others.  He commented streets with hedges lining the front of homes and 132 
businesses alongside 2000 West as a potential issue. He cited 5200 South, 6000 South, and 133 
1900 West as other potential streets that the Commission would need to make a decision on.   134 
 135 
Mr. Parkinson walked the Commission through photos of these streets to provide greater context, 136 
and noted the proximity between several homes and businesses in the downtown area.  He felt a 137 
greater issue could be allowing commercial businesses on the bottom floor of multi-level buildings 138 
and permitting residential homes on the top floors.  He noted many of these streets had a single 139 
family unit nature, so he explained CIty Staff recommended they change the zone to specify which 140 
streets were allowed to have mixed zone usages.   141 
 142 
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Commissioner Brand suggested they make limitations in cases where changing the entire zone 143 
would significantly alter the overall appearance of the street.   144 
 145 
Vice-Chairman Payne agreed with this, and added the addition of townhomes could benefit the 146 
downtown area.   147 
 148 
Commissioner Tanner moved to open the public hearing.  Commissioner Collins seconded 149 
the motion.  Commissioners Bills, Brand, Collins, Felt, Payne, Sphar and Tanner voted 150 
“aye.” The motion carried 151 
 152 
Vice-Chairman Payne opened the floor for public comments.  No comments were made.  153 
 154 
Commissioner Collins moved to close the public hearing.  Commissioner Bills seconded 155 
the motion.  Commissioners Bills, Brand, Collins, Felt, Payne, Sphar and Tanner voted 156 
“aye.”  The motion carried. 157 
 158 
Commissioner Brand asked if they should restrict the changes or allow them.  Commissioner 159 
Tanner thought they needed to first specify where they were making restrictions.  He suggested 160 
they limit the language in reference to access points on homes.   161 
 162 
Commissioner Bills asked if they only want these regulations to apply in those very specific areas.  163 
She said they would need to write a definition of what these regulations would look like.  164 
 165 
Commissioner Tanner thought they would need to differentiate between entrance points and 166 
access points.   167 
 168 
Commissioner Felt pointed out in that case, they would need to define access.   169 
 170 
Commissioner Bills cautioned if they did not define their terms correctly that could possibly lead 171 
to certain businesses being torn down to build townhouses at a later date.   172 
 173 
Commissioner Sphar suggested they table this discussion for later.  174 
 175 
Commissioner Sphar moved to table the proposed amendments to Title 10 Zoning 176 
Regulations, amending CH 13 - Mixed Uses - 10-13-2 - Uses - Table 2.1 (1);  10-13-3 - 177 
Building Types - Table 3.1 (1) and  § 8) Row Buildings – to allow Row Building within the 178 
Downtown Gateway zone along secondary streets, in order to discuss the language and 179 
get it right.  Commissioner Bills seconded the motion.  Commissioners Bills, Brand, 180 
Collins, Felt, Payne, Sphar and Tanner voted “aye,”   The motion carried. 181 
 182 

4. COMMISSIONERS MINUTE 183 
 184 
No comments made.  185 

 186 
5. STAFF UPDATE 187 

 188 
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Mr. Parkinson stated he did not have any updates, and noted townhome construction on 189 
the north side of town was going well.  Commissioner Bills asked if they had a work session 190 
this month, and it was replied that they did have a work session coming up.  191 
 192 

6. ADJOURN 193 
 194 

Commissioner Felt moved to adjourn at 7:00 p.m.  Commissioner Tanner seconded the 195 
motion.  Commissioners Bills, Brand, Collins, Felt, Payne, Sphar and Tanner voted “aye.”  196 
The motion carried. 197 
 198 
 199 
 200 
              201 
       Claude Payne 202 
       Vice-Chair 203 
 204 
 205 
dc: 07-12-22 206 



 

 

ROY CITY 
Planning Commission Work-Session 
July 26, 2022 – 6:00 p.m. 

Community Development Conference 

Room 

5051 South 1900 West
The meeting was a regularly scheduled work-session designated by resolution.  Notice of the 1 
meeting was provided to the Standard Examiner at least 24 hours in advance.  A copy of the 2 
agenda was posted. 3 
 4 
The following members were in attendance: 5 
 6 
Ryan Cowley, Chair     Steve Parkinson, City Planner 7 
Torris Brand      Brody Flint, Assistant City Attorney 8 
Chris Collins 9 
Jason Felt 10 
Janel Hulbert 11 
Jason Sphar 12 
Daniel Tanner 13 
 14 
Excused: Commissioners Samantha Bills, and Claude Payne 15 
 16 
Others in attendance: Kevin Homer 17 
 18 
Pledge of Allegiance: Commissioner Tanner 19 
 20 

1. DECLARATIONS OF CONFLICT 21 
 22 

There were none. 23 
 24 

2. CONTINUED DISCUSSION ON AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 10 ZONING REGULATIONS, 25 
AMENDING CH 13 - MIXED USES - 10-13-2 - USES - TABLE 2.1 (1);  10-13-3 - BUILDING 26 
TYPES - TABLE 3.1 (1) AND  § 8) ROW BUILDINGS – TO ALLOW ROW BUILDINGS 27 
WITHIN THE DOWNTOWN GATEWAY ZONE ALONG SECONDARY STREETS. 28 
 29 

City Planner Steve Parkinson presented, and recalled at the last meeting they had held a public 30 
hearing about amending Chapter 13, which would allow row buildings in the Downtown Gateway 31 
Zone.  He said an email had been sent out that addressed concerns about the overall height 32 
remaining 35 feet rather than 40 feet, and he explained he had put the height limit at 40 feet 33 
because that was the limit for the rest of the building types in that area, but he noted the number 34 
could be changed.  He commented the biggest discussion had been in regards to note number 35 
ten, which decided whether or not they should allow certain things on these streets or if they 36 
should be restrictive, and he discussed that the problems they had run into were with the parcels 37 
that had frontages on the side street.  He opened the discussion for questions. 38 
 39 
Commissioner Jason Felt said the overall consensus with regards to frontages was that there 40 
should be an overall clean look to the businesses downtown.  City Planner Steve Parkinson 41 
replied the applicant had particular concerns about the specific street their business was on, and 42 
the Staff was having problems finding the right wording for the ordinance.  Commissioner Daniel 43 
Tanner suggested implicating a setback requirement along certain roads in the ordinance.  There 44 
was discussion about setback distances.   45 
 46 
Commissioner Janel Hubert commented she had asked why they could not put mixed-use there 47 
after the last meeting, and said the answer had been that it was because of parking.  She said 48 



Planning Commission Minutes 
July 26, 2022  DRAFT 
Page 2 

 
 

ideally, they wanted mixed-use in that area, and did not understand why that could not be the 49 
case.   50 
 51 
Mr. Parkinson replied the issue was that with mixed use spaces, their current Code stated 52 
commercial should be on the main floor with residential above, and in this case, it would not really 53 
make sense to allow commercial on the main floor of a 50-foot right-of-way, hence the request to 54 
allow for row homes.  He elaborated they were still in the quandary of how to allow for it.  He said 55 
his thoughts aligned with Commissioner Tanners, in that they should allow for businesses with 56 
frontages only along certain roads, and put restrictions on the properties along 1966 and 57 
Riverdale Road to not allow them to come within a certain distance of the curbs along these 58 
streets.  There was discussion about the map and access points. 59 
 60 
Mr. Parkinson opined it made the most sense to say that structures could not be allowed within a 61 
certain number of feet, and it sounded to him as if the Commission had agreed on 300 feet.   62 
 63 
Commissioner Felt stated they didn’t want to limit commercial or encourage row housing.   64 
 65 
Mr. Parkinson replied if Council liked the idea for side streets, then they would bring in the other 66 
two zones for discussion as well, because there was already a lot of residential.  He added that 67 
farther down on 57 there were many fourplexes with single family homes across from them, and 68 
they had the same issue with the mortuary.  He thought it did not make sense to require 69 
commercial, and he explained if they did the 300-foot limit the question would be whether or not 70 
they wanted to include 1950 and only exclude 6000, or exclude 1950 as well.   71 
 72 
Commissioner Felt asked if 300 feet left enough space for commercial, because once row houses 73 
were built, they would lose that footage.   74 
 75 
Commissioner Chris Collins clarified that the whole block would have to be commercial, and he 76 
thought that made sense.   77 
 78 
Commissioner felt what they had drawn up looked like it kept with the spirit of what they wanted.   79 
 80 
Mr. Parkinson agreed that it did if they pushed it to 300 feet.   81 
 82 
Commissioner Janel Hubert asked what was behind CVS, and Mr. Parkinson replied there was 83 
an MMA weightlifting place, a daycare, a mortuary, a hair salon, and some residences.   84 
 85 
Commissioner Collins stated they were commercial right now, and even if they decided to go 86 
single family, it was far enough back to where it would not affect anything going on 1900 West.   87 
 88 
Mr. Steve Parkinson replied he did not think they would go back to single family.   89 
 90 
Commissioner Jason Sphar said he did not want to incentivize single family in one of the few 91 
areas they had commercial.   92 
 93 
Mr. Parkinson replied if they did not include 1950, it would get rid of the option for that area to be 94 
row homes only.  Commissioner Janel Hubert said she would not want row homes where they 95 
already had businesses.   96 
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Mr. Parkinson said if they did not include 1950 in the definition, then they would have excluded it 97 
as an option for these parcels.  He said the applicant was present and could answer any 98 
questions, and added if everyone was okay with the 300 feet restriction, it would allow the 99 
applicant to develop a portion of the land that he wanted, while restricting it enough so that other 100 
parcels did not become multi-family.  101 
 102 
The applicant, Jaden, said they had tried to use that space for a multitude of different options, 103 
and they had not been able to get anything to fit that would be worth the cost of developing such 104 
a small portion of land.  He said they would be losing money on this one, but that was okay 105 
because their incentive was to house some of their employees, which he said were mostly high 106 
school and college aged kids that needed a cheap place to live.  He said if they lost the ground 107 
floor, they would have eight apartments, and he pointed out that would not make financial sense 108 
to do.  He added their civil engineer had said that because of the way water drained to that site, 109 
they would have to install an underground retention system of some kind, which also took up 110 
some space for what they could do.  He said all of these things had played into the site plan which 111 
had been submitted.     112 
 113 
Assistant City Attorney Brody Flint clarified that as the Code was, they could put residential above 114 
a commercial building.   115 
 116 
Mr. Parkinson clarified they had agreed to exclude 1950 and 6000, and said they had reached a 117 
hybrid of what had been previously discussed with the allowances with a little bit of restriction.   118 
 119 
The Commission agreed the 300-foot limit was an appropriate footage restriction, and take out 120 
1950 and 6000.   121 
 122 
Mr. Parkinson said he would bring it to the next Council meeting for a vote.     123 
 124 

3. TRAINING 125 
 126 
Assistant City Attorney Brody Flint presented this item.  He said the Planning Commission rules 127 
were online and that they had talked a lot about conflicts, but very rarely was it an issue.  He said 128 
one thing he wanted to touch on briefly was decorum and why the rules mattered, and it was 129 
important to pause and remember there were rules for a reason.   130 
 131 
Mr. Flint encouraged Commissioners to go through the rules even though they seemed 132 
redundant, it was important, especially with social media because people were a lot more vocal 133 
with their opinions online.  He said there had not been any problems with this group, but it was 134 
still important to consider what was and was not appropriate to post online.  He asked for 135 
questions from the Commission. 136 
 137 
Mr. Flint said it was important to always remember what stage of the process they were in when 138 
they started to ask people questions.  He said it was important to put oneself in the shoes of the 139 
applicant, and reminded the Commission to keep questions relevant to the applicants and their 140 
projects.  He opened the floor for questions. 141 
 142 
Commissioner Daniel Tanner commented that they could take the public input, but they did not 143 
work for the public.   144 



Planning Commission Minutes 
July 26, 2022  DRAFT 
Page 4 

 
 

Mr. Flint commented that the Planning Commission was an elected body, and was a 145 
recommending body for the City Council.   146 
 147 
Commissioner Hubert said the Commission had to follow certain rules, and the Council had other 148 
rules.   149 
 150 
Mr. Flint clarified the City Council was elected, and the Planning Commission was not. 151 
 152 
Chairman Ryan Cowley said he felt like the Council did not understand the role that the Planning 153 
Commission played, and it felt disrespectful at times.  He thought both bodies could educate each 154 
other to help better understand their roles.  He felt disrespected sometimes by the way the Council 155 
reacted to some of the recommendations they made.   156 
 157 
Mr. Flint asked if Council had work sessions like the Planning Commission did, and asked if it 158 
would be appropriate for Council to invite Commissioners to those work sessions.   159 
 160 
Mr. Parkinson said they could try to do joint meetings, but it was hard to coordinate since everyone 161 
had busy schedules.  He said they could schedule a joint meeting if it worked out for everyone.  162 
 163 
Mr. Flint suggested Staff find a better way to relay information through Council packets or other 164 
mediums.   165 
 166 
Mr. Parkinson commented there were two Councilmembers that consistently watched the 167 
Planning Commission meetings.   168 
 169 
Mr. Flint told the Commissioners to come up with ideas that could improve the flow of information 170 
between the two bodies.   171 
 172 
Commissioner Hubert suggested making the language more understandable to the layperson, 173 
because there are concepts that are difficult to understand through the language of the Planning 174 
Commission.   175 
 176 
Mr. Parkinson replied that the language he used in his presentations was directed at the Planning 177 
Commission, and not the public, so it would be difficult for him to modify the language.   178 
 179 
Mr. Flint elaborated they had to say things in a certain way so that they got done properly.  180 
Commissioner Janel Hubert said she understood that, but thought the legalese and technical 181 
jargon was the reason for a lot of public misinformation.  182 
 183 
Mr.Flint said if any of the Commissioners thought of anything, to send him an email and he would 184 
see what he could do to help relay information to the general public.   185 
 186 
Mr. Parkinson told the Commissioners to write down any questions they had for the next training 187 
session so they could be addressed.      188 
 189 

4. COMMISSIONERS MINUTE 190 
 191 
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Commissioner Torris Brand commented that the Farmhouse at Saccos was open and 192 
recommended the Commissioners stop by and check it out. 193 

 194 
5. STAFF UPDATE 195 

 196 
Mr. Parkinson said the two items on next week's agenda were the building height limits, and the 197 
tattoo and body piercing shop.  He said the row buildings that had been discussed this evening 198 
would be discussed at the next Planning Commission meeting, and then he would take the issue 199 
to Council.  He announced Holiday Oil was opening, and currently, only the entrance on 43 was 200 
accessible, due to some issues with UDOT.  He said there had been a few pre-construction 201 
meetings, one for the townhomes on 43, and one for another project that was starting, the name 202 
of which he had forgotten.  He then updated the Commission that the Rail Runner had submitted 203 
their second set of plans, and those were being reviewed.  He lastly announced they had another 204 
project called the Royce, which was a 250-unit residential building with commercial on the bottom, 205 
and would be located south of the Harmons.    206 
 207 

6. ADJOURN 208 
 209 

Commissioner Brand moved to adjourn at 6:52 p.m.  Commissioner Tanner seconded the 210 
motion.  Commissioners Brand, Collins, Cowley, Felt, Hulbert, Sphar, and Tanner voted 211 
“aye,” The motion carried. 212 
 213 
 214 
 215 
              216 
       Ryan Cowley 217 
       Chair 218 
 219 
 220 
 221 
dc: 07-26-22 222 



 

 

ROY CITY 
Planning Commission Regular meeting 
August 9, 2022 – 6:00 p.m. 

City Council Chambers/Courtroom 

5051 South 1900 West 
 

The meeting was a regularly scheduled work-session designated by resolution.  Notice of the 1 
meeting was provided to the Standard Examiner at least 24 hours in advance.  A copy of the 2 
agenda was posted. 3 
 4 
The following members were in attendance: 5 
 6 
Ryan Cowley, Chair      Steve Parkinson, City Planner 7 
Samantha Bills     Brody Flint, Assistant City Attorney 8 
Torris Brand       9 
Chris Collins 10 
Jason Felt  11 
Janel Hulbert 12 
Claude Payne  13 
Daniel Tanner 14 
 15 
Excused: Commissioner Jason Sphar 16 
 17 
Others in attendance: Kevin Homer, Glenda Moore, Randy Sant, Joshua Woodbury, Drew 18 
Whitehead, and Jaden Rasmussen. 19 
 20 
Pledge of Allegiance: Commissioner  Bills 21 
 22 

1. DECLARATIONS OF CONFLICT 23 
 24 

There were none. 25 
 26 

2. APPROVAL OF THE JUNE 14, 2022 REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 27 
 28 

Commissioner Bills moved to approve the June 14, 2022, regular meeting minutes as 29 
written. Commissioner Collins seconded the motion.  Commissioners Bills, Brand, Collins, 30 
Cowley, Felt, Payne and Tanner “aye.”  The motion carried. 31 
 32 

3. CONTINUATION – TO CONSIDER AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 10 ZONING 33 
REGULATIONS, AMENDING CH 13 - MIXED USES - 10-13-2 - USES - TABLE 2.1 (1);  10-34 
13-3 - BUILDING TYPES - TABLE 3.1 (1) AND  § 8) ROW BUILDINGS – TO ALLOW 35 
RESIDENTIAL ON THE MAIN LEVEL OF BUILDINGS AND ROW BUILDING WITHIN THE 36 
DOWNTOWN GATEWAY ZONE ALONG SECONDARY STREETS. 37 

 38 
City Planner Steve Parkinson presented this item, and explained that this was a continuation of 39 
Chapter 13, title 10.  He noted they had added some changes since their previous discussion, but 40 
the language was the same from what they had determined in a previous work session.  He said 41 
the main road was commercial, and the side roads would be residential.   42 
 43 
Chair Ryan Cowley commented he wanted to encourage the growth of commercial space, but he 44 
acknowledged this was not always possible, which was why they had mandated a 300 foot 45 
setback from the road for all businesses.   46 
 47 
Mr. Parkinson stated the Staff recommended approval.  48 
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Commissioner Brand moved to forward a recommendation to the City Council that they 49 
approve the proposed amendments to Title 10 Zoning Regulations, amending CH 13 - 50 
Mixed Uses - 10-13-3 - Building Types - Table 3.1 (1) and § 3) Store Fronts, § 4) General 51 
Stoop Buildings and § 8) Row Buildings – to allow Residential on the main level of 52 
buildings and Row Building within the Downtown Gateway zone along secondary streets, 53 
as written.  Commissioner Collins seconded the motion.  Commissioners Bills, Brand, 54 
Collins, Cowley, Felt, Payne and Tanner voted “aye,”   The motion carried. 55 
 56 

4. CONSIDER A REQUEST FOR SITE PLAN & ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW APPROVAL 57 
FOR THE ROYCE LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY 5430 SOUTH 1900 WEST 58 
 59 

Joshua Woodbury and Drew Whitehead of Woodbury Corporation gave their address as 2733 E 60 
Parleys Way, Suite 300, Salt Lake City.  Mr. Woodbury said he had been requested by City 61 
Planner Parkinson to present their project to the Commission.  He noted it was one of the first 62 
projects to request approval in the new downtown zone, and added that they owned both the 63 
property in question as well as the one adjacent, in the southwest corner of the 56 and 19 64 
intersection.  65 
 66 
Mr. Whitehead shared an overview of the plan, and indicated where the apartments would be 67 
located.  He said the plan was to take down the strip centers, and add a ground floor parking 68 
structure and a landscaping amenities area.  He said that would be fronted by a leasing office for 69 
the apartments.  He noted on the west side of the building, there would be parking as well as six 70 
live/work units.  He added the commercial leasing office would be on the main floor, and there 71 
would be about 260 total residential units.  He emphasized that their focus had been to allow for 72 
mountain views from the apartments.  He added there would also be a fitness center for residents.  73 
He discussed the live/work units in greater detail, and said their goal was to have an urban feel, 74 
and to encourage small businesses.  The Commissioners commented that oftentimes, the types 75 
of businesses which gravitated towards live/work units tended to be service-based businesses, 76 
such as small attorneys or bakeries.  It was also noted the property was not located on a main 77 
road.  Mr. Whitehead clarified the final total number of units was 262, and noted they had gone 78 
through many iterations of their site plan to account for the rising cost of materials.   79 
 80 
City Planner Steve Parkinson shared an aerial overview of the site to orient the Commissioners 81 
to the location.  He indicated the landscaping areas of the plan, both inside the development and 82 
along its perimeter.  He noted the mini-units gave an extra layer of complexity to this plan, and 83 
said there were many things that they still needed to figure out.  He said despite the size of 84 
commercial that would need to be in there, he did believe it met the requirements as far as parking 85 
was concerned.  He said some small changes to parking might need to be made, but the changes 86 
would not significantly alter the design of the building.  He stated Staff recommended approval.  87 
He further commented that 1850 West was a one way, and since it was a State-controlled road, 88 
he would need to refer to UDOT and their City Engineers to determine what should be done with 89 
it.  He said UDOT had done some preliminaries, but they would need to finalize the details of how 90 
the road should be changed to accommodate the development.  He thought this development 91 
was a good “guinea pig” for the new downtown zone.  He also noted the pawn shop in the area 92 
had been vacated, and a new commercial building would go in its place.   93 
 94 
Assistant City Attorney Brody Flint responded to a question about “substantial compliance” with 95 
the commercial aspect of the new Code.  He explained the applicant was in accordance with the 96 
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Code as it was currently written, and if the Commission decided they wanted to make changes to 97 
the Code in the future it would not affect their decision about the current proposed development.   98 
 99 
Commissioner Brand moved to approve the Site Plan for The Royce with the conditions as 100 
stated in the staff report.  Commissioner Collins seconded the motion.  Commissioners 101 
Bills, Brand, Collins, Cowley, Felt, Payne and Tanner voted “aye.”  The motion carried. 102 
 103 
Commissioner Collins moved to approve the Architectural for The Royce with the 104 
conditions as stated in the staff report.  Commissioner Tanner seconded the motion.  105 
Commissioners Bills, Brand, Collins, Cowley, Felt, Payne and Tanner voted “aye.”  The 106 
motion carried. 107 

 108 
5. COMMISSIONERS MINUTE 109 

 110 
There were none 111 

 112 
6. STAFF UPDATE 113 

 114 
City Planner Steve Parkinson updated the Commission that the Council had approved the building 115 
height Code, with several amendments.  Specifically, he noted they had made the height of the 116 
building at the top or peak of roof, rather than the midpoint.  He said the Council had also taken 117 
away some of the architectural features, such as a gazebo or parapet wall, although they had left 118 
in staircases and elevators.   119 
 120 
Mr. Parkinson reported Holiday Oil was now open, although it could only be accessed by 4300 121 
South, and they were still working with UDOT on the second access.  He also relayed the project 122 
on Hinkley and 1900 was proceeding as planned, and they were nearly done with the underground 123 
work.  124 

 125 
7. ADJOURN 126 

 127 
Commissioner Felt moved to adjourn at 6:28 p.m.  Commissioner Tanner seconded the 128 
motion.  Commissioners Bills, Brand, Collins, Cowley, Felt, Payne and Tanner voted “aye.”  129 
The motion carried. 130 
 131 
 132 
 133 
              134 
       Ryan Cowley 135 
       Chair 136 
 137 
 138 
dc: 08-09-22 139 



 

Planning Commission 

STAFF REPORT 

 

5051 South 1900 West;  Roy, Utah 84067  ║  Telephone (801) 774-1040  ║  Fax (801) 774-1030 

 

 

 

SYNOPSIS              
 

Application Information     
 

Applicant: Pat Burns; Lync Construction 

 Rhett Buttars; Lync Construction 
 

Request: Request for Architectural approval of Deal Depot Building 

Address: Approximately 1946 West 5600 South 
 

Land Use Information     
 

Current Zoning: DT-W; Downtown West 
 

Adjacent Zoning: North: DT-W; Downtown West South: DT-EW Downtown West 

 East: DT-E; Downtown East  West: R-3/R-2 Multi-Family 
 

Staff      
 

Report By: Steve Parkinson  
 

Recommendation: Recommends approval with conditions. 
 

APPLICABLE ORDINANCES            
 

 Roy City Zoning Ordinance Title 10, Chapter 13 – Mixed Use 

 

ANALYSIS              
 

Project Overview:    

The building is existing and located on the Northeast corner of 5600 South and 1900 West.  Businesses 

currently located within the Building include Dilly Daily’s.  They are wanting to change the elevation by adding 

two (2) entrances to the western portion of the building, within the former Planet Fitness section, but now will 

host Deal Depot & Lync Construction offices.   
 

Staff Review:     
 

Site Plan:  Other than adding an ADA ramp for the western most proposed entrance, there is very little 

change to the Site itself. 
 

Elevations:  The proposed additional building entrances won’t change the overall appearance of the building, 

but will add two (2) new spaces for businesses. 
 

Summary:  Because the changes are strictly Architectural and minimal at best there was no DRC review. 
 

The Planning Commission will need to determine if the proposed development meets the intent of the Zoning 

Ordinance. 
 

CONDITIONS FOR APPROVAL           
 

1. Compliance to the requirements and recommendations within this report. 

2. Compliance to all requirements as discussed in this meeting 
 

FINDINGS              
 

1. The proposed site plan can meet all of the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 

2. The proposed building elevations can meet all of the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS            
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The Planning Commission can recommend Approval, Approval with conditions, Table or Deny. 
 

RECOMMENDATION             
 

Staff recommends approving both the Site Plan and Architectural review with the conditions that all current and 

future DRC review comments are complied with along with any conditions as stated in the Staff report or 

during this Planning Commission meeting 
 

EXHIBITS              
 

A. Aerial Map 

B. Building Elevations (Existing & Proposed) 
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EXHIBIT “A” – AERIAL                  
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EXHIBIT “B” – ELEVATIONS (EXISTING & PROPOSED)             

Existing Existing 

Proposed 
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Existing 

Proposed 
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STAFF REPORT 

 

5051 South 1900 West;  Roy, Utah 84067  ║  Telephone (801) 774-1040  ║  Fax (801) 774-1030 

 

 

 

SYNOPSIS              
 

Application Information     
 

Applicant: J Dawson 
 

Request: Request for Architectural review approval of an addition for Jackson C-Store 

Address: Approximately 4805 South 1900 West 
 

Land Use Information     
 

Current Zoning: CC: Community Commercial 
 

Adjacent Zoning: North: CC: Community Commercial South: CC: Community Commercial 

 East: CC: Community Commercial West: CC: Community Commercial 
 

Staff      
 

Report By: Steve Parkinson  
 

Recommendation: Recommends approval with conditions. 
 

APPLICABLE ORDINANCES            
 

 Roy City Zoning Ordinance Title 10, Chapter 14 – Permitted Uses 

o 10-14-11 – Additional Building Design Standards …. 

 

ANALYSIS              
 

Project Overview:    

The property is on the Southwestern corner of 4800 South and 1900 West.  (Exhibit “A”)  The proposed 

elevation change is to add a dormer on the Eastern elevation. 
 

Staff Review & Comments:   

Site Plan: There are zero changes to the Site Plan.   
 

Elevations:  The proposed modifications though minor still change the character of the eastern elevation. 

[see exhibit “B”]  The changes appear to be above the entrance on the Eastern Elevation, by adding a dormer. 

There aren’t any issues from staff to warrant a formal DRC review.    
 

Summary:  The proposed building meets all of the minimum requirements of the code.   
 

The Planning Commission will need to determine if the proposed development meets the intent of the Zoning 

Ordinance. 
 

CONDITIONS FOR APPROVAL           
 

1. Compliance to the requirements and recommendations within this report. 

2. Compliance to all requirements as discussed in this meeting 
 

FINDINGS              
 

1. The proposed building elevations can meet all of the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS            
 

The Planning Commission can recommend Approval, Approval with conditions, Table or Deny. 
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RECOMMENDATION             
 

Staff recommends approving the Architectural review with the conditions as stated in the Staff report or during 

this Planning Commission meeting 
 

EXHIBITS              
 

A. Aerial Map 

B. Existing & Proposed Building Elevations
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EXHIBIT “A” – AERIAL                  
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EXHIBIT “B” – EXISTING & PROPOSED ELEVATIONS             



 

Planning Commission 

STAFF REPORT 

 

5051 South 1900 West;  Roy, Utah 84067  ║  Telephone (801) 774-1040  ║  Fax (801) 774-1030 

 

 

 

SYNOPSIS              
 

Application Information     
 

Applicant: Conner Atkin 
 

Request: Request for Site Plan and Architectural approval for Tagg-N-Go Car Wash 

Address: Approximately 5275 South 1900 West 
 

Land Use Information     
 

Current Zoning: DT-G; Downtown Gateway 
 

Adjacent Zoning: North: DT-G; Downtown Gateway South: DT-G; Downtown Gateway 

 East: DT-G; Downtown Gateway West: R-2; Two-Family Residential 
 

Staff      
 

Report By: Steve Parkinson  
 

Recommendation: Recommends approval with conditions. 
 

APPLICABLE ORDINANCES            
 

 Roy City Zoning Ordinance Title 10, Chapter 13 – Mixed Use 

 

ANALYSIS              
 

Project Overview:    

The property is on the West side of 1900 West and North of Burger Bar.  Also formerly known as Mountain 

Shine Car Wash, but now Tagg-N-Go.  The proposed project is to add covers over the vacuuming stations as 

well as expand the number of vacuum station westward.  The Site Plan (Exhibit “B”) shows a building on the 

southwest corner of the property, which is not a part of this Site Plan approval request, but to show a potential 

future building. 
 

Staff Review & Comments:   

Site Plan: There are a few issues with the site plan, (see exhibit “D”) however these aren’t large enough 

items that the site couldn’t meet the ordinance after some minor modifications. 
 

Elevations:  The proposed covers are along the north and west of the building.  Are black and don’t appear 

to be taller than 12 feet.  There are no issues with the elevations (see exhibit “D”)  
 

Summary:  The proposed building and site can for the most part meets or can meet all of the minimum 

requirements of the code.  The Planning portion of the DRC Memo can be found in exhibit “D”. 
 

The Planning Commission will need to determine if the proposed development meets the intent of the Zoning 

Ordinance. 
 

CONDITIONS FOR APPROVAL           
 

1. Compliance to the requirements and recommendations within this report. 

2. Compliance to all requirements as discussed in this meeting 
 

FINDINGS              
 

1. The proposed site plan can meet all of the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 

2. The proposed building elevations can meet all of the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 
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ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS            
 

The Planning Commission can recommend Approval, Approval with conditions, Table or Deny. 
 

RECOMMENDATION             
 

Staff recommends approving both the Site Plan and Architectural review with the conditions that all current and 

future DRC review comments are complied with along with any conditions as stated in the Staff report or 

during this Planning Commission meeting 
 

EXHIBITS              
 

A. Aerial Map 

B. Proposed Site Plan 
C. Proposed Building Elevations 
D. DRC Review Memo 
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EXHIBIT “A” – AERIAL                  
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EXHIBIT “B” – PROPOSED SITE PLAN               
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EXHIBIT “C” – PROPOSED ELEVATIONS              
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DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE 

 

5051 South 1900 West;  Roy, Utah 84067  ║  Telephone (801) 774-1040  ║  Fax (801) 774-1030 

REVIEW MEMO EXHIBIT “D” –DRC REVIEW MEMO          
 

 

Date:  23 August 2022 
 

To:  Conner Atkin 

Jaden Rasmussen 

  Thomas Hunt 
 

From:  Steve Parkinson – Planning & Zoning Administrator 
   

Subject: Tagg-N-Go – 5275 So. 1900 We. – plans submitted August 8, 2022 
  

 

If there are comments below that require corrections OR changes to plans, resubmittal of plans is required. 

 

We have tried to address all items of concern with reference to all applicable City codes or for the general Health, Safety and Welfare of 

the public, however, this review does not forego any other items of concern that may come to our attention during additional reviews.   

 
Engineering –  

A. Water System 

1. Water services will need to be constructed per Roy City standards. A meter should be indicated on 

the plans. The connection to the water main should be with a tapping saddle and corp stop.  

2. The developer’s engineer should provide demand calculations for the site. The service and meter 

should be sized based on the calculated demand.  

3. The Roy City Fire Department will need to review the fire sprinkler connection and identify the 

appropriate valves.  

4. An easement will be needed for the existing water service to the Car Wash.  
 

B. Sewer System  

1. The 6-inch service connection to the existing sewer does not require a manhole, and the manhole 

should be eliminated from the design.  
 

C. Traffic and Access  

1. The access from 5300 South does not comply with the Roy City development standards for multi-

family sites, which requires at least 30 feet of passable pavement at the intersection and at least 28 

feet of passible asphalt throughout. The design should be revised to comply with the ordinance.  

2. A cross-access agreement with the Car Wash is needed.  
 

D. Storm Drainage Design  

1. A full set of storm drainage design calculations are needed for the final design. The drainage 

calculations should include the entire drainage area. Pipes should be sized for the 10-year storm 

event, and the combination of pipes and overland flow should convey runoff from the 100-year 

storm event to the detention basin. The detention basin should have the capacity for the 100-year 

storm event with a 0.2 cfs per acre release rate.  

2. The existing storm drain outlet control box cannot be relocated and reused because the 

dimensions don’t match the requirements of the new design. It also appears unlikely that the 

existing storm drain outlet can be used because the elevation is too high. The elevation and location 

of the existing storm drain outlet should be confirmed. The alignment of the storm drain outlet is 

different from the Car Wash as-builts. It may be shown incorrectly on the as-built, but the correct 

location should be confirmed.  

3. A maintenance agreement will be required for the private storm drainage improvements. Both 

properties should be included as parties to the agreement.  

4. There are problems with the grading plan at several locations. The existing waterway from the car 

wash creates a low spot without a catch basin at the new curb and gutter. There also appear to be 

areas along the north side of the apartments where the pavement will be flatter than 1 percent. 
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Elevations at the tie-ins to the existing pavement should be shown on the plans.  

5. A cross drainage agreement with the Car Wash is needed.  

6. Water Quality Report – A water quality report based upon the template in the Roy City Storm 

Water Management Plan is required.  

7. LID – The stormwater design should include LID features as required by the Roy City Storm Water 

Management Plan. Retention of the 80th percentile storm event is required for the new portion of 

the development.  

8. Erosion Control Plan – The perimeter controls should be modified to include a sediment barrier 

along 5300 South. The sediment barrier that is shown where there is an existing curb & gutter can 

be eliminated. The stabilized construction entrance is shown on the existing pavement. It should be 

moved to a location that provides a transition from the disturbed site to the existing pavement. 

BMPs should be incorporated into a complete SWPPP. A SWPPP is required based upon a common 

plan of development requirement.  
 

E. Plat 

1. Verify that the new parcel configuration conforms to current zoning requirements.  

2. Provide copies of the deeds that will transfer the ownership for these two parcels into the new 

configuration. These will need to be recorded in the office of the Weber County Recorder.  

3. The plan shows a different distance for the North line of the area to be deeded form Parcel 09-040-

0005 to Parcel 09-040-0018. It currently reads N 90°00’00” E 145.68 feet and should read 32.40 

feet per the description.  

4. The plan shows a different distance for the South line and the East line of the area to be deeded to 

Parcel 09-040-0005. The south line currently has a distance of 145.68 feet and should read 113.28 

feet. The East line reads 280.00 and should read 145.51 feet per the description.  

 

Building – (All comments below are Site Plan Review only) 
1. No comment at this time 

 

Fire – (Review is for Site Plan and may not be complete with drawings provided. Developer is responsible for International Fire 

Code compliance and National Fire Protection Association compliance for all aspects of the building.) 
1. The additional vacuums do not affect Fire Service features. 

2. The retention pond alteration does not affect Fire Service features. 

3. This site plan review is not considering the apartment buildings on the southwest corner.  

 

Public Works  - 
A. Street Division 

1. No comments 
 

B. Sewer & Water Division 

1. Add updated Roy City Water/Sewer service Standards to plans. 

2. Add Fire Line details to plans 
 

C. Storm Water (all items must be turned in before work begins) 

1. Need a Roy City Storm Water Land Disturbance Permit. 

2. Site is under 1 acre, no State Permit is required 

 

Legal - 
1. No comments at this time 

 

 

Planning – 
A. Site Plan 

1. Why not wait to redesign the Car Wash site until after the Council votes on whether or not to 

allow “Residential Only” within the Zone?  Their vote will have a huge impact on the site overall. 

2. Parking stalls cannot be in front of or closer to the street then the building itself. 
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3. Will a single dumpster be sufficient for all uses? 

4. Will all vacuum stations be covered or just the new ones? 

5. Does the Car Wash need so many vacuum stations?  The site is going from 15 to 26. 

6. Where is the Car Wash employee parking? 

7. There shall be no more than eight (8) continuous parking stalls in a row without a landscape island. 

8. What will be installed to protect the residential on the west from the noise of the new vacuum 

stations? 

9. Will there be any site lighting?  If so, please provide the height and color of pole and fixture.  Will 

also need a photometric drawing. 

10. Apartment Building plans weren’t submitted, and the number of parking stalls around the building 

may not meet the minimum required.  Parking is based on the number of bedrooms per unit and 

the amount of commercial space provided. 

11. For the future development needs to take into account where and how the project will comply with 

the “Open Space” requirements, and the types of amenities that will be provided. 

 

B. Subdivision Plat 

1. This would be cleaner as a recorded plat rather than a survey. 

2. Need to provide cross access agreements for vehicular, Stormwater, utilities (i.e. water, sewer) 

 




