
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

Trustees 
Joe Smolka, Chair 

Paulina Flint, Vice Chair 
Kelly Bush  

Sean Clayton 
Dan Peay 

Bart Barker 
General Manager 

 

 
  

 

General Plan Amendment/Rezone/P-C Zone Plan Summary 
 

Public Body: Salt Lake County Council  
Meeting Dates: December 17, 2019 – To be set for hearing 

January 7, 2020 – Presentation to County Council Committee of the Whole 
 January 14, 2020 – Public Hearing 
 January 28, 2020 – Public Hearing 
 
Parcel ID’s: 26-27-300-001, 26-32-200-004, 26-32-400-001, 26-32-400-002, 26-33-100-001, 26-33-301-001,  
 26-34-100-001, 26-34-100-002, 26-34-226-001, 26-34-276-015 
 
Current Zone: A-2 (Agricultural), M-2 (Industrial)   
Proposed Zone: PC (Planned Community) 
Property Address: approximately 6300-8500 W. and 12400-13100 South 
Request: Rezone, General Plan Amendment, Approval of the Planned Community Zone Plan and the 
associated Development Agreement 
 
Planner: Todd A. Draper, AICP 
Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval (with recommended changes) 
Planning Staff Recommendation: Approval 
Applicant Name: Doug Young on behalf of Olympia Land, LLC 
 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This application is to rezone approximately 933 acres from A-2 (Agricultural) and M-2 (Industrial) to P-C (Planned 
Community) in the Southwest community of Salt Lake County. The application was proposed and approved at 
County Council in May 2018 but ultimately the three ordinances accompanying the application were vetoed by 
the County Mayor in June 2018.  In May 2019 the County Council passed Resolution 5577 establishing parameters 
of how a revised application would be processed and considered. Revised application materials were provided to 
the County July 2, 2019 and the revised application was complete when associated review fees were paid on 
November 13, 2019.    
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In conjunction with the rezone request, a general plan amendment is required which clarifies the densities, uses 
and transportation network for the subject property.  Chapter 19.69, Planned Community Zone, also requires that 
applicants submit a P-C zone plan with the rezone application.  The P-C Zone plan proposes land uses, residential 
densities, major infrastructure systems and proposed non-residential space for the property, as well as studies and 
reports needed to justify the density, commercial space, and overall infrastructure design.  The revised P-C zone 
plan proposal, together with the associated Master Development Agreement (MDA), Transportation Impact Study 
(TIS), Design Standards, and general plan amendment, were provided to the Council and released to the public for 
review on December 19, 2019.  County’s contracted planning and engineering staff and Developer shall each 
provide a presentation on the revised proposal and associated materials to the Council on January 7, 2020. Public 
hearings to obtain public comment on the revised proposal and associated materials shall take place on January 
14 and 28, 2020. 
 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

See attached summary document. 
 

SITE & VICINITY DESCRIPTION (see attached map) 

The site is bounded by Kennecott and Suburban Land Reserve to the north, residential subdivisions in Herriman 
City to the east and northeast, the soon to be developed Dansie property to the south, and Herriman 
Hwy/Bacchus Hwy to the west and southwest. Addresses range from approximately 6300 to 8500 West and 
approximately 12400 to 13100 South. 
 

GENERAL PLAN CONSIDERATIONS  

As mentioned above, the P-C zone requires a rezone and general plan amendment concurrently when a zone 
change is requested.  The 2008 Southwest Community Plan amendment indicated the subject property should be 
developed as a planned community, only a minor amendment to that plan is required to accommodate the 
request—that of the maximum allowable density.  The proposed maximum density would be 6.8 units per acre. 
The plan anticipated over a 5 unit per acre average in the planned community area but did not set a maximum 
limit.  Based on state law requirements, adopted general plans are required to have a transportation and traffic 
circulation element which is included as part of the general plan amendment.   
 

ISSUES OF CONCERN/PROPOSED MITIGATION 

The main issue for County staff is ensuring that the pace of development on the site does not outpace required 
system improvements to accommodate that development—particularly those improvements that are outside the 
boundaries of the project, such as roadway improvements across or through adjacent lands and jurisdictions. As 
part of the revised application the applicant provided an updated Transportation Impact Study (TIS) that was 
reviewed by an independent consultant for the County. This study identified impacts to the surrounding 
transportation network and proposed solutions to mitigate or resolve those impacts. As part of the Master 
Development Agreement (MDA), the Developer is required to provide an updated TIS when each subsequent 
Community Structure Plan (CSP) is filed with the County, and to pay the proportional cost of off-site roadway 
infrastructure improvements that are not yet in place. 
 
Design Standards (DS) are also included as an attachment to the MDA. These were developed during the review 
and approval process rather than at the CSP level to address the concerns of the County Council as stated in 
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Resolution 5577. These standards set specific requirements for place types and land uses, street network, street 
types and design, parks, trails, opens space, site design, buildings and architecture, landscape, and sustainability.  
 
One of the concerns addressed in the MDA is parks and open space. Salt Lake County has a standard of 5 acres of 
park area for each 1,000 residents. The MDA and DS address this issue by requiring a minimum of 20% of the 
acreage be dedicated to open space and parks. The requirements include a minimum 50-acre regional park, four 
10acre community parks, and many smaller parks and trails.  An additional requirement is that a park be located a 
¼ mile from every doorstep. Open space will also include stream corridors, trails, and park connectivity.  
 
Another concern is long-term provision of municipal services. Salt Lake County does not intend to be the long-
term service provider for the area.  The MDA includes provisions that will require municipal incorporation or 
annexation into a surrounding community. The provisions call for an incorporation/annexation petition to begin 
by at least 1,500 residential units and the diligent pursuance of the petitions(s). The MDA will also address 
shortfalls that occur between tax revenue and service provision, with the developer covering the additional costs 
incurred by the Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District (MSD) in excess of generated revenues.  
 
 

NEIGHBORHOOD RESPONSE 

Citizen and agency inputs have been received as part of the original proposal, subsequent Open Houses hosted 
by the Developer, and two Growth Summit series facilitated by the County Council. Input from these sources prior 
to the resubmittal of the applicant materials is noted and utilized in general as a basis for reviewing the revised 
application but is not included in detail as part of this report. Any additional public input provided directly to the 
MSD regarding the revised application will be compiled when received and will be presented to the Council at the 
Public Hearings in January.    
 

PLANNING COMMISSION RESCOMMENDATION 

Regarding the general plan amendment: The planning commission recommended approval as drafted and 
proposed by the planning staff. 
 
Regarding the proposed rezone and P-C zone Plan: The planning commission recommended approval of the 
rezone and P-C zone plan, subject to the following: 

1. The building height limits in the Town Center and Institutional districts should be changed from “N/A” to 
“To be determined through the Community Structure Plan or Project Plan approval process.” 

2. The development agreement entered into between the County and the developer should place the 
responsibility on the developer to ensure that infrastructure system upgrades, including transportation, 
storm drainage, water, and sewer (both on and off-site) are constructed. 

3. The development agreement should require that the timing of critical infrastructure improvements is such 
that development does not outpace the installation of the needed improvements, meaning that 
improvements are installed concurrently with the phase(s) of development causing the need for said 
improvements. 

4. The development agreement should also address the need for municipal service provision to the 
properties as agreed upon by the Municipal Services District. 

5. The development agreement should require that a plan be in place regarding the future governance of 
the property through either annexation or incorporation. 

6. The water availability should be confirmed by the Jordan Valley Water Conservancy District before the 
County Council takes action on the rezone. 



   Request: General Plan Amendment/Rezone/MDA  File #: 30650 

General Plan/Rezone Summary Page 4 of 5 

REVIEWING AGENCIES RESPONSE 

Jordan Valley Water Conservancy District reviewed the original development plans. It is our understanding that 
they have the capacity to provide water to the development, but have not committed to an approval in writing, 
because that commitment is generally based on specific plans rather than at the rezoning stage.  

South Valley Sewer District states that they can provide service to the site, but that their system would need some 
upgrades and the western portion of the property would need to be annexed into their service district. (See 
attached letter) 

The County Engineer reviewed initial plans, and recommended approval of the rezone, with the recommendation 
that detailed storm drainage plans need to be reviewed and compared to the master storm drain plans as each 
phase of development is proposed. This would be completed as part of the CSP review and approval prior to 
reviewing and approving of individual subdivision plats.  

The developer’s TIS provides off-site mitigation resulting from traffic impacts related to the development.  The TIS 
was reviewed by Avenue Consultants for the County, and proposed mitigation was acceptable to County staff. The 
MDA indicates that mitigation is the responsibility of the developer for all on-site transportation improvements 
and its proportionate share of off-site transportation improvements.  

Other County agencies that reviewed the plan indicated that their concerns are addressed as part of the MDA or 
will be addressed in whole or in part at later stages of the development process when specific designs of projects 
and subdivisions are submitted for review. 

PLANNING STAFF ANALYSIS 

There are three components of this application: the general plan amendment, the rezone, and the P-C zone 
Plan/associated MDA. The general plan amendment basically accommodates the P-C zone plan process by 
removing reference to a specific density (allowing the county council to set the density through the rezone 
process) and by updating the general plan to include a section on transportation.  

The rezone decision is based on whether the Council is satisfied that the reports and studies submitted by the 
applicant sufficiently show that the requested amount of development can be accommodated on the property in 
line with the intents and purposes of the General Plan. Based on the materials submitted, it appears that the 
amount of proposed development can be accommodated if the report recommendations  are followed.  It is 
important that the development agreement approved by the Council and the subsequent Community Structure 
Plan(s) ensure that the required improvements are provided for the infrastructure to service the property and to 
avoid negative impacts on neighboring communities. 

The third element that requires approval is the Master Development Agreement (MDA). The MDA has been 
negotiated through a collaborative process with the Developer, expert Consultants, the County, and the Municipal 
Services District. Staff is comfortable that the agreement provides adequate provisions to ensure that 
development is orderly and will adequately address impacts to the surrounding community through steps that are 
tied and timed directly to the increase in development activities on the property. Furthermore, the MDA provides 
detailed standards that address the quality of the development on the site including; roadway connectivity, 
building and architectural design, site layout, parking, landscaping, and the provision of parks, trails and open 
space.  
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PLANNING RECOMMENDATION 

Regarding the general plan amendment: The planning commission recommended approval as drafted and 
proposed by the planning staff. 
 
Regarding the proposed rezone: The planning commission recommended approval of the rezone and  
P-C zone plan, subject to the following: 
1. The building height limits in the Town Center and Institutional districts should be changed from “N/A” to 
“To be determined through the Community Structure Plan or Project Plan approval process.” 
2. The development agreement entered into between the County, the developer, and the MSD should place the 
responsibility on the developer to ensure that infrastructure system upgrades, including transportation, 
storm drainage, water, and sewer (both on and off-site) are constructed. 
3. The development agreement should require that the timing of critical infrastructure improvements is such 
that development does not outpace the installation of the needed improvements, meaning that 
improvements are installed concurrently with the phase(s) of development causing the need for said 
improvements. 
4. The development agreement should also address the need for municipal service provision to the 
properties as agreed upon by the Municipal Services District (MSD). 
5. The development agreement should require that a plan be in place regarding the future governance of 
the property through either annexation or incorporation. 
6. The water availability should be confirmed by the Jordan Valley Water Conservancy District before the 
County Council takes action on the rezone. 
 
Regarding the proposed Master Development Agreement (MDA): Planning Staff recommends approval as 
drafted, inclusive of all attached exhibits. 
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General Plan Amendment/Rezone/PC Zone Plan 
Summary 

Public Body: Salt Lake County Council 
Current Zone: A-2 (Agriculture), M-2 (Industrial) 
Proposed Zone: P-C (Planned Community) 
Property Address: approximately 6300-8500 West and 12400-13100 South 
Planner: Todd A. Draper, AICP 
Applicant Name: Doug Young on behalf of Olympia Land, LLC 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Olympia Hills is a 933 acre Planned Community development that is proposed for an area of Southwest 
Salt Lake County. The revised application is to rezone the property from A-2 (Agricultural)/M-2 (Industrial) 
to PC (Planned Community).   

The development is intended to have a mixture of residential types (single family, townhomes, 
condominiums, apartments and other dwelling types). The property would also have commercial/office 
uses, and a 100-acre Utah State University Extension project called the Bastian Agricultural Center. The 
revised application request is to have a maximum number of residential units of 6,330.  While a PC zone 
does not impose a direct density on the property (just a maximum number of dwelling units), the 
maximum number of dwelling units of 6,330 divided by acreage of 933 acres, results in a maximum of 6.8 
units/acre. 

The original application for the Olympia Hills development was heard and approved by the Salt Lake 
County Council in May and June of 2018.  The original application requested a maximum number of 
residential units of 8,765, or a maximum of 9.4 units/acre.  The approval was followed by concern from 
residents, and the three ordinances approving the proposal were vetoed by then Mayor Ben McAdams.  

After the veto of the ordinances, Salt Lake County Council conducted a Growth Summit, a series of 
presentations from various experts on subjects of concern raised by residents about the original 
application.   After conducting the Growth Summit, the County Council passed Resolution 5577 on May 
21, 2019, stating findings of facts related to the veto and establishing parameters for how Salt Lake 
County would process a revised application. An administrative zoning determination was also submitted 
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which provided concurrence from the County Zoning Administrator with the County Council resolution. 
Salt Lake County also prepared an Oquirrh View Existing Conditions Report to document the existing 
conditions in the surrounding area.    

Olympia Land LLC (“the Applicant”) submitted revised application materials on July 2, 2019.  Mayor Wilson 
directed Salt Lake County Planning and Development Services and other County staff to review the 
application, address public concerns, and comply with County Council Resolution 5577. 

In addition to conducting the Growth Summit and preparing of the existing conditions report, Salt Lake 
County has partially funded and is participating on the Technical and Stakeholder committees of the 
Southwest County Vision Study (SWCVS).  The SWCVS is evaluating growth strategies for jurisdictions to 
implement and will be concluded at the end of 2020.  There have been many requests for Salt Lake 
County to address Olympia Hills’ application after the SWCVS is completed.  Salt Lake County is required 
by State law to timely process the revised application, so postponing consideration of the revised 
application until the end of 2020 is not an option.  

As part of the Salt Lake County application review process, consultants were hired by the County, which 
were reimbursed by the developer pursuant to County ordinance. These consultants provided an 
independent review of the Olympia Hills revised application and made recommendations to County.   The 
independent consultants were hired through a Request for Proposals (RFP) process as outlined through 
the Salt Lake County procurement policy.  Competitive proposals were received, and a contract was 
awarded to Landmark Design for independent review of the Olympia Hills development application.  
Landmark Design has been part of the review, analysis, negotiation, and recommendations of this 
application.  In addition to the independent planning consultant, Salt Lake County required at the 
developer’s expense, an independent review of the developer-prepared Traffic Impact Study.   Salt Lake 
County has an existing contract with Avenue Consultants through the Engineer on-call pool.  Avenue 
Consultants reviewed the Traffic Impact Study and made recommendations to the County regarding the 
process and level of analysis used by developer’s traffic engineers.   

The revised application has been a unified approach with coordination of the Greater Salt Lake Municipal 
Services District (MSD), independent consultants, and various departments throughout Salt Lake County.  
Staff focused efforts on review of traffic impacts and mitigation, design standards, regional compatibility, 
sustainability, parks, trails, open space, and affordable housing.  Three ordinances (General Plan 
amendment, PC Zone approval, and PC Zone Plan/Master Development Agreement approval) are 
required. The Master Development Agreement (MDA), and the accompanying Design Standards (DS) will 
describe the general conditions and requirements of the development.  There was a direct effort within 
both the MDA and the DS to address the concerns from Mayor Wilson, County Council Members and 
residents.   

The County Council will need to establish public hearings to receive feedback on the revised application.  
The recommended public hearing dates are January 14, 2020 and January 28, 20020 and both would be in 
conjunction with the regular County Council meeting.  Once the Salt Lake County Council has set the 
hearing dates the current documents related to the revised application will be added to the project 
website (www.olympiahillsrezone.com) for review by the public. These are anticipated to be available on 
December 19, 2019. Salt Lake County, MSD staff, and consultants will present the review of the revised 
application to the Salt Lake County Council Committee of the Whole on January 7th, 2020.   
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MEMORANDUM 

 

TO: Craig L. White, General Manager 

 Board of Trustees 

 

FROM: Michael H Foerster, PE 

  District Engineer 

 

DATE:  July 25, 2019 

 

SUBJECT: Olympia Development 

 

 

Olympia is a new development currently located in Salt Lake County, west of Herriman 

at approximately 12900 South and 6400 West.  They have proposed 6,330 Units on 937 

acres which they estimate will generate peak flows of 4,200 gallons/minute.   

 

The District injected these flows into its sewer model, to see how downstream capacities 

would be affected. It was determined at build out that South Valley Sewer District does 

not have sufficient capacity for this many units, plus the proposed surrounding densities 

without some downstream improvements.  However, as necessary the District anticipates 

upsizing various pipes downstream of this development over time and will continue to 

collect impact fees for this purpose. Accordingly, the District does not object to the 

development being approved in phases over time. 
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May 15, 2018 

 

 

 

 

Salt Lake County Planning Commission 
2001 S State Street, #N3-600 
Salt Lake City, UT 84190 

Subject: Proposed Olympia development 

Dear Planning Commissioners: 

I have been involved in discussions regarding the proposed Olympia development for the past 
few months. Since the property is in the unincorporated area of Salt Lake County, it is within the 
service area of the Greater Salt Lake Municipal Services District.  

If the County approves this project, we look forward to providing our full range of municipal 
services to the Olympia community.  

Respectfully, 

 
 

Bart Barker 
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July 2, 2019 

 
 

ELECTRONICALLY DELIVERED 
 
Hon. Jenny Wilson, Mayor 
Hon. Richard Snelgrove, Chair, Salt Lake County Council 
Hon. Shireen Ghorbani, Member, Salt Lake County Council 
Hon. Jim Bradley, Member, Salt Lake County Council 
Hon. Arlyn Bradshaw, Member, Salt Lake County Council 
Hon. Michael Jensen, Member, Salt Lake County Council 
Hon. Aimee Winder Newton, Member, Salt Lake County Council 
Hon. Ann Granato, Member, Salt Lake County Council 
Hon. Steve DeBry, Member, Salt Lake County Council 
Hon. Max Burdick, Member, Salt Lake County Council  
 
 
 
Dear Mayor Wilson, Chair Snelgrove and Members of the County Council: 

 
Pursuant to Resolution No. 5577 of 2019 adopted by the Salt Lake County Council 

(“Council”) on May 21, 2019 (“Council Resolution”) Olympia Land, LLC, (“Applicant”) is 
pleased to submit this revised application (“Application”) for the development of 
approximately 931.8 acres of land (“Olympia”) owned by The Last Holdout, LLC in the 
southwest corner of Salt Lake County.  The MDA recognizes and addresses all of the 
matters raised in the Council Resolution and, in addition, other matters raised regarding 
Olympia at various public meetings and in other public forums.  The Applicant recognizes 
that while it will never be possible to make everyone happy about any development of any 
property the comments have helped improve Olympia for all stakeholders.  Specifically, the 
MDA has reduced the number of units proposed in Olympia by approximately 36%.  This 
reduction in the number of units, as well as the focus of Olympia on creating a 
live/work/recreate community and the recently-announced Utah State University 
significantly mitigate the concerns previously expressed.  
 

The Applicant stands ready to work with the Council and its professional staff, as 
well as with all other stakeholders including local governments, the Wasatch Front Regional 
Council, Silicon Slopes, UDOT, GOED, USU, the Jordan School District and other service 
providers to continue to refine and improve Olympia so that it can become the jewel of a 
development that will provide optimal benefits for everyone involved. Olympia Land has 
worked closely with USU regarding a centerpiece campus facility with numerous 
community amenities.  Also, Olympia Land has worked with the Jordan School District 
regarding the possibly donation of other lands and the reservation/sale of additional 
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properties.  
 
The Applicant, along with all other responsible governmental entities and non-

governmental organizations, recognizes that further growth is coming to the southwest 
corner of the Salt Lake Valley.  The Applicant trusts that the County Mayor, the County 
Council and everyone else involved understands and agrees that master planned 
communities provide a better opportunity to manage the inevitable growth in a manner that 
optimizes the benefits to the community while mitigating over time and on a regional basis 
any potential adverse impacts. 
 
Responses to Specific Issues in the Council Resolution. 
 
The Master Development Agreement (“MDA”) (and the exhibits thereto, “Exhibits”) is 
intended to be submitted as a part of the process for the rezoning will address the issues 
raised in Section 5 of the Council Resolution as noted below.  Of course, greater detail on 
these responses will be found in the Exhibits and the MDA. 
 

a. Complete streets 
Response:  The Exhibits will recognize that streets serve more roles in the community than just 
corridors for transportation.  Street layout and design can be a force for promoting a sense of 
community.  Careful, quality design and layout provide opportunities to influence transportation 
choices and, also, to beautify the community.  Street designs in Olympia will include, where 
appropriate, provisions for encouraging alternative transportation modes such as mass transit on 
major corridors, bus stops, BRT lanes along with bicycle lanes and parking.  Streets will be, 
where appropriate, landscaped (including both alongside the streets and, potentially, in medians).  
Sidewalks will be widely used and incorporated in the landscaping sometimes in association with 
trail connectivity. 
 

b.  Street Connectivity, with many options beyond collector streets including small streets and 

smaller blocks, where streets connect versus collect 

Response:  As noted above, the Exhibits will recognize that various options encouraging 
neighborhoods requires multiple types of street design.  Overly-wide streets are not appropriate 
in smaller neighborhoods for reasons including costs of maintenance, and snow-plowing as well 
as creating heat islands and increasing storm water runoff.  Block sizes will take into account the 
type of development serviced by the various types of streets.  The goals of the transportation 
system design will be to encourage the connections of residential neighborhoods with each other 
and with the commercial, institutional, recreational and other uses. 

 

c.  Plans for infrastructure and commitment for transportation, water and sewer 
Response:  The Exhibits will illustrate the backbone infrastructure necessary for Olympia and 
will create a process for ensuring during reviews of individual development projects that 
backbone infrastructure is sufficient for future master planned uses.  The MDA will provide for 
“trigger” mechanisms to appropriately deal with the timing of the backbone infrastructure as 
those systems are driven by the development of Olympia and by other projects in the area that 
impact the same systems. 
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d. Minimum Open Space for Development 10%, with minimum Open Space and Common Area 

(as both are defined in the P-C Zoning Ordinance) totaling 20% 
Response:  The MDA will provide a mechanism to ensure that all future development plans will 
comply with the required amount of open space.  These Open Space and Common Areas (and, 
also trails) will be phased based on the timing of the various projects.  Importantly, the Open 
Space and Common Areas of Olympia will recognize the unique benefits of the USU campus 
which is presently contemplated to serve as a significant public gathering place with features 
such as recreational and cultural amenities and other similar features.  The many features of the 
USU campus that will work towards meeting these mutual goals are illustrated in a publication 
by USU entitled Bastian Agricultural Center and dated June 20, 2019 that was circulated at the 
groundbreaking for the USU project on June 22, 2019. 

 

e.  Mix of housing types within neighborhoods, including for various ages and price points 
Response:  One of the benefits of master-planned projects on larger parcels of property is the 
opportunity to create multiple types of housing.  Actually, having different types of product 
available at all times helps absorption and, thus, cashflow.  The Exhibits will provide examples 
of how different housing products will be integrated into neighborhoods and also in relation to 
surrounding commercial or other uses.  Also, housing units of different sizes, types and price-
points may be integrated into mixed use projects. 

 

f.  Mix of Housing options -with incentives for Affordable Housing and Rent/Buy 
Response:  As noted above, appropriate mixing of housing product types benefits not only the 
community but the developer as well.  The MDA will recognize that appropriately located 
projects will try to take maximum advantage of any incentives (such as the Olene Walker Fund 
and tax credits) to help make housing available at all income levels.  Both rental and owned 
products will be provided in various locations as driven by the market. 

 

g.  Design standards in the following areas: 

 

i. Community wide (place making, centers, parks, trails and street  connectivity) 
Response:  The Exhibits will include provisions for creating neighborhood and regional centers 
for activities to help foster a sense of place.  Olympia intends to be a place with a “there, there”.  
As noted above and below, this will be assisted with street layout and with appropriate parks and 
trails. 

 

ii. Site design (parking, building placement, walks, landscaping, lighting and  signs) 
Response:  As noted throughout this response, the MDA and the Exhibits will carefully consider 
all aspects of site design including the issues referenced above, as well as integrated 
transportation planning, to make Olympia a vibrant community with its own sense of place 
where people of all income and age ranges are proud to live, work and play. 

 

iii. Architecture (basic massing, not uniform "cookie cutter", doors, percentage of glass, mixture 

of architecture in residential and commercial construction) 

Response:  The Exhibits will provide design guidelines to avoid typical suburban-style uniform 
housing designs where every home looks like every other home.  Olympia will have a high-
quality bias and encourage creative housing alternatives.  The commercial, office and other 
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components will be held to a quality design standard so, again, standard suburban “strip” centers 
will be discouraged. 

 

iv. Design that encourages communities - not neighborhoods 
Response:  As noted elsewhere, all of the aspects of Olympia including street design, parks, 
landscaping, trails and architectural features will be integrated to encourage the creation of a 
common identity for the area. 
 

v. Parking as a supportive element - not the central design 
Response:  While parking is, at least for the near- medium-future, necessary to support all of the 
uses in Olympia, the Exhibits will provide that parking is not the driving force in a design, but 
instead, fulfills its appropriate role as a sort of necessary evil.  The design of surfaced and 
structured parking will incorporate landscaping and also accommodate alternative transportation 
modalities such as ride-sharing, EV-charging and mass transit. 

 

vi. Street parking 
Response:  Street parking is appropriate in certain circumstances but not in others.  Street 
parking will be carefully considered based on the types of uses and adjacent uses.  Street parking 
will also consider the needs of bicycles and EVs. 

 

vii. Sustainable and energy-efficient design features  

Response:  The Applicant recognizes that energy and water conservation features are positive 
selling points for all types of uses in Olympia.  The MDA will encourage energy conservation 
by, among other things, ensuring that any design guidelines do not restrict, but instead promote 
design and construction elements such as solar panels, EV charging, xeriscaping and other 
similar features.  Olympia hopes to coordinate the design and implementation of these important 
features with USU, the WFRC and other applicable governmental and non-governmental entities 
and service providers such as Rocky Mountain Power, Dominion Energy, and the South Valley 
Sewer District.  The goal of Olympia is to be as high up the LEED scale as is reasonably 
possible. 

 

viii.  Design standards review committee 
Response:  All design features will be reviewed prior to submission of plans to the County by a 
robust and empowered design review committee including appropriate stakeholder 
representation. 

 

h. Work with UTA and UDOT on future road alignments for long-term population growth 
Response:  The MDA will provide that the Applicant will cooperate not only with UTA and 
UDOT on such features as mass transit such as TRAX and BRT but will also cooperate with 
other governments in the area and the Wasatch Front Regional Council to minimize what are, by 
definition, regional issues caused by the overall growth in the south end of the Salt Lake Valley 
and the north end of Utah County with all developments and governments paying their fair share. 

 

i.    Multi-family residential areas clustered around Town Centers and Villages 
Response:  “Density” will be “feathered” to have higher concentrations near more intense non-
residential uses such as office and retail.  Higher density housing may also be appropriate in 






