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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JANUARY 8, 1997
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on January 8, 1997, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m.
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Review and action on the December 18, 1996, minutes.
Review and acceptance of an annexation petition for the Spring
Creek Annexation to American Fork consisting of 300+ acres
southwest of American Fork at approximately 700 West 300
South.
Review and action on the site plan for an LDS Recreation
facility at approximately 945 North 540 West.
Review and action on the determination of eligibility for an
inner block project at 460 East 700 North (southside) within
the R1-7500 zone .
Review and action on the determination of eligibility for an
inner block project at approximately 153 West 200 North.
Review and action on the final plat of Sparks Subdivision at
250 West 1450 North.
Review and action on the new final plat of Silver Willow
Subdivision Plat A at approximately 310 South 100 East.
Review and action on the establishment of a work session to
discuss private access for one and two-family inner block and
PUD projects.
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
Adjournment.

Dated this 31 day of December, 1996.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
JANUARY 8, 1997

(
REGULAR SESSION

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session
on January 8, 1997, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:05 p.m.
Members present included Michael Georgeson, Clark Taylor, J. H.
Hadfield, Phil Collins, Juel Belmont, Pat Fleming, and *Bill Arbus.
Staff members present included Rod Despain, Howard Denney,
Bennett, and Richard Colborn.

Kevin

Others present included Paul Washburn, Stephen Chipman, Mr.
Scholes, Brandon Young from Troop 10, Ray Sparks, Steve Sowby, Glen
Wagstaff, Daniel Copper, Denice Peterson, Chad Robinson, Rick
Radley, Barbara Christiansen, Roland Robinson, and 6 citizens.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE DECEMBER 18, 1996, MINUTES
Clark Taylor moved approval of the December 18, 1996, minutes as
presented. Michael Georgeson seconded the motion. Voting was as
follows: Aye, Clark Taylor, Michael Georgeson, Phil Collins, and
J.H. Hadfield.
Abstain, Pat Fleming and Juel Belmont.
Absent,
Bill Arbus.
The motion carried.

(

*Bill Arbus arrived.
REVIEW AND ACCEPTANCE OF AN ANNEXATION PETITION FOR THE SPRING
CREEK ANNEXATION TO AMERICAN FORK CONSISTING OF 300+ ACRES
SOUTHWEST OF AMERICAN FORK AT APPROXIMATELY 700 WEST 300 SOUTH
Rod Despain stated that the City had received a request for
annexation in two parts.
There was a larger area south of 7750
North Street (AF's 200 South) extending to the area of Spring Creek
and about 10 acres next to the tracks south of Kurt's Auto
Wrecking.
It met the requirements for a legal petition.
It was
understood that this request was prompted by the Township Act. The
area was in the City's Declaration area.
Chairman Hadfield stated that this would then go to the Council for
authorization to prepare the Policy Declaration.
Pat Fleming moved to accept the petition and to ask the Council for
permission to prepare the appropriate documents for the annexation.
Michael Georgeson seconded the motion. All were in favor.

Mrs. Francis Comer, Lehi City Councilmember stated that the Policy
Declaration area for Lehi and American Fork overlapped each other
in this vicinity.
She added that the same person was leading an
annexation request to each municipality and that those requests
overlapped each other also.
Rod Despain stated that he understood that the Policy Declarations
1

overlapped each other, but the fact that Lehi City had an
annexation request that overlapped American Fork 1 s annexation
request was new to him.
He stated that neighboring communities
ought to try hard to get along with each other. Lehi Councilmember
Comer agreed.
She reminded the Commission about HB120 and the delay in action.
Chairman Hadfield responded that the two Cities have attorneys with
different opinions and that the American Fork Planning Commission
was acting according to what they had been advised.
Chairman Hadfield noted that
willing to work things out.

the

Planning Commission was

Phil Collins expressed that if there was an overlap,
problem with accepting the petition.

very

he had a

Michael Georgeson stated that there was no proof at this time that
there was an overlap. The needed pick and shovel work would move
this ahead and expose whether there was on overlap or not.
Chairman Hadfield asked that Councilman Taylor bring the issue of
the potential overlap to the attention of the Council.
Howard Denney asked for a copy of Lehi 1 s annexation petition. Lehi
Councilmember Comer stated that she would have one provided.

(

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE SITE PLAN FOR AN LDS RECREATION FACILITY
AT APPROXIMATELY 945 NORTH 540 WEST
Howard Denney stated that this was just north of the existing
Chapel site.
The proposal was to develop part of the area for a
softball field and a pavilion. The area on the east would be left
for future development.
Most of the utilities had already been
installed in 540 West Street.
It was proposed that there be no
restrooms in the pavilion.
Bill Arbus asked about curb, gutter, and sidewalk along 540 West
Street.
It was the LDS Church 1 s proposal not to install those
improvements at this time.
Chairman Hadfield felt that drainage was a potential problem with
the subdivision development already approved to the north.
Mr. Marvin J. Coomes felt that the project would take place in the
near future.
Michael Georgeson stated that one solution was to
create a detention basin on this property if the near term
development did not take place.
Bill Arbus stated that even though it had not been determined as to
how to develop the second part of the property, the City did have
an approved development to the north. Curb, gutter, and sidewalk
should be installed.
Chairman Hadfield

stated

that

if
2

it

was

to

be

housing,

then

utilities would be installed before the cement, however the LDS
Church may use it for a park. He suggested an improvement bond be
provided and explained to Mr. Coomes that they were usually for a
two year period.
Chairman Hadfield asked for comments.
Michael Georgeson moved approval of the LDS Recreation facility
with the requirement of an improvement bond for curb, gutter, and
sidewalk improvements on 540 West including asphalt to the curb.
Bill Arbus seconded the motion. All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A DETERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY FOR AN INNER
BLOCK PROJECT AT 460 EAST 700 NORTH (SOUTHSIDE) WITHIN THE Rl-7500
ZONE
Rod Despain distributed the provisions in the Code for inner block
areas and explained the criteria for Determination of Eligibility
for Inner Block projects. The inner block plan should include all
of the unused area within the boundaries of the block. The burden
of the Planning Commission was to develop a plan that was not to
the privilege of one and to the detriment of another.
Rod Despain stated that this inner block area had defined
boundaries, those being the AF river on the east & south, existing
development on the west, and 700 North Street on the north.
The
plan was a suggestion as to how it could be developed, but was not
yet the plan.
Paul Washburn reported that he had talked with the Council
previously and he was asked if there was a way to move the road to
the east next to the creek.
The lots were typically larger than
those existing to the west. He stated that there was clouded title
to some of this property between the Dean's and the City. This was
a first draft attempt and there was probably a need to do away with
one of the lots.
If the Commission felt this was a possibility,
Mr. Washburn would go back and do his homework.
Pat Fleming stated that he did look at the developments listed
previously. He was surprised that the asphalt width on the one by
the Orem Senior Center was only 28 feet.
It seemed to work but
there needed to be adequate off street parking provided.
Clark Taylor moved that the area be determined to be eligible for
an inner block project.
Phil Collins seconded the motion.

Mr. Glen Wagstaff asked about the City Property in this area.
Chairman Hadfield stated that those issues needed to resolved with
the Council before a site plan came back to the Planning
Commission.
Mrs. Peterson asked about the smaller lots. Rod Despain responded
that under a PUD, units were allowed based on an overall net area.
Mr. Washburn stated his awareness of the need to work some things
3

out with the Council.
Chairman Hadfield stated that if the motion passed, it did not set
that this was the final design.
Juel Belmont was happier with this type of design over what was
previously shown.
Mrs. Peterson stated that the neighbors were much more agreeable to
the moving of the road to the east and the single family units.
All were in favor of the motion.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A DETERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY FOR AN INNER
BLOCK PROJECT AT APPROXIMATELY 153 WEST 200 NORTH
J.H. Hadfield stated that this was in his block and would abstain
from any vote, but would continue to move the meeting along and act
as the Chair.
Rod Despain noted this request was within the block bordered by
Pacific Drive, 200 North, 100 West, & 200 West .
He noted that
there had been several proposals for development of this area.
There was much more area available in the interior than the 1.3
acres proposed.
The ordinance required the City to look at the
entire inner block if it was determined to be eligible.
(

Steve Sowby explained that the largest owner was wanting to move
ahead on his own but did not object to the inclusion of other
properties.
However, as of this time, none of the properties
abutting the main property wanted to sell at a reasonable price.
He explained that there could be 74 feet obtained for access.
There was opportunity for some access from the Clegg and from the
South, but that this was the most suitable.
Howard Denney, stated that access for transportation and utilities
needed to be looked at closely.
He did feel that it met the
criteria for eligibility for an inner block project. He noted that
the Ordinance required existing lots fronting onto existing City
streets to maintain the size required by the underlying zone.
Pat Fleming was concerned about how it would work.
Michael Georgeson, after looking closely at the Ordinance and that
the determination of eligibility preceded the development of the
plan, he was in favor of granting the determination.
Rod Despain stated that an interior boundary would need to be
determined and then work to see what would work.
Michael Georgeson stated that the area outlined was not one that he
would consider solely.
He wanted to see the whole inner block
included. One person could purchase the property, or individually
each could develop their own.
The plan could be produced by the
City or by the owner(s). This was one he felt that the City might
4

I

want to take the lead.

(

Pat Fleming moved that this area be determined to be eligible for
an inner block project noting that the concept plan was not the
only area to be included, but was provided for point of reference
only and that the City would be involved in defining the area.
Bill Arbus seconded the motion.

Mr. Sowby and Rod Despain would get together to determine the area
to be considered and return to the next meeting.
Bill Arbus withdrew his second and Pat Fleming withdrew his motion.
Michael Georgeson moved to continue this item to the next meeting.
Phil Collins seconded the motion. All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF SPARKS SUBDIVISION AT 250
WEST 1450 NORTH
Howard stated that the plat was accurate and complete.
There
needed to be curb, gutter, and sidewalk installed on lot 1 on 150
West Street.

(

There was heated discussion regarding the drainage of surface
water.
Mr. Denney explained that to allow it to drain out
approximately 3 feet of fill would be needed on the north west culde-sac.
He wanted to make sure that there would be positive
drainage out. There was a pipe proposed to take this overflow, but
Mr. Denney discouraged the option, in favor of moving 250 West
Street one lot to the west.
Chad Robinson stated that the drainage could have been worked out
before this meeting, had he known. He had a final mylar prepared
for signature by the owners.
He wanted to know why this was not
covered earlier. This was a last minute change. It had been drawn
that way a month ago. He was upset.
Juel Belmont felt that two sumps would work better.
Mr. Denney
explained that the grates on top of the sumps may get plugged and
a place was needed for the water to go; not into homes.
Pat Fleming did not want to hold it up any longer. But, he wanted
to make sure that the City did not have to deal with water in
basements.
Chad Robinson stated that he had already cut the roads in .
Clark Taylor observed that this was additional time and expense to
the developer.
Chad Robinson stated that this was the same plat that had been
discussed for months. Mr. Sparks was upset also.
Howard Denney reported that the City had not been successful in
using pipes on private property with the use of easements.
5

(

Pat Fleming stated that driveway locations as talked about before
would need to be changed as well.
Rod Despain stated that the annexation impacts have been taken care
of.
Bryan Brunsen with
signatures.

the

title

company was

getting

the

owner's

Pat Fleming moved that the City was bound to take the right
solution and that 250 West Street be moved one lot to the west with
corrections as needed subject to the City Engineer's concerns and
that this be the first item on the Commission's January 22nd
agenda.
Bill Arbus seconded the motion, noting the need to
complete the other 8 concerns as well.

Howard Denney observed that most of the changes would be on the
plans and profiles. He would get with Roger Dudley on the changes.
All were in favor of the motion.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE NEW FINAL PLAT OF SILVER
SUBDIVISION PLAT A AT APPROXIMATELY 310 SOUTH 100 EAST

(

WILLOW

Rick Radley was present to request approval of the Silver Willow
Subdivision noting that this was previously known as the Evan
Johnson project.
In a property dispute, it was determined by the
court that his property line was 30 feet further to the north than
what he thought it was.
A lady in the audience asked what could be done to get sidewalk up
the rest of the street by the Greenwood School. Chairman Hadfield
suggested that she work through the PTA.
Howard Denney explained that there needed to be state plane
coordinates, monuments, the plans and profiles changed to show the
proper sidewalk, a sump located, and the treatment of the river
taken care of.
Bill Arbus moved approval of the Subdivision with the engineering
concerns taken care of by the City Engineer. Juel Belmont seconded
the motion. All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A WORK SESSION TO DISCUSS
PRIVATE ACCESS FOR ONE AND TWO-FAMILY INNER BLOCK AND PUD PROJECTS
It was agreed by the Commission that they would hold a work session
on January 15, 1997, at 7:00p.m. to discuss private access for one
and two-family inner block and PUD projects.
Chairman Hadfield
asked that they also look at some wording to require that each unit
have frontage.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing further to report.
6

OTHER BUSINESS

(

Pat Fleming asked that the Commission think about working on some
pro-active planning items such as a grading ordinance, shade tree
ordinances, and fences.
He asked that at a future meeting
Commissioners identify some objectives.
Michael Georgeson and Phil Collins would not be in attendance at
the January 22nd meeting as they would be out of town.
Juel Belmont acknowledged the letters sent to various businesses
that were parking on the public right-of-way and asked that one be
sent to Duff's regarding the display of equipment on the public
right-of-way. The Commission agreed.
Chairman Hadfield thanked Mr. Bennett
Commissioner and City Liability.

for

the

information

on

Chairman Hadfield noted that the APA mid winter conference would be
on February 27-28 in St. George.
Those wishing to attend should
contact him or Mr . Colborn.
The annual Planning Commission Dinner would be held on January 31,
1997, at Magleby's at 6:30p.m.
Invitations would be sent.

(

Chairman Hadfield explained that adoption of the General Plan,
excluding drainage and irrigation was on the Council's agenda for
January 14th. The Commission discussed options that would ensure
General Plan compliance.
ADJOURNMENT
Bill Arbus moved adjournment at 9:46 p.m.
seconded the motion. All were in favor.

an~.
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Richard M. Colborn
City Recorder
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JANUARY 15, 1997
NOTICE OF WORK SESSION AND AGENDA

(

Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in a Work Session on January 15, 1997, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m.
The
agenda shall be as follows:
WORK SESSION
1.
2.

Discussion of private access for one and two-family inner
block and PUD projects.
Adjournment.

Dated this 14 day of January, 1997.

J.H. Hadfield
Chairman

(

t'

AMERICAN FORK PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
JANUARY 15, 1997

(
WORK SESSION

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in a work session on
January 15, 1997, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:05p.m. Those
present included J.H. Hadfield, Michael Georgeson, Phil Collins,
Pat Fleming, Bill Arbus, and Juel Belmont.
Clark Taylor was
excused as he was out of town. Staff members present included Rod
Despain, Howard Denney, and Richard Colborn.
Others present
included Paul Washburn, James Ragan, Barbara Christiansen, and 4
citizens.
Chairman Hadfield explained that the Commission had been asked by
the City Council to look at smaller access and/or private roads
into one or two- family inner block and PUD projects.
Chairman
Hadfield turned time over to Rod Despain, City Planner, for a
review and update.
Rod Despain distributed the City's present requirements for single
family and multiple family PUD's and also for inner blocks.
He
explained the history of the City's street cross-sections and how
it grew from the 54' to the 60'.

(

Mr. Despain used Shalimar Acres as an example of narrow lots with
only 32 feet of blacktop. He explained that American Fork wanted
to see a tree lined park strip.
Mr. Despain discussed gated communities and how the streets were
kept public. The Ordinance required that roadways in single family
residential PUD's needed to remain public.
He discussed 28-foot
access roadways into the center of the block. He was not trying to
solve the problem this evening, but to give Commission members an
idea of the complexity of the issue.
Rod Despain explained that in one and two-family developments the
City standard was adhered to with the belief that at some time
those developments would become City responsibility.
Chairman Hadfield brought up the issue of a duplex constructed
front and rear that wanted to be converted to private ownership and
the one in the rear had no direct frontage.
He observed that the
Commissioners were now up to speed on the issue and urged them to
review the plats provided of different developments and encouraged
them to visit the developments noted.
Michael Georgeson expressed that he did not know how an Ordinance
with that amount of flexibility could be written and enforced.
A gentleman that lived in the 400 East 700 North area was present
and noted that the developer was given compromises. He had a house
that was not wide enough for a carport nor for a double wide

/

(

driveway. He encouraged the Commission that before any compromise,
to look closely at the consequences to those that would live there.
Juel Belmont stated that she was negative toward inner block
development because of the lack of design they have shown. They do
not take into account the "scale" of the surrounding development.
Chairman Hadfield expressed that Danny Richard 1 s development,
Chipman Village, was probably the best example of an inner block in
North Utah County.
Chairman Hadfield reported that the General Plan was adopted by the
Council except for the drainage portion.
A lot of gratitude was
given the Commission members by the Council.
The Spring Creek Annexation was presented previously and a Lehi
Councilmember stated that the Lehi Mill Pond Annexation to Lehi
overlapped American Fork 1 s Spring Creek Annexation.
Chairman
Hadfield reported that his research showed there was no overlap,
but abutted one another.
Rod Despain explained that the City was very close to the level of
standard for parks as outlined in the General Plan.
The meeting was adjourned at 8:30p.m.

Richard M. Colborn
Planning Administrator

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JANUARY 22, 1997
NOTICE AND AGENDA

(

Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on January 22, 1997, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m.
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7 : 00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
(

Review and action on the January 8, 1996, minutes.
Review and action on the final plat of Sparks Subdivision at
250 West 1450 North.
Review and action on the determination of eligibility for an
inner block project at approximately 153 West 200 North.
Review and action on revised site plans for Lots 1 & 2 in the
West Court Subdivision at approximately 475 West Pacific Drive
to allow for the construction of garages.
Review and action on the site plan for a billboard at
approximately 90 East South Frontage Road including a change
to the site plan for AA Alpine Self Storage.
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
Adjournment.

Dated this 14 day of January, 1997.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
JANUARY 22, 1997

(
REGULAR SESSION

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session
on January 22, 1997, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:00 p.m.
Members present included J.H. Hadfield, Juel Belmont, Pat Fleming,
Clark Taylor, and Bill Arbus.
Phil Collins and Michael Georgeson
were excused as they were out of town.
Staff members present
included Rod Despain, Howard Denney, and Richard Colborn. Others
present included James Ragan, Bill & Sally Arbus, Ray Sparks, Chad
Robinson, Kay Robinson, Stephen Sowby, Dan Sorensen, Don Bosley,
Daniel Copper, and Barbara Christiansen.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE JANUARY 8, 1997, MINUTES
Clark Taylor moved approval of the January 8, 1997, minutes as
presented. Bill Arbus seconded the motion. All were in favor.

Chairman Hadfield noted that the Lehi Councilwoman's last name was
spelled "Comer."
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF SPARKS SUBDIVISION AT 250
WEST 1450 NORTH
(

Chairman Hadfield noted that the foot prints of the lots in the
final plat of Sparks Subdivision did not change, just the plan and
profile sheets.
Howard Denney explained that the upper intersection of the northsouth road was lowered in elevation to accomplish a positive
drainage out flow. Sumps and fire hydrants were shown correctly as
well as the 150 West curb, gutter, and sidewalk.
He recommended
approval of the plat.
Clark Taylor asked about a cross-gutter across the road. Chairman
Hadfield felt that a dip was a poor substitute for speed control.
Bill Arbus was against the dip.
Bill Arbus moved approval of the final plat of Sparks Subdivision
at 250 West 1450 North and the plan and profile sheets as reviewed
by the City Engineer.
Pat Fleming seconded the motion. All were
in favor.

Pat Fleming commented that work should
preliminary approval, only with a final.

not

be

allowed

Chairman Hadfield asked that the proposed grading, drainage,
excavation ordinance be placed on the next agenda.

with
and

Rod Despain noted that this would be a reference to the Uniform
Building Code.
1

'

(

.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE DETERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY FOR AN INNER
BLOCK PROJECT AT APPROXIMATELY 153 WEST 200 NORTH
Rod Despain reported that as a result of the last Commission
meeting, he had reviewed with Mr. Sowby, and presented to the
Commission a map of Block 23 showing the territory that could be
included in an inner block project.
He explained that this area
met the ordinance and believed it to qualify as eligible for inner
block development.
There were 3 or 4 areas that might work for
access.
Steve Sowby estimated the area to be around 3 acres.
Rod Despain stated that a quick review demonstrated that about 41
other blocks could possibly qualify for inner block projects.
Pat Fleming moved that the Commission find this block and the area
shown as eligible for an inner block development.
Bill Arbus
seconded the motion.

Rod Despain noted that lots fronting on existing streets needed to
be conforming lots to the underlying zone.
The next step in the
process would be to develop an overall plan.
Juel Belmont had an impression of the recent work session, that
they were going hammer those issues out before approving any more.
Rod Despain explained that there was a current ordinance in place
and as long as the petitioner wanted to conform, then we could move
ahead. The City has control. It was being questioned if they had
too much control.
Voting was as follows: Aye, Clark Taylor, Pat Fleming, Bill Arbus,
and Juel Belmont.
Abstain, J.H. Hadfield as he lived on this
block.

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Sowby to provide a drawing of a
proposed development. He asked that Mr. Despain look at proposed
development independently.
Mr. Sowby noted that a reduction to a 30-foot street would greatly
enhance 3 more inner block projects that he was aware of.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON REVISED SITE PLANS FOR LOTS 1 & 2 IN THE WEST
COURT SUBDIVISION AT APPROXIMATELY 475 WEST PACIFIC DRIVE TO ALLOW
FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF GARAGES
Mr. Dan Sorensen of Patterson Construction was present to request
the approval to build four double car garages with a single wide
door each, for each four-plex.
Chairman Hadfield provided a copy of the original site plan noting
that there were some of the items not completed including lawn and
trees.
2

(

Bill Arbus commented that in the site plan that was approved it was
noted that the grass area was to be a common area .
Mr. Sorensen stated that they had just received occupancy and felt
that they would be putting in the remaining improvements.
The
existing parking spots on the asphalt would remain. There was more
of a demand for garages than for grass area.
Pat Fleming asked to see the garages possibly placed back to back .
Pat Fleming moved to instruct staff to get the minutes and plats of
West Court when it was approved and that the petitioner work to
solve the dead space in the middle.
Bill Arbus seconded the
motion.

Chairman Hadfield asked that the plan be drawn to scale .
Mr.
Sorensen suggested that the best solution would have been to have
back to back garages and grass area next to the 4-plex . He noted
that they could be flipped and run north and south.
Chairman
Hadfield felt that alternative had some merit as well.
All were in favor of the motion.

Mr. Sorensen should get copies to the Site Plan Committee and this
item would be placed on the next agenda.

(

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE SITE PLAN FOR A BILLBOARD AT APPROXIMATELY
90 EAST SOUTH FRONTAGE ROAD INCLUDING A CHANGE TO THE SITE PLAN FOR
AA ALPINE SELF STORAGE
Chairman Hadfield reported that the closest billboard was 830 feet
west . Rod Despain explained that the proposed AA Alpine site plan
was approved subject to final drainage plans. The billboard would
be placed inside the fence of the storage units.
The maximum
height that the single pole sign would be allowed would be at 35
feet above the nearest travel lane of I-15.
He stated that the
request complied with the Ordinance.
Pat Fleming moved approval of the billboard as presented and the
amendment of the site plan for AA Alpine Self Storage.
Clark
Taylor seconded the motion.

It was noted that the conditions of the basic approval, including
drainage issues, still needed to be adhered to.
All were in favor of the motion.

SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT

(

Rod Despain reported that there were amendments to the Highway
System Act of 1995. The control of billboards has been extended to
include federal highways like US 89 (State Street) not just
Interstate Highways (I -15) .
He will report back at the next
meeting.
3

OTHER BUSINESS

(

Bill Arbus was pleased that the Commission stood their ground with
regard to the Sparks Subdivision and the drainage issue. He felt
the public had been well served. He explained concerns on the West
Court site plan with the conflicting measurements.
Juel Belmont brought up the Conservation Building Code and asked
about its adoption.
Chairman Hadfield would ask Ron Morrill to
inquire about it at his upcoming Building Code Conference.
Pat Fleming asked for Commission members to come up with ideas for
initiatives to tackle during the next year, ie, the Shade Tree
Ordinance, Fence Ordinance, etc, and then the Commission could
prioritize and work on the top two. He felt that what Juel Belmont
had referred to about inner blocks had merit.
He suggested that
the Commission contract with a firm to plan for the inner blocks.
Juel Belmont agreed and felt that some could be hired for a nominal
fee.
J . H. Hadfield asked this to be placed under other business.

(

Clark Taylor reported on the recent Council work session on impact
fees . The City was in compliance with Banberry. The City would be
able to lift the moratorium by the deadline of March 10.
Of all
the questions raised, all were adequately answered by Staff and
Consultants. After much to do, the drainage element of the General
Plan was placed on the next Council agenda. He would see everyone
at the Commission Dinner at Magleby' s, but would not be to
Commission meeting on February 5th.
ADJOURNMENT
Clark Taylor moved adjournment at 8:35 p.m.
the motion. All were in favor.

Richard M. Colborn
Planning Administrator

(
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Pat Fleming seconded

(

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
FEBRUARY 5, 1997
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on February 5, 1997, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m.
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.
6.

(

7.
8.

9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

Review and action on the January 22, 1997, minutes.
Review and action on revised site plans for Lots 1 & 2 in the
West Court Subdivision at approximately 475 West Pacific Drive
to allow for the construction of garages.
Review and acceptance of a petition for the LeBaron Annexation
at 825 East Pacific Drive consisting of approximately 3 acres.
Review and action on the preliminary plan of Chipman Village
Plat C at 60 North 330 East.
Review and action on an amended Val Vista Subdivision Plat A
at 1150 North 1190 East.
Review and action on a Determination of Eligibility for an
inner block development in Block 5, Center Street to 100 West
and 100 South to 200 South.
Review and action on an inner block development plan (James
Court Condominiums) at 153 West 200 North.
Review and action on the Pajela Annexation Plat B at 1090 East
450 South consisting of 4.99 acres and concept development
plan.
Review and action on an inner block development plan (Woods @
Riverwalk) at 475 East 700 North.
(northside)
Review and action on an inner block development plan
(Riverwalk) at 460 East 700 North.
(southside)
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
Adjournment.

Dated this 29 day of January, 1997.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

(

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
FEBRUARY 5, 1997

(
REGULAR SESSION

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session
on February 5, 1997, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:03 p.m.
Members present included J.H. Hadfield, Clark Taylor, Juel Belmont,
Pat Fleming, Michael Georgeson, *Phil Collins, and **Bill Arbus
City Staff present included Rod Despain, Howard Denney, Kevin
Bennett, Fire Chief Jim Hardy, Mayor Jess Green, and Richard
Colborn. Others present included Glen Wagstaff, Chase Thompson &
Cameron Thompson from Troop 820, Ben Packer & Andrew Packer from
Troop 828, Danny Richards, Barbara Christiansen, Stephen Sowby,
Paul Washburn, Mina Pajela, Daniel Copper, and 16 citizens.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE JANUARY 22, 1997, MINUTES
Juel Belmont moved to approve the January 22, 1997, minutes as
presented.
Clark Taylor seconded the motion.
Voting was as
follows: Aye, J.H. Hadfield, Pat Fleming, Juel Belmont, and Clark
Taylor. Abstain, Michael Georgeson. Absent, Phil Collins and Bill
Arbus.
The motion carried.

(

REVIEW AND ACTION ON REVISED SITE PLANS FOR LOTS 1 & 2 IN THE WEST
COURT SUBDIVISION AT APPROXIMATELY 475 WEST PACIFIC DRIVE TO ALLOW
FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF GARAGES
This item was deleted
submitted for review.

from

the

agenda

as

there

was

nothing

REVIEW AND ACCEPTANCE OF A PETITION FOR THE LEBARON ANNEXATION AT
825 EAST PACIFIC DRIVE CONSISTING OF APPROXIMATELY 3 ACRES
Chairman Hadfield noted that this was immediately east of the new
A & Y Builders, Ace Hardware.
*Phil Collins arrived.
Michael Georgeson moved to accept the LeBaron Annexation petition
noting that the 120 days started as of the date of the petition
which was January 28, 1997.
Pat Fleming seconded the motion.
Voting was as follows: Aye, Michael Georgeson, J.H. Hadfield, Pat
Fleming, Clark Taylor, and Juel Belmont.
Abstain, Phil Collins.
Absent, Bill Arbus. The motion carried.

**Bill Arbus arrived.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN OF CHIPMAN VILLAGE PLAT
C AT 60 NORTH 330 EAST

l

Chairman Hadfield noted that the preliminary plan consisted of two
parcels, one to the north for a twin home and one on Main Street
that was a combining of two parcels.
Mr. Richards had now
1

(

purchased the Letha Limb parcel and would keep the existing house
and use the rear portion fronting on 330 East for a twin home.
Rod Despain explained that there was not much that would be gained
by moving the cul-de-sac further south.
It was looked at
carefully.
Bill Arbus asked about a second outlet. Rod Despain reported that
was looked at previously and had been determined there was not
enough property between the Limb home and the one to the north.
Rod Despain explained that if preliminary approval were granted,
the next step would be to send it to the Council for a public
hearing.
Howard Denney noted that curb and gutter would need to be installed
in front of the Limb property as an off-site improvement and also
in front of the lots east of 330 East Street, and an additional
sump on the east corner of the 330 East intersection with Main
Street.

(

Pat Fleming moved to accept the preliminary plan of Chipman Village
Plat C with curb and gutter to be installed on Main Street in front
of the lots east of 330 East Street, a sump installed on the east
side of 330 East Main Street, and curb and gutter installed in
front of the Limb property as on off-site improvement.
Michael
Georgeson seconded the motion. All were in favor.

Mr. Despain explained that this would now go before the Council and
a public hearing.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED VAL VISTA SUBDIVISION PLAT A AT
1150 NORTH 1190 EAST
Chairman Hadfield noted that this was a small change on lot 102
from a 56 wide footprint to a 60 foot wide footprint.
Rod Despain noted this was an amendment to a PUD, noting that
everything else would remain the same. It should be considered as
an incidental change and allowed to go forward without a public
hearing.
Michael Georgeson moved to recommend the approval of the Amended
Val Vista Subdivision Plat A with the conclusion that the change
was not significant. Clark Taylor seconded the motion.

Pat Fleming reported that he had gone to a training meeting last
Thursday on open space.
He reported that the City's PR zones as
this was in, were the suggestions of those in the know as to how to
preserve density.
He felt the Commission was on the right track
with this type of development.
All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A DETERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY FOR AN INNER
2

(

BLOCK DEVELOPMENT IN BLOCK 5,
SOUTH TO 200 SOUTH
This item was
petitioner.

deleted

from

CENTER STREET TO 100 WEST AND 100
the

agenda

at

the

request

of

the

REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN INNER BLOCK DEVELOPMENT PLAN (JAMES COURT
CONDOMINIUMS) AT 153 WEST 200 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield asked if there was anyone present to speak to the
item.
There being none, Rod Despain reported that the applicant
had provided one plan and staff had provided other options shown on
the lavender sheets.
Rod Despain concluded that there were 4 potential areas of access.
The applicant favored the one to the north.
The City needed to
look at the overall inner block and a cul-de-sac was not the only
option. A PUD inner block allowed for smaller lots and road width,
but existing lots that front existing streets, needed to meet the
requirements of the underlying zone. This was an important issue
in this case.

(

Mr. Despain continued that this inner block area included 5 or 6
property owners.
The next step would be to have an informal
meeting at a staff level with the owners to find out their
preferences
and
their
unwillingness
or
unwillingness
to
participate.
Pat Fleming discussed trying to work for a through street.
Fire Chief Jim Hardy explained that cul-de-sacs in his Department's
line of work were difficult.
Pat Fleming moved to instruct staff to hold a meeting with the
owners of the property and to encourage a through street.
Bill
Arbus seconded the motion.

Michael Georgeson noted that the lots and streets needed to meet
the City standard in so far as possible and could only take
advantage of the relaxed regulations after due consideration. All
possibilities needed to be explored.
A gentleman asked if this was the same type of discussion that
would happen on the other inner block items that were dropped off
the agenda.
Chairman Hadfield explained that the Commission would take into
consideration the neighbors as well.
The Commission would not
rubber stamp inner block plans.
Each one would be investigated
individually. This was a large issue with the potential of inner
block developments in approximately 40 blocks. The Commission had
held work sessions on the matter.
Work Sessions were advertized
and anyone was invited to attend.
Juel Belmont explained that she served on another committee and
3
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would work to have a number of older areas included in a historic
district.
Chairman Hadfield noted that Chipman Village on 330
Street was a very successful inner block project.

East Main

A lady in the audience stated that her concern was that an inner
block project not detract from the surrounding neighborhood that
would make existing residents want to move away.
Chairman Hadfield explained that he would abstain from the voting
as he lived on this block.
Voting was as follows:
Aye, Pat Fleming, Clark Taylor, Juel
Belmont, Phil Collins, Bill Arbus, and Michael Georgeson. Abstain,
J.H. Hadfield.
The motion carried.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PAJELA ANNEXATION PLAT B AT 1090 EAST 450
SOUTH CONSISTING OF 4.99 ACRES AND A CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN

(

Rod Despain noted that the proposal was to annex the next portion
to the south of the Paj ela property for the construction of
additional assisted living facilities including individual housing.
It was explained that the 120 day waiting period had been met as
this petition was originally filed in 1995. This was under 5 acres
(4 . 99) and would not require a formal policy declaration. He noted
a number of issues needed to be addressed and felt that an informal
policy declaration method would fill the need.
Paul Washburn explained that he was willing to set up a meeting
between AF and PG to discuss their common needs in the area
including the 1100 East street alignment.
Mr. Despain explained that the present access for this project was
a temporary one off of State Street.
Formal access needed to be
provided prior to much more development. Access west to 860 East
Street would be needed.
Chairman Hadfield asked about the existing American Fork City
boundary.
It was explained that at 1100 East north of State, on
the east was PG and on the west was AF.
South of State, on what
was called Smith Lane, both sides were in Pleasant Grove.
Mr. Washburn noted that easements at about 600 South west to 860
East Street had been negotiated and were about to be completed.
Pat Fleming asked if there had been any attempt by American Fork to
talk to Pleasant Grove about moving the border to the east to
accommodate the project. Rod Despain responded that this request
would provide the vehicle for discussions as some portion of the
applicant's property was in Pleasant Grove. Mr. Fleming felt that
should be one of the first things done. All agreed .
Mr. Washburn expressed desire to bring all of the Pajela property
into American Fork .
4
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Mr . Despain observed that Pleasant Grove now had a planning staff
and an in house City Engineer. Chairman Hadfield noted that 1100
East State was a traffic safety problem.
Rod Despain felt that neither community wanted to make life
miserable for developers with arbitrary restrictions. He commented
that there was an expectation by the applicant to have independent
residential units. The PO zone was not intended to be a substitute
for a residential zone.
The housing envisioned in the zone was
very narrow in scope.
Pat Fleming moved that it was in the best interest of American Fork
and Pleasant Grove to settle on a boundary in the location of 1100
East and felt it should be in the center of the roadway and to
approach Pleasant Grove City to work to that end.
Clark Taylor
seconded the motion.
All were in favor.

Chairman Hadfield expressed appreciation to Mrs. Pajela for having
located her project in American Fork.
It was a good project. He
asked to see the whole plan including the water lines, sewer lines,
and roadways for the entire piece of property. He felt maybe some
additional acres should be included in this request.
Paul Washburn felt that he could come forward with an overall site
plan in a short time .

(

Rod Despain stated that he could work with Mr. Washburn to look at
the scope of the project and determine if a policy declaration or
annexation agreement would be best.
Pat Fleming commented that he previously was comfortable of
allowing housing that was tied into a complex in a PO zone with the
theory that as one's level of assistance need increased, the
accommodations were available. He did not feel however, that units
to be individually sold met the intent of the PO zone and that a
residential zone would be required.
Paul Washburn explained that they wanted to have the proposed
housing units available to be individually sold on the market.
Bill Arbus supported the policy declaration notion as did Chairman
Hadfield.
Phil Collins moved to table any action pending the reaching of a
development agreement for the 4.99 acres that would link a final
site plan to the 22.45 acres.
Michael Georgeson seconded the
motion.

Chairman Hadfield asked Mrs. Pajela if she had a comment.
not.

She did

All were in favor of the motion.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN INNER BLOCK DEVELOPMENT PLAN
RIVERWALK) AT 475 EAST 700 NORTH (NORTHSIDE)
5

(WOODS

@

Rod Despain reported that the staff had looked closely at this
property . There was a determination of eligibility granting inner
block status. This was really the first time this area was focused
on. One of the things was to look at alternative designs.
Mr. Despain noted that there was only one owner. There would not
be a need for a community meeting . There was some question about
the property boundary and its relationship to Dean's Woods
Subdivision.
The river and riparian easements needed to be
clarified further.
The river was not as channelized on the south
as it was further to the north.
Paul Washburn noted that the legal description was not exact. He
noted that development opportunity was very tight. If the roadway
was reduced from 56 feet it would make the lots more buildable.
Howard Denney noted concern about access for emergency vehicles and
snowplows.
The City's ordinance now requires a dedicated City
Street in single family projects.
Fire Chief Jim Hardy wanted to make sure that some type of turn
around was provided for .
Mr. Washburn stated that one could be
accommodated .
Chairman Hadfield felt that there were other development options
available.
Adjacent property owner Clark Price, stated that he had talked with
some of the other neighbors and commented that the Development Code
required that if there were not two accesses, a cul-de-sac would be
required.
Mr . Washburn felt that there should be another
alternative other than a 110 foot cul-de-sac.

satisfactory

Councilman Taylor moved to instruct Mr. Washburn to look at other
road widths and designs along with Mr. Despain and to bring them
back to the Commission.
Phil Collins seconded the motion.

Mike Jones suggested that if the Commission was thinking about
narrowing the road width that they require the size of the lots to
be large enough to park cars off the street .
All were in favor .

REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN INNER BLOCK DEVELOPMENT PLAN (RIVERWALK) AT
460 EAST 700 NORTH (SOUTHSIDE)
Rod Despain explained that the design presented showed the road on
the creek side.
The proposed homes would be single family and
would back up to the existing homes. This would be a 42-foot right
of way .
The proposed road cross section (road improvement) was
different than the standard.
Chairman Hadfield noted that the proposed cul-de-sac street was 860
6

feet long.

A normal City block was 660 feet.

Paul Washburn reported that it was intended that the sewer line
would go out to 400 East in an easement without taking out any
home.
Chairman Hadfield observed that the water line would
probably need to be looped to 400 East.
Chairman Hadfield explained to Mr. Washburn that there may be some
redesign to the 700 North bridge.
Howard Denney noted that along with the Dean's Wood preliminary
plat, the treatment of the river was addressed. He asked that the
same effort be given with this development. The river would need
to be included in the 100 year flood calculations.
Horrocks
Engineers have designed the bridge to meet a 100 year flood and the
channel needed to meet the 100 year flood as well.
Chief Hardy noted that the asphalt width only was 24 or 28 feet.
He encouraged a wider width. It was explained that there would be
no parking on either side of the street.
Bill Arbus noted that enforcing no parking the
proposed road would be difficult .

length of

the

Michael Georgeson suggested some additional guest parking near the
cul-de-sac.
Pat Fleming felt that trailhead parking could be
placed up near 700 North and not within the project .
Clark Taylor felt that the no parking along the 24-foot roadway was
okay with the double car driveways and off street visitor parking
that was proposed.
Juel Belmont moved to accept the general plan for the Riverwalk
Inner Block PUD subject to the design of the treatment of the River
and other engineering items.
Michael Georgeson seconded the
motion.

Chairman
parking.

Hadfield

would

work

with

Mr.

Washburn

on

trailhead

Glen Wagstaff asked how the City owned property was to be handled.
Paul Washburn responded that he had been discussing the details
with the Mayor and would make accommodations to the City.
Mr . Clark Price observed that it had long been known that the
property lines in the northside area infringed upon one another.
He asked that in their further planning that be taken into
consideration.

(

A man in the audience commented that the trailhead was on private
property and would not be accessible to him and his horses.
Chairman Hadfield responded that it would be on City property.
The same man asked if 860 foot long driveways were now the norm .
7

Chairman Hadfield stated that it was peculiar to this property .
Rod Despain stated that if the
with the same issues they would
an amendment to the norm.
The
the standard on the length and

City was presented another project
probably approve it. This was not
Council could grant a variance to
the width of the asphalt.

Chairman Hadfield further explained that this was not the first
time this was reviewed. He explained that this was about the tenth
time this development had been on an agenda over a little more than
a year and a half .
All were in favor of the motion.

SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Rod Despain
Excavation.

resurrected

his

memo

on

Grading,

Drainage,

and

OTHER BUSINESS
1.

(

Rod Despain reported that the City had received a request in
the GC-1 zone for the placement of a pet crematorium to be
placed in one of the existing bays at Lumpy's Car Care .
He
asked if this was accepted "similar use." Michael Georgeson
questioned its use and wanted to know about those "in
waiting."
Pat Fleming noted that there was problem with cleanliness now.
Would this require additional parking.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the Commission would entertain
the request .
Bill Arbus felt this was an industrial use.
Chairman Hadfield noted that there was probably the need. Pat
Fleming felt that the health issues needed to be addressed.

2.

Rod Despain reported that the Warnick Annexation concept
development plan had been changed.
There were some
similarities and some differences. There was the same number
of units and pretty much the same road pattern.
The mix of
twin home and four plexes was different in that there were
more twin homes which cut down on the amount of open space.
The amount of City park was less as well.
Michael Georgeson stated that it was a significant difference
and it needed to return to the Commission.
In a poll
conducted by the Chairman, the Commissioners all agreed.

3 .

(

Rod Despain noted that the Kay Robinson project at 1120 North
200 East would be on the next agenda.
Road widths on 1120
North and 200 East were discussed along with the closing of
200 East .
8
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Mr . Copper noted that when 700 north went from 200 East to 100
East the need for 200 East north of 1120 North may change .
Michael Georgeson thanked the City for
Dinner .

the Planning Commission

Chairman Hadfield thanked Councilman Taylor and the staff for their
work.
Chairman Hadfield noted that the number of issues regarding inner
blocks and request for inner block projects continue to increase .
He felt that Pat Fleming's idea of getting a consultant to help the
Commission in this issue was warranted and he would discuss the
matter with the City Administrator. It was thought that there were
quite a few different type of projects including historic, single
family, twin home, and multiple family.
Chairman Hadfield stated that this was the time historically that
the change in leadership of the Commission was discussed. He noted
that Mr. Fleming and Mr. Georgeson had each had an opportunity to
Chair the Commission.

(

Pat Fleming observed that Chairman Hadfield had done an excellent
job and took the time necessary to make things happen.
He asked
J.H. Hadfield if he would continue for another year. Clark Taylor
agreed in the job well done.
J . H. Hadfield commented that with his position in the City he was
sometimes placed in a difficult position and asked Mr . Denney if it
would cause his office a problem. Mr. Denney stated that it would
not and supported his Chairmanship.
·
Bill Arbus moved that J.H. Hadfield remain the Commission Chairman
for 1997.
Michael Georgeson seconded the motion.
Voting was as
follows:
Aye, Pat Fleming, Bill Arbus, Michael Georgeson, Juel
Belmont, Phil Collins and Bill Arbus. Abstain, J .H. Hadfield. The
motion carried.

There was a round of applause in appreciation of
Chairman Hadfield had done.

the

job that

Michael Georgeson moved to send the adoption of the grading and
excavation provisions to the City Council.
Councilman Taylor
seconded the motion. All were in favor.

ADJOURNMENT
Pat Fleming moved adjournment at 10:02 p.m.
seconded the motion. All were in favor.

(

e:L~ . ~

Richard M. Colborn
Planning Administrator
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Michael Georgeson

(

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
FEBRUARY 19, 1997
AMENDED - NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on February 19, 1997, in
the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00p.m. The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M.
1.
2.

3.
4.

5.

(

6.
7.
8.

- REGULAR SESSION

Review and action on the February 5, 1997, minutes.
Review and action on a zone change request at 150 North 1100
East from the existing R1-9000 to the PO-l Professional Office
zone.
Review and action on a concept plan for Robinson Heights PUD
at 1125 North 200 East.
Review and action on a revision to the Policy Declaration for
the Warnick Annexation at approximately 1250 East 550 North
including a new concept development plan.
Review and action on revised site plans for Lots 1 & 2 in the
West Court Subdivision at approximately 475 West Pacific Drive
to allow for the construction of garages.
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
a.
Discussion of the treatment of inner blocks and other
inner block issues.
Adjournment.

Dated this 18 day of February, 1997.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

(

•.
AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
FEBRUARY 19, 1997

(

ATTACHMENTS

REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session
on February 19, 1997, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:02 p.m.
Members present included J.H. Hadfield, Michael Georgeson, Juel
Belmont, Phil Collins, *Pat Fleming, and **Bill Arbus.
Clark
Taylor was excused as he was out of town.
Staff members present
included Rod Despain, Howard Denney, Kevin Bennett, and Richard
Colborn.
Others present included Daniel Copper, Will Giguiere,
Keith Richan, Paul Washburn, Dan Sorensen, Roland Robinson, Steven
Chipman, James Ragan, Lane Henage, Barbara Christiansen, and 15
citizens.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FEBRUARY 5, 1997, MINUTES

(

Michael Georgeson moved approval of the February 5, 1997, minutes
with a change on page 3, paragraph 8, to include the following at
the end of the sentence, "in so far as possible and could only take
advantage of the relaxed regulations after due consideration."
Also on page 7, removal of paragraph 9, as it was redundant. Juel
Belmont seconded the motion.
Voting was as follows:
Aye, Juel
Belmont, Michael Georgeson, J .H. Hadfield, and Phil Collins.
Absent, Pat Fleming and Bill Arbus.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST AT 150 NORTH 1100 EAST
FROM THE EXISTING Rl-·9000 TO THE PO-l, PROFESSIONAL OFFICE ZONE
It was noted that this property was just north of the proposed
Covenant Care facility.
Phil Collins moved to approve the zone change request to PO-l and
to send it ahead to the City Council.
Juel Belmont seconded the
motion. Voting was as follows: Aye, Juel Belmont, Phil Collins,
J .H. Hadfield, and Michael Georgeson. Absent, Pat Fleming and Bill
Arbus. The motion carried.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A CONCEPT PLAN FOR ROBINSON HEIGHTS PUD AT
1125 NORTH 200 EAST
This item was removed from the agenda at the request of the
developer. He was going to solve a question on the road width on
200 East.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISION TO THE POLICY DECLARATION FOR THE
WARNICK ANNEXATION AT APPROXIMATELY 1250 EAST 550 NORTH INCLUDING
A NEW CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN
This item was postponed until a representative was present .

(

REVIEW AND ACTION ON REVISED SITE PLANS FOR LOTS 1 & 2 IN THE WEST
COURT SUBDIVISION AT APPROXIMATELY 475 WEST PACIFIC DRIVE TO ALLOW
1

FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF GARAGES

(

Mr. Dan Sorensen representing Patterson Construction was present.
Chairman Hadfield reminded the Commission that Mr. Sorensen had
been sent back to prepare a more accurate plan and that drawing had
been provided in the packet.
Mr. Sorensen explained that the garages had been positioned to the
rear with a minimum reduction of green area. The existing asphalt
would be able to be used also for a play area such as a basketball
court.
Rod Despain explained that for safety reasons there was a need for
some type of barrier between the automobile area and the asphalt
play area through the use of a small fence or curb.
Mr. Sorensen stated that the open space provided far exceeded the
requirement.
He would have the trees planted as was shown on the
plan and noted that the landscaper would be on the job in March.
With the moving of the property line to the rear, it was proposed
to vacate the PUE on each lot.
*Pat Fleming arrived.

(

Michael Georgeson disclosed that his son worked for Patterson
Construction as a carpenter's helper and he did intend to vote on
the motion.
Howard Denney explained that the platted PUE would need to go
through the utility vacation procedure and would need to be placed
on the next agenda.
Pat Fleming asked if there was to be a fence between the two lots.
Mr. Sorensen responded that at the present time it was not planned
to have one.
Mr. Fleming felt that the rear property line was too close to
enable a 3 point turn coming out of the adjacent garage.
Howard Denney expressed no other engineering concerns.
Juel Belmont moved to approve the revised site plan to allow for
the construction of garages, subject to the City Engineer's concern
including that the drainage be contained on site and that a hammerhead type turn around to allow for ease of access for the garages
closest to the rear lot line be provided.
In addition that the
Subdivision revision on the rear lot line and PUE vacation be
placed on the next agenda.
Phil Collins seconded the motion.
Voting was as follows:
Aye, Phil Collins, Juel Belmont, J .H.
Hadfield, Michael Georgeson, and Pat Fleming. Absent, Bill Arbus.
The motion carried.

(

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISION TO THE POLICY DECLARATION FOR THE
WARNICK ANNEXATION AT APPROXIMATELY 1250 EAST 550 NORTH INCLUDING
A NEW CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN
2

(

Rod Despain noted that there were some similarities to the old plan
in that the number of dwelling units was the same at 84. The mix
was changed.
(Rod's analysis is attached to these minutes) . He
felt that the new plan met the City's requirements even though it
was somewhat different.
Mr. Despain explained that the Warnick Policy Declaration and
annexation were approved by the City Council subject to conditions.
The completion of those conditions had not taken place.
There
would need to be an amendment to the policy declaration .
It was explained that this development was just a part of the
territory to be annexed. There were some properties north of 700
North included, but most were parcels with single family homes.
Pat Fleming asked about the green corridor and the trail. He noted
that it went through a private park.
He suggested that it be
contained in a public easement.
Mr. Henage would like to do all single family houses in this area,
but there was not enough ground.
He explained that the soils
report noted that there was a portion of the ground to the south in
which soils were not suitable for housing, without expensive
reinforcement, hence the move of the open space to the south . He
asked to move ahead with the annexation after the moratorium was
lifted, due to legal matters.
Chairman Hadfield cautioned Mr. Henage that the City was still
working on the annexation. Preliminary development plans would be
approved after the annexation took place and was recorded.
Phil Collins wanted to make sure that the private alleyways were
maintained to a City standard.
Michael Georgeson and Juel Belmont were concerned about the number
of fences.
Rod Despain explained that these types of items would be dealt with
in the development documents. He would redo the policy declaration
with changes to reflect the new concept development plan.
Michael Georgeson approved the concept development plan for
inclusion in the policy declaration.
Juel Belmont seconded the
motion.

Michael Georgeson
declaration.

asked about

the

text

changes

in

the

policy

Rod Despain stated that the water rights and open space numbers
needed to be changed to reflect the new concept development plan .
The conveyance of the park space needed to be changed as well to
reflect changes in the law .
The overall number of units was
established in the policy declaration .
Pat Fleming had concern on the location of the City park and the
3

detention pond.

(

Juel Belmont was concerned about the mix of the type of housing.
Rod Despain reminded the Commission that they concluded the change
was significant in part to the housing mix.
If this was not the
housing mix desired, then the proposed concept development plan
should not be approved.
Mr. Henage noted that the units were geared to upper end, senior
housing with the units to be sold individually.
Juel Belmont felt this was one of the better thought out plans.
Keith Richan stated that in the Tischler Report on impact fees it
calculated that there were 3.692 people per household. On his 23
units there were 1.5 persons per unit.
In senior housing it was
about less than half of the density of a regular subdivision.
Phil Collins noted the need for Recreational Vehicle storage area.
**Bill Arbus arrived.

(

Michael Georgeson added to his motion to send the policy
declaration including the minor changes necessitated by the change
in the concept development plan and the law to the City Council.
Juel Belmont added her second.
Voting was as follows:
Aye,
Michael Georgeson, Juel Belmont, J.H. Hadfield, and Pat Fleming.
Nay, Phil Collins. Abstain, Bill Arbus. The motion carried.

SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
1)
Rod Despain discussed the river channel and properties in the
area of 700 North and the American Fork River.
He presented a
drawing noting the river channel and the property lines.
The
channel in its present location south of the golf course had a
varied cross section from about 52 feet to 70+ feet and then it got
very narrow in the vicinity of the 700 North bridge.
In the Dean's Woods Subdivision it was stated that there needed to
be a 50 foot channel and that for the 100 year flood, the bank
treatment would be adequate with a 12- foot riparian easement.
Through the upper stretches of the river 2400 cfs would be okay,
but down below it would need treatment.
The obstruction was the
narrowing up of the river at the bridge. This was the analysis for
the east side. The same type of analysis would be needed for the
west side.
Michael Georgeson was concerned as to how the protection on the
west bank would be handled.
Rod Despain noted that the State
showed what type of channel stabilization would be required on the
Dean's Woods Subdivision.
Chairman Hadfield noted that the river would then choke down at the
400 East bridge after the new bridge was constructed at 700 North.
4
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Rod Despain provided alternative development sketches for
property on the north side of 700 North. He felt that if there
a riparian easement, the scenario with the roadway next to
stream channel would not fit unless there was some work done to
channel.

the
was
the
the

Paul Washburn presented additional drawings of the same area for
the review of the Commission with a maximum of 5 lots. One showed
a bulb (reduced cul-de-sac) as was Rod's and one with a hammer
head. Juel Belmont preferred the bulb design.
Pat Fleming asked about improvements to the river bank.
Paul
Washburn reported that Horrocks did not believe that any additional
treatment of the river was needed.
He would be meeting with
Horrocks again tomorrow at 10:00 a.m. If treatment was required it
would be in the form of gabions or concrete.
James Ragan noted that being in a flood zone needed to be
disclosed.
Howard Denney explained that there was a required
statement to that effect required on the plat.
2)
Rod Despain explained that under the Development Code in
Section 3-8.1 the Planning Commission was able grant a variance on
the travel way to 28 feet.
OTHER BUSINESS

(

a.

Discussion of the treatment of inner blocks and other inner
block issues

Chairman Hadfield noted that there was a motion at the last meeting
to hire some outside consultants to help in the design of the 40
inner blocks.
He felt what was needed was to look at the basic
ordinance that allowed inner blocks.
Rod Despain noted that there was an inner block provision since
1978. It had been revised since then, but really no interest until
late.
Mr. Despain led a discussion on inner-block development
parameters.
(A copy of the outline is attached to these minutes)
Scott Roudabush explained that his area, Block 5, was single family
and most homes were historic and he would support the individual
block design approach. Mr. Roudabush continued that he appreciated
the way the Commission members conducted business and also how the
City Engineer and Planner worked with the Commission. He felt that
their table up front helped a lot.
Juel Belmont noted that the Council needed to support an Ordinance
to allow for design review.

(

Margaret Shoaf was
community in place
it, or would they
contact members of

excited about having a general plan for the
but asked if the Council was going to support
make exceptions.
It was suggested that she
the City Council.
5
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Paul Brady stated that he lived in block 5 as well. A project was
proposed with 7 twin homes with a limited narrow access, the
Loveridge project. When the neighbors found out about the proposed
duplexes in their back yard they banded together in hysteria and
had meetings in homes; 90% were opposed.
He felt that something
would be needed to allow for the majority of the people to control
what was allowed. The easier access to the rear of their existing
lots was a concern. They had bought single family lots there for
a reason .
He was restoring his home and someone had sheep back
there and he preferred them as neighbors. They have a petition to
rezone the whole area to R1.
Chairman Hadfield noted that his area tried the same approach of a
zone change to the City Council and they were turned down. A fine
line needed to be walked in the question of property values and
individual property rights. He hoped to have a work session after
the next Planning Commission meeting to continue work on inner
blocks.
Tiffany Statham asked the Commission to take the average of the
yards in the existing neighborhood and require the same amount in
the inner block in order to keep the same flavor.
Paul Brady asked if the work session would be open to the public.
Chairman Hadfield stated it would be and it would be advertized.
Mr. Brady complimented the Commission on the way they conducted
business.
Clark Price agreed and also thanked the Commission.
It bothered
him that development in general was thought that the best land was
developed first, and that inner block land was not the best so that
the development requirements needed to be relaxed. He acknowledged
the rights of the individual.
A marginal piece of ground should
not expect the same type of return as other pieces of ground.
Phil Collins agreed that design
review of the neighbors should be
noted that general design review
needed to be done with a specific

review was good and that peer
important as well. Rod Despain
was fraught with problems.
It
purpose.

Pat Fleming felt this was a good first cut at getting a handle on
inner block issues.
He still felt that outside help was needed.
It was coming up on Spring and a busy time for the Commission and
they would not have the energy that was needed to work on this.
Juel Belmont felt the developer had a right, but he also had a
responsibility to the people in the neighborhood.
The Commission discussed a moratorium on inner block projects.

(

1)
Rod Despain noted that the City had annexed two pieces of
property, Stewart RV and Egg Farm, that he felt should be in the I15 sign overlay zone and that there had been discussion to remove
6

(

a portion of the property near the Doug Smith auto dealerships.
Pat Fleming and Phil Collins agreed. This would be placed on the
next agenda for action.
2)
Mrs. Margaret Shoaf thanked Phil Collins for his work on the
Commission and noted that his appointment was up and that it was
rumored that he would not be appointed.
She felt he had done a
superb job.
Paul Brady stated that they would have a petition on this issue as
well.
He had spoken to some and his support had fallen on deaf
ears.
Pat Fleming responded he had learned a great deal since coming on
the Commission and that the Commission was perceived as being antidevelopment.
He felt that the Commissioners were not against
development but that they were against bad development.
He felt
that they needed to send a message to the elected officials to work
for a balance.
Chairman Hadfield explained appointments were made for 6 years and
one person's expired each January 31st. They were appointed by the
Mayor with the approval of the Council.

(

3)
Steve Chipman expressed caution when dealing with the American
Fork Creek and suggested at least gabions or some type of structure
be required with development.
4)
Chairman Hadfield noted that Michael Georgeson and himself
would be representing the Commission at the APA Workshop in St.
George next week. The summer party was scheduled at South Fork of
Provo Canyon on August 22nd, for those needing to plan ahead!
ADJOURNMENT
Bill Arbus moved adjournment at 10:10 p.m.
seconded the motion. All were in favor.

~rYh, QJl
Richard M. Colborn
Planning Administrator

(
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INNER-BLOCK DEVELOPMENT
PARAMETERS SUMMARY

(

1.

Objective of Inner-Block Policy - Level of Encouragement for
Development of Inner - Block Projects. Should City Be:
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

2.

Wildly Supportive
Casually Supportive
Neutral
Reluctantly Provide for the alternative
Outright Prohibit

Consistent with the above objective, what specific policies,
procedures ·and criteria should the City adopt.
A.

Density - How many units should be allowed in a
project? Size of lots/building sites.
1.
2.
3.

B.

Building types permitted.
1.
2.
3.
4.

C.

Same as underlying zone
Cluster in attached dwellings - more open space?
One family only, regardless of zone -minimal
impact on surrounding area.
Building mix to be comparable to development in
the block - may help stabilize the neighborhood.

Character of buildings - Building design constraints
1.
2.

D.

Same as permitted in underlying zone
Incentive approach - more than permitted in
underlying zone
Dis-incentive approach- less than in the
underlying zone

What ever type the owner wants
Architecture to be compatible with existing
development

Acc~ss

1.
2.
3.

4.

Options

Frontage on Public Street required?
Should private roads be permitted?
No road access required - just a driveway is
sufficient.
If so, should flag lot approach be
approved? What about just an access easement
across intervening private lands. what about
common drives - if so, how many lots on a common
drive? Who would be responsible maintenance.
Design Criteria for access roads - standard cross
section or reduced road with and improvement

E.

Integrated Design and Development.
1.

Should lot-by-lot development be permitted,
without concern for impact on adjacent properties .

2.

Should inner-blocks be approved only if all
elements are to be constructed at one time - no
phase development permitted.

3.

Continuation of current program- phased
development provided each phase is consistent with
overall plan approach

(

F.

Approval Approach
1.
2.

G.

As a Large Scale Development ie. PUD with
significant input from City and public hearing
As a Subdivision - if so will need to develop
standards

Design Criteria
1.

Flexibility in design vs. consistency with minimum
criteria. i.e. flag lots, density zoning
procedures.

2.

Street Widths - off-street parking requirements.

3.

Width and character of access roads.

4.

Building separation

5.

Open Space requirements?

6.

Common storage - for RV's

I

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MARCH 5, 1997
NOTICE AND AGENDA

\

Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on March 5, 1997, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m.
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.

(
7.
8.

9.

Review and action on the February 19, 1997, minutes.
Review and action on a revised West Court Subdivision Plat A
at approximately 475 West Pacific Drive.
Review and action on a revised site plan for a Chevron Station
at 870 East State Road.
Review and action a request by Nextel Communications for
approval a site plan allowing the placement of communication
antennas on the existing building at 95 North 200 East.
Review and action on whether a "pet crematorium" is permitted
in the GC-1, General Commercial zone, under the provisions of
Section 2-4.10, B, 12 which states, "Other uses similar to the
foregoing uses which are interpreted by the Planning
Commission to be in harmony with the intent of the zone."
Review and action on a concept inner block plan for Woods @
Riverwalk at 475 East 700 North.
(Northside)
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
a.
Discussion regarding changes to inner block provisions of
the Development Code.
Adjournment.

Dated this 25 day of February, 1997.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
MARCH 5, 1997

(
REGULAR SESSION

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session
on March 5, 1997, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those
present included J.H. Hadfield, Clark Taylor, Michael Georgeson,
Juel Belmont, Bill Arbus, Pat Fleming, and Keith Richan.
Staff
members present included Rod Despain, Howard Denney, Kevin Bennett,
and Richard Colborn.
Others present included Mrs. Keith Richan,
Dan Sorensen, Steve Chipman, Dave Tanner, Glen Wagstaff, Paul
Washburn, Daniel Copper, Barbara Christiansen, and 10 citizens.
Chairman Hadfield welcomed Mr. Keith Richan to the Commission.
Chairman Hadfield acknowledged the efforts and hard work of Mr.
Phil Collins while he served the Citizens of American Fork on the
Planning Commission.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FEBRUARY 19, 1997, MINUTES

(

Michael Georgeson asked that the incomplete sentence on page 1,
last paragraph be completed by adding the words, "was present. "
Pat Fleming asked that on page 5, in the last sentence of paragraph
2, the word "prepared" be changed to "preferred" and on page 7, in
the 4th paragraph, the words "that when" be deleted from the first
sentence.
Michael Georgeson moved approval of the February 19, 1997, minutes
with the noted changes. Juel Belmont seconded the motion. Voting
was as follows: Aye, Michael Georgeson, Juel Belmont, Bill Arbus,
J.H. Hadfield, and Pat Fleming.
Abstain, Clark Taylor and Keith
Richan.
The motion carried.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED WEST COURT SUBDIVISION PLAN A AT
APPROXIMATELY 475 WEST PACIFIC DRIVE
Chairman Hadfield noted that the lot line between lots 1
needed to be adjusted for the construction of garages.
Denney reported that he had received sign offs from Utah
Insight Cable, Mountain Fuel and US West agreeing to give
easement. He recommended approval.

and 2
Howard
Power,
up the

Clark Taylor moved approval of West Court Subdivision Plat A as
presented.
Juel Belmont seconded the motion.

Michael Georgeson stated a possible conflict of interest in that
his son works for Patterson Construction who owns the lots.
He
would be voting on the issue.
All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED SITE PLAN FOR A CHEVRON STATION AT
870 EAST STATE ROAD
1

(

Mr. Tanner noted that this was a revised plan and adjustments had
been made to meet safety concerns.
UDOT also requested that the
driveways be 50 feet and they are drawn to reflect that.
On the issue of drainage across Highway 89, Howard Denney explained
that it was a waste water ditch and that it could have up to two
turns of water in it. The General Plan calls for a drain pipe of
30" and then a change to a 36" pipe in the area.
Additional
engineering detail would be needed from 50 South Street, south. It
was Mr. Denney's suggestion that at this point in time that the
pipe size on this project be increased and that the City
participate in its over sizing and not worry about the State Street
crossing at this time.
It would leave more options open.
Chairman Hadfield noted that the irrigation company also had a
conduit across State Street east of A & Y and it crossed to the
Autozone and Wingers area. He also explained that the property was
under one ownership with an arbitrary development line.
Some
documentation for the sewer line on the south was needed.
Howard Denney stated that the Zoning Administrator wanted to know
about the house on blocks to the south of the metal building . Dave
Tanner responded that he would ask his dad.
Dave Tanner noted that he intended to have a drive up window on the
east side.
Keith Richan asked about sumps at this location and that they would
be no good unless the water were able to drain.
Howard Denney
responded that percolation tests and final construction drawings
would be forth coming and the soils tests would address the issue.
Pat Fleming moved to approve the site plan for a Chevron Station as
presented with the addition that the City Council be asked to
participate in the over sizing of the drain line & boxes to 42" and
also that Mr. Tanner provide an easement on the sewer line to the
south. Clark Taylor seconded the motion.

Juel Belmont asked about the sign. The location was shown on the
plan and it would be the standard Chevron sign.
All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REQUEST BY NEXTEL COMMUNICATIONS FOR
APPROVAL OF A SITE PLAN ALLOWING THE PLACEMENT OF COMMUNICATION
ANTENNAS ON THE EXISTING BUILDING AT 95 NORTH 200 EAST
Alan Fink, Nextel Communications, requested that Nextel be able to
be at 105 feet and co-locate with Sprint and Western .
Chairman
Hadfield asked about their request to lease public property at the
Fitness Center. Mr. Fink responded that this location was a backup
site if the Fitness Center didn't work out.

(

Chairman Hadfield encouraged the use of existing facilities .
2

(

Bill Arbus asked if one company interfered with the other how it
got taken care of. Mr. Fink explained that FCC would fine them and
force them to remove their facility for being in violation of the
FCC rules and regulations.
Clark Taylor reviewed some of the issues on locating at the Fitness
Center site including distances from residences, replacing a light
pole with their pole and then reattaching the lights, and an
underground equipment building.
Clark Taylor moved approval of the site plan for a third company's
communications antennas on the existing building at 95 North 200
East.
Bill Arbus seconded the motion.

Chairman Hadfield noted that some cities require that all antennas
of this nature go on City property so they receive the lease
payments.
Rod Despain felt this was an excellent location in that no one
really knows they were there.
Michael Georgeson suggested that the motion include a cancellation
clause if the Fitness Center site worked.
Clark Taylor made no addition to his motion.
All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON WHETHER A "PET CREMATORIUM" IS PERMITTED IN
THE GC-1, GENERAL COMMERCIAL ZONE, UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION
2-4.10, B, 12 WHICH STATES, "OTHER USES SIMILAR TO THE FOREGOING
USES WHICH ARE INTERPRETED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION TO BE IN
HARMONY WITH THE INTENT OF THE ZONE."
Rod Despain stated that the issue was whether or not the service to
be provided was similar to other uses within the zone. Pat Fleming
asked for input from the State and the City/County Health
Departments.
Michael Georgeson moved to deny the request to include pet
crematoriums under other uses,
without prejudice,
and the
petitioner could come back with additional information at any time.
Pat Fleming seconded the motion.

Chairman Hadfield stated that some odors escape and cited examples
of a bakery or restaurant.
Rod Despain explained that tire recapping
welding shops were permitted in the GC-1.

establishments

and

Michael Georgeson was inclined to move those uses out of the GC-1
to the I-1 zone.

(

All were in favor of the motion.
3

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A CONCEPT
RIVERWALK AT 475 EAST 700 NORTH.

(

INNER BLOCK
(NORTHSIDE)

PLAN

FOR WOODS

@

Bill Arbus asked if there was sufficient frontage on lot 1.
Rod
Despain responded that lot 1 qualified as a flag lot in the PUD.
Mr. Despain acknowledged that additional detail would need to be
defined and that this was just an inner block concept plan.
The
detailed engineering still needed to be worked out.
All of the
property east to Dean's Woods needed to be included so as not to
leave any gaps.
A riparian easement would be required and the
treatment of the river and its banks would need to be evaluated.
Pat Fleming felt that road improvements would need to be installed
next to Cougar Estates as well as a fence.
Rod Despain explained that action by the Commission on the concept
plan would need to be taken noting that because of the single
ownership of the property a hearing would not be required.
Michael Georgeson moved to accept the proposal as the concept inner
block plan for the Woods @ Riverwalk.
Bill Arbus seconded the
motion.

Keith Richan asked if this was a PUD or a subdivision as shown on
the plan. Rod Despain responded that it would be a PUD.

(

Michael Georgeson added to his motion that this was a Planned Unit
Development.
Bill Arbus agreed with his second.

There was discussion as to the need to locate a trail in the area.
There were other options however that may take it to the other side
of the . river.
Michael Georgeson added to his motion that a trail in the area
would be looked at.
Bill Arbus added his second.
All were in
favor of the motion with its additions.

SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
The Staff had nothing further to report at this time.
OTHER BUSINESS

a.

(

Discussion regarding changes to inner block provisions of the
Development Code.
Chairman Hadfield noted that there was a lot of interest in
inner block developments.
There was also a letter given to
him about the negative side of inner block development. Does
the Commission want to continue to work on the inner blocks in
a proactive way?
A motion was made previously that the
Commission hire a consultant to plan for inner blocks.
Was
there something that the Commission could do to the existing
ordinance to make it better.
Currently,
it somewhat
encouraged the inner block development. Many times the City
4

(

and neighbors were not happy
of this needed to be put on
for 90 days, or to wipe out
Code until Ordinance changes

with the outcome. He felt some
hold and suggested a moratorium
inner blocks in the Development
could be made.

Rod Despain asked if the Planning Commission felt a sense of
urgency to change the ordinance, or were they content with
what the City had. Consensus of the Commission was that there
needed to be changes.
Clark Taylor stated that he had received more calls and input
on inner block development than on any other issue before the
City at this time. A moratorium may be in order. It would be
the consensus of those that had provided input to him.
Chairman Hadfield noted some inner
progressed to a point of vesting.

block

projects

had

Pat Fleming stated that the question may be better asked as to
business as usual or moratorium. His preference was that the
City needed a comprehensive inner block plan and supported a
moratorium.

(

Tiffany Statham stated that they were in
rezoning her area into an Rl zone. Very few
in anything but single family residences.
interested in duplexes or twin homes wanted
their own single family residences.

the process of
were interested
Those that were
to do so behind

Chairman Hadfield noted the successful Chipman Village inner
block development done by Danny Richards at 330 East Main
Street.
Rod Despain concluded that the feeling of the Commission would
be that the Council declare a moratorium on inner block
development.
If it was put on an amended agenda, it could
take place on next Tuesday. The other option was to prepare
an Ordinance repealing Paragraph K dealing with inner blocks.
There were 3 in progress that would still need to proceed,
Riverwalk, Woods @ Riverwalk, and the Patterson inner block.
There needed to be a meeting scheduled on the latter.
Chairman Hadfield polled the Commission.
Bill Arbus was hesitant to ask for a moratorium or repeal.
would like to see the Council advise the Commission.

He

Michael Georgeson would support the Commission refusing to
find any more areas eligible for inner block developments
Juel Belmont wanted to see a moratorium because of what's
happening and she had a lot of phone calls on the matter .

(

Chairman Hadfield stated that densities invite inner block
development. He lived in Block 23 and it was an interest in
5

his area.

(

He felt there needed to be a moratorium or repeal.

Pat Fleming felt that there needed to be a time out to get a
vision of what the Commission wanted to see in inner blocks.
He did not care whether it was a moratorium or repeal but it
needed to be done in a coherent comprehensive way.
Clark felt the same as Mr. Fleming. Zone changes were going
to be few and far between.
Inner blocks needed to fit the
neighborhood. Those that have started need to be allowed to
finish.
Keith Richan stated that he was impressed with comments made.
There was a time limit of 6 months on a moratorium.
He did
not think that it was to much for anyone. His philosophy was
that the desires of the owners of the property needed to be
sought.
Chairman Hadfield noted that this was an important issue and
the Commission needed to know the alternatives and other
options available.
Clark Taylor would take the Commission's
matter to the City Council.

feelings

on this

OTHER, OTHER BUSINESS
Pat Fleming commented that the impact fee legislation was some good
work done by the City's consultants and staff.
Chairman Hadfield noted that Lehi City and others were still
laboring with theirs.
He felt comfortable with the outcome.
He
applauded Councilman McKinney and his comments to the Homebuilders
noting that at first they complained about the process being flawed
and now that the process was taken care of, they complained about
the fees.
Kevin Bennett congratulated the work done by the Commission on the
General Plan so that the Impact Fees could be implemented on time.
He conveyed Jody Burnett's thanks as well.
Clark Taylor reported that he would be on the Commission through
this year and was excited to serve again and thanked the Commission
for the experience.
Keith Richan stated that his appointment to the Commission had
caused him concern and consternation.
First of all he had not
sought this, it was a shot out of the blue. He did not seek it and
he spent two days mulling it over to see if he thought he could
make a contribution.

(

Mr. Richan continued that the conception was that he was a
developer, but most developers don't think that he is.
He
explained his development history.
Twenty- seven years ago he
bought 2 pieces of land. One piece is getting developed and now he
6

(

was beginning to work on the other.
He has sold 26 lots in 27
years .
He didn't think this made him much of a developer.
His
business was wholesale school supplies. He opened his first store
in American Fork in January of 1947, and a second store in Provo in
1953. He operated both stores as retail operations until 1959 at
which time he sold this store to Leland Priday .
He had been in
that business for 45 years now and just got out of it . In 1960 he
moved from the retail end to wholesale . His livelihood came from
these businesses.
Mr. Richan explained that one of the reasons why he told the Mayor
that he would serve was that with his experience he hoped to make
a contribution. He had arrived in 1947 with $500 and an idea . He
had the support of his wife.
For over 20 years he had made it a
point to contribute over 20% of his time to civic projects. He had
served on the Utah County Planning Commission, American Fork
Beautification Committee, helped raise funds for the existing
library building, and other things. He hoped that this clarified
the matter .
Juel Belmont stated that she had known and admired Mr .
personally for a long time .

Richan

ADJOURNMENT
Clark Taylor moved adjournment at 8:54 p.m.
the motion. All were in favor.

Q

flt1, @2f_

Richard M. Colborn
Planning Administrator

7

Juel Belmont seconded

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MARCH 19, 1997
NOTICE AND AGENDA

(

Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on March 19, 1997, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m.
The
agenda shall be as follows :
7 : 00 P . M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.

4.
5.

6.
7.

(

8.
9.

10.

Review and action on the March 5, 1997, minutes.
Review and action on a revised site plan for a Dental Office
at 221 East Main Street.
Review and action a request by Nextel Communications for
approval a site plan allowing the placement of communication
antenna at the Fitness Center\Ball Fields at 454 North Center
Street.
Review and action on the preliminary plan for Legacy Estates
Subdivision at 90 West 1120 North .
Review and action on the preliminary plan for Pacific Cove
Subdivision at 154 West Pacific Drive .
Review and action on the preliminary plan for Riverwalk PUD at
460 East 700 North.
(Southside)
Review and action on the preliminary plan for the Egg Farm
Development project at 1200 South 700 East.
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business .
a.
Discussion regarding changes to inner block provisions of
the Development Code.
Adjournment .

Dated this 12 day of March, 1997.

J . H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
MARCH 19, 1997

(

ATTACHMENT

REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session
on March 19, 1997, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those
present included Chairman Hadfield, Planning Commissioners Bill
Arbus, Michael Georgeson, Juel Belmont, Pat Fleming, Clark Taylor
and Keith Richan. City Employees and consultants: Howard Denney,
Rod Despain, Kevin Bennett, Pam Baldwin, and Dick Colborn. Others
present included:
Paul Washburn, Glen Wagstaff, Harry McTague,
Barry Gardner, Sandra Smith, Mrs. Jones, Roland Robison, Steve
Sowby, Reed Bromley, two other citizens and Barbara Christiansen
from the press.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MARCH 5, 1997, MINUTES

(

Clark Taylor indicated he had reviewed the minutes and moved
approval of the March 5, 1997 Minutes. Keith Richan questioned on
page -1- where Michael Georgeson was in favor, he was not clear if
Mr. Georgeson was in favor or not.
Michael stated he was.
Mr.
Richan also noted on page-5- fifth paragraph where it states, very
few were not interested in single residences, is confusing. After
short discussion it was felt it should be changed to read that very
few were interested in anything but single family residences.
Chairman Hadfield questioned page -1- item #2, second sentence,
stating it
should read Howard Denney or the City Engineer had
reviewed the sign off.
Clark Taylor moved approval of the Minutes with the noted changes.
Michael Georgeson seconded the motion. Voting was unanimous in the
affirmative.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED SITE PLAN FOR A DENTAL OFFICE AT 221
EAST MAIN STREET
Mr. Barry Gardner was present to discuss the dental office plan at
221 East Main Street. He noted they wanted to move from the west
side of the property to the east side which would give the business
more exposure to Main Street.
Discussion regarding the plan ensued, discussing engineering
concerns, and adjacent properties.
Discussion of the fire access
to the existing house was held, there is some concern of the
ability for fire fighting equipment to have proper access if the
home were catch on fire.
Juel asked about the steps,
into the basement.

l

in the front and the ones descending

Pat Fleming moved to approve the revised site plan for the dental
office at 221 East Main Street subject to the engineering concerns.
Clark Taylor seconded the motion.
1

(

Michael Georgeson asked if the lack of the step detail can be
corrected. Mr. Gardner looked at the plans and reviewed them with
the commissioners explaining how they are planned to go up and
down.
Howard Denney reported he believes the fire code states the
requirement for a set back from the house is a 20 foot set back,
there is not a parapet wall, and with the wood frame roof, he feels
the uniform fire code requires some separation from the building
and recommend that the fire marshall be consulted.
After a short discussion Pat Fleming revised the motion subject to
the up and down stairway and subject to the approval of the fire
chief on the set back in this zone.
Clark Taylor agreed to the
changes on the motion for the second. Voting was as follows: "Nay"
Bill Arbus, "Aye" Michael Georgeson, Juel Belmont, Pat Fleming,
Clark Taylor and Keith Richan.
The motion carried.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REQUEST BY NEXTEL COMMUNICATIONS FOR
APPROVAL OF A SITE PLAN ALLOWING THE PLACEMENT OF A COMMUNICATION
ANTENNA AT THE FITNESS CENTER/BALL FIELDS AT 454 NORTH CENTER
STREET

(

Sandra Smith, from Nextel Communications, was present to discuss
their proposal requesting placement of a communication antenna at
the Fitness Center/Ball Fields. She indicated they would replace
the light pole and the lights with different ones that would enable
their technicians to do repairs. Also included in the plan is the
need for an equipment shelter. She presented their preferred
option, they would replace the existing score keeper box with the
equipment shed and replace the scorekeeper's box on the top of the
building.
She explained the reasons they do not want their
equipment building underground. Clark Taylor stated when this was
presented to the City Council they had stated they were going to
put a 6 foot fence around the building. She stated they would not
put a fence around the building if it is above ground, as the wall
would secure their equipment and a fence would not be needed. She
noted the building would be slightly larger than the existing score
keepers box.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the building would be foul ball proof.
She stated no it would not.
Clark Taylor asked if the building
would be brick.
She stated they are amenable to any suggestions
the City would have as to how they would like the building.
She
stated it would be most aesthetically agreeable to match it to the
existing concession stand.
Michael
Georgeson
indicated
he
favors
the
above
ground
installation. The construction and architectural rendering would
be of major concern to him.
He asked about how much of a
disturbance this would make during the time the ball field is in
use. She stated the db level is very low and had not received any
complaints in the past.
Clark Taylor stated the City Council sent this back to the Planning
2
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Commission to have the building underground. He felt this proposal
would work and would be unobtrusive if it goes where there is an
existing structure. He feels this is a good plan.
Michael stated he deals with underground structures quite a bit and
feels they are difficult to deal with.
He stated that whatever
agreement is made between Nextel and the City would allow for the
liability. Kevin Bennett stated that he assumed that the agreement
including placement of liability was being worked on.
Keith Richan stated he had read recently about the need for the
stations to accommodate the usage.
He asked if the City is
interested in centralizing the problem, increasing the pole higher
so that others could be added on top of it.
Harry McTague asked why this site was selected.
Clark Taylor
stated it was due to the placement on the hill. Mr. McTague asked
if the present zoning ordinance allows for the placement of the
antenna.
Mr. McTague asked why it couldn't be placed at the
softball fields.
He feels it is not appropriate in the middle of
a residential area. He feels the company should put it somewhere
else, as this will not make his neighborhood a better place to
live. He feels the Council is giving minimal consideration to the
impact on the neighborhood.
He does not feel a commercial
enterprise should be allowed in a residential area.
Rod Despain reviewed the ordinance.
He noted the ordinance
provides for a spacing requirement of ~ mile between multiple
towers. He indicated if we want to co-locate various antennas that
portion of the ordinance needs to be changed. Rod stated there is
an exception of the 60 foot height requirement, their proposal is
70 feet.
Rod felt if this moves forward a recommendation of an
amendment in the ordinance be made on the height requirement.
Kevin Bennett stated his concern is the height as it doesn't
conform with the existing height requirement. Sandra stated from
a maintenance point of view there does need to be some separation
between the two units.
Rod stated the site plan does not conform to the ordinance, and
that is the responsibility of the Planning Commission to find those
issues that are not in conformance.
Clark Taylor stated the Council had a concern that the building be
located underground.
He does not see how this tower is going to
make a difference.
Mr. McTague questioned why this site was selected.
Mr . Taylor
noted Nextel came to the City with the proposal.
Mr. McTague
stated this should be denied and they should place the antenna
somewhere else.

(

Discussion regarding
towers was held.

federal

communications
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standards

and

the
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Mr. Richan asked about the ~mile spacing if it was for aesthetic
purposes.
He asked if the Art Dye Park goes to the top of the
hill, he was told it did not. His thought was if the Art Dye Park
would work that may be the direction to go if the City anticipates
more towers coming in the future.
It was explained that there is
interference, and the other thing is the needs of the company, with
things such as the technology.
Kevin Bennett stated the area
around Art Dye Park is being prepared for development and will be
a residential area in the future.
Mr. Richan asked if there is
enough industrial area in the city to keep them out of residential
areas. Mr. Georgeson stated that he does not feel there is and if
the residential area was restricted the City would be set up to be
eligible for a possible lawsuit. Clark Taylor stated this proposal
would be a positive change.
Mr. McTague stated previous Mayor's
and Councilmen have told him changes would be for the better, but
as far as he is concerned this is the end of the rope.
Pat Fleming felt that in his mind it was in the public use befoe
the homeowners had homes.
Pat Fleming moved to approve the site
plan made by Nextel for the aboveground building, for the antenna,
the building be made to match the fitness center building, the
noise mitigation take place to minimize impact on the spectators,
and the second site proposed would be vacated. Bill Arbus seconded
the motion.
Kevin Bennett stated there is still the issue of the
72 feet, the ordinance would need to be amended to accommodate the
72 feet.
Discussion regarding the height issue ensued. Question
regarding the 300 feet from a residence requirement was held. Mr.
McTague asked if it could be located on the 3rd base line.
Mr.
Hadfield asked Mr. Despain if this is approved by this body, if the
City Council can address the issue of the ordinance amendment to
allow the extension of the height. Clark Taylor noted there are a
few options that can be looked into when it goes to the City
Council Meeting.
Kevin Bennett asked if they want to change the
motion to make it subject to the amendment of the ordinance. Pat
Fleming agreed to add subject to an amendment to the ordinance to
allow for the height change.
Voting, "Aye" Bill Arbus, Michael
Georgeson, Pat Fleming, Clark Taylor and Keith Richan; "Nay" Juel
Belmont.
Juel noted she is not comfortable with changing the
ordinance as the Planning Commission worked hard to get the
ordinance in place.
The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY
SUBDIVISION AT 90 WEST 1120 NORTH

PLAN FOR

LEGACY

ESTATES

Mr. Bill West was present to present the proposed plan for the
Legacy Estates Subdivision.
He stated the intersection west of
this area is not aligned very well. He felt this is an opportunity
to align the intersection in the proper way. He would like to put
7 lots in a cull-de-sac, which includes the field and some of the
black top by the Jr. High School, this will align the intersection
and do some things to upgrade the storm drainage system. They feel
this will be a nice addition in the area.
Mr. Richan asked about the sidewalk.
Mr. West explained the
sidewalk and part of the black top will be removed.
The School
4
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District will fence that property from the tennis courts to the
sidewalk.
Howard Denney stated there are some technical issues of the plat,
such as the outside boundaries . The title report talked about an
easement that may have to be widened to accommodate it.
The
proposal is to vacate part of an existing City Street, Howard felt
this would allow a better alignment of the intersection, and the
narrowing will provide for a safer intersection at that location .
He stated it appears there is a conflict with the general plan, the
state law requires that they stay in compliance with the general
plan therefore, an amendment to the general plan would need to be
made to allow them to vacate the property . Kevin Bennett read the
concerns from the state code.
Mr . Arbus stated he is hesitant as he feels the impact of 1120
North being completed to 900 West has not yet been felt .
He is
hesitant to actually vacate the road.
Howard noted this should improve the traffic flow and parking
situation at the Jr . High School.
Parking at the Jr. High was
discussed . Juel asked what it would take to have a curb put in on
the south to define the parking for safety purposes.

(

Kevin stated the changing of the road would require a change to the
general plan. He asked if this was dropped back the 8 feet would
there still be enough space to have the 7 lots and not require the
change in the general plan. Howard stated that it his feeling that
a change of 8 feet would make the proposed plan difficult.
Rod Despain stated the Planning Commission should not feel that
amending the general plan is an "evil" task. He noted this will be
a specific amendment to the plan for this intersection. He feels
it is an easy thing to do. He suggested an "S" curve be put in on
the east side of lot #7.
Juel asked if this would give the City an opportunity to beautify
the intersection and let the property remain in the City's hands .
Howard stated the problem with that is that it appears Country View
lot #1 was allowed to have a smaller side setback; and the other
problem would be if the area is not used as a travel way, the
roadway is vacated anyway and by state law it goes back to the
original landowners .
Bill Arbus asked if there was a trail corridor along 1120 North .
Clark Taylor stated he feels this is a great opportunity to take
care of this intersection .
J . H. Hadfield noted there is also a drainage problem in the area,
he feels that the intersection could help , along with sumps and
other equipment, to improve the area . J. H. Hadfield noted that
this is an issue that must go before the City Council to
accommodate the vacation of the property and other legal issues.
He also asked if the water share requirements have been satisfied .
5

Mr. West stated they are willing to cooperate.

(
Bill Arbus noted this is a trail corridor, going east and west .
Rod Despain noted there is a sidewalk in the area .
Keith Richan asked if the owner of Lot #1 in Country View is aware
of the proposed change. He feels they should have something to say
about what is planned.
Michael Georgeson stated there are enough concerns and issues
raised on this project that action on this item should be
postponed . Michael Georgeson moved to postpone action on the motion
and address the following concerns before coming before the
commission again: outside boundary description, identification of
utility easements on the west side, vacation of the City Street
frontage how to work out the footage, resolve the question of the
water shares, treatment of the trail corridor along 1120 North,
notification of the property owner of Lot #1 Country View Estates,
combination curb and gutter and sidewalk, parking scheme for the
entire block and the width of asphalt to be 58 feet, alignment of
the roads, detail of the travelways, desires of the engineering
department relative to the parking at the Jr. High.
Bill Arbus
seconded the motion subject to the items listed.
Bill West stated the water share issue will be handled by the City
Council and would not like to have that hold up the project.

(

Voting was unanimous in the affirmative.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY
SUBDIVISION AT 154 WEST PACIFIC DRIVE

PLAN

FOR

PACIFIC

COVE

This item will not be reviewed this evening.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR RIVERWALK PUD AT 460
EAST 700 NORTH.
(SOUTHSIDE)
Mr . Roland Robison and Paul Washburn were present to discuss the
Ri verwalk PUD preliminary plan.
Howard Denney noted there are
several things for the plat, issuing the legal description for the
plat, not showing ownerships of the properties to the east of the
subdivision, it is shown as an R1-7500 zone, technical things on
plat revision need to be corrected, change in a lot boundary which
creates lot disposition, show buildings within 200 feet of the
proposed project, designation of the flood area on the plat, need
on impact statement addressing and calculations to give the 100
years storm flood, FEMA flood plain area needs to be designated on
the plat along with the panel number and action date . This is an
inner-block development between two subdivisions and needs to
address the derelict parcels
that will be left after the
development. Howard stated they need the definition of the stream
treatment . Lots 2,3,and 4 do not meet the minimum square footage
of the PUD ordinance . Howard noted part of this was designated as
a trail , normally the trail would be a 12 foot treated a r ea , Juel
stated she does not think 12 feet is required. Howard stated they
6
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have used a 25 year flood plan and need to correct the number of
sumps required. With the inner block the length of the cul-de - sac
does not meet the requirement, consistency of the water line, with
a possible loop. The 4" line is not allowed in the City, they will
need the same size as is required in other areas.
J.H. noted that the property and road issue needs to be resolved .
Mr. Washburn stated he feels a lot of the things Howard mentioned
can be resolved quickly. He stated there had been a change in the
lot designation to allow for some utility easements through the
Jones property with some consideration to increase her back yard.
Mrs . Jones indicated this is an agreeable arrangement with her . He
noted there are some problems with the conflicting property lines,
they have met with the City Administrator and the Mayor who are
willing to work out problems once a plat has been approved by the
Planning Commission.
He noted they do not want to create any
nuisance strips and would like to get that resolved. The riparian
easement for the river will be addressed. The trail will be owned
and maintained by the homeowners association.
They cannot move
forward to resolve the issues until the plat is approved by the
Planning Commission. Mr. Washburn does not see a problem with the
conflicting ground.

(

Mr. Hadfield thanked Mr. Robison for allowing the City to trespass
on his property to repair the American Fork Creek.
Mr. Hadfield
noted there are some pockets along the river on the east side he
would like to see what could be done to enhance their property and
the City Trail system.
Mr. Washburn stated he had not known that lots 2,3 & 4 were not the
right size, he stated they can adjust them. He indicated there is
a question on the footprints, he noted they were attempting to show
the buildings that could be put in that area, not the exact
building that will be built.
Mr. Washburn would like to have this approved subject to a meeting
with the City to establish the trail and would like to have the
trees preserved. Mr . Washburn noted storm water calculations can
be obtained.
Storm drains can be resolved.
Line sizes can be
resolved also, and they would be happy to do that.
Mr. Richan stated there is a 40-70 foot piece of property to the
east on the entrance, Mr. Washburn stated that is part of the trail
head that belongs to American Fork City . Mr. Washburn stated the
intention would be to have some maintenance through the property
owners association, but it belongs to American Fork City.
Mr. Arbus asked about parking for people who will be walking the
trail. Mr. Washburn concurred that a parking area was needed.

(

Mr. Hadfield stated there may need to be a realignment of the 700
North bridge and realignment of the road. Mr. Washburn stated the
plan reflects changes suggested by Horrocks .
7
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Mrs . Belmont stated the idea of the trail is not to have people
drive to the trail and walk, but to walk from their house to the
trail.
Rod Despain stated the narrowest part has to do with the portion of
the road and the adjacent properties.
Rod noted the eastern
boundary of this subdivision is going to change and everything
between the lots and the subdivisions title will pass to the City.
Rod stated this proposes a 24 foot travel way with no parking. He
was under the impression there was to be a 28 foot travel way with
parking on one side.
Paul Washburn stated that it should be a 28
foot travel way and will have the engineers correct the drawing.
Mr. Wagstaff asked if the trails will be wheelchair accessible.
Mr. Washburn noted they will be hard surfaced.
Clark Taylor moved approval of the subdivision subject to the
engineering concerns. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion. Rod noted
this goes to the City Council. Mr. Washburn does not intend this
to go to the City Council prior to addressing these issues and if
the Commission would like to make approval contingent on these
issues he would agree to it.
Clark Taylor amended the motion to have these issues addressed and
brought back to the Planning Commission prior to going to the City
Council. Pat seconded the motion. All in were in favor.

The Commission took a 10 minute break.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT AT 1200 SOUTH 700 EAST

FOR

THE

EGG

FARM

Reed Bromley, Stephen Sowby, and Paul Washburn were present to
answer questions on the proposed development. City Engineer Howard
Denney explained the concept plan, preliminary plan, and final plan
procedure. Tonight was the presentation of the preliminary plan.
One of the submittals for preliminary plan approval was a report
with technical information on transportation, water, soils, and
etc. There was not a preliminary title report provided. This was
necessary in order to determine property lines and easements.
Mr. Washburn explained the preliminary plan showed what he called
"soft" lot lines and that final lot lines would be determined by
what the buyer wanted.
One of the proposals of the plan was an
irrigation ditch that was to be left open. Mr. Sowby stated that
it was a storm drain.
Howard Denney stated that the water table was high and the
engineering report recommended a drain system for foundations.
They would tap into this like a sewer line. It was not on the plan
that was before the Commission but had been submitted to the City
Engineer in the past few days.

(

Juel Belmont reminded the Commission that they discussed a trail
through the property. Reed Bromley acknowledged that a trail was
8
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discussed at the time of annexation. Mr. Sowby suggested that the
trail be coordinated along with some property that may be
determined wetlands.
Howard Denney stated that .2 cfs is what was allowed to run off
from developed property to the north and assumed this to be true
here. Mr. Sowby responded that he had not completed the detailed
drainage drawings but the intent was to meet the same standard
which meant that some detaining of water on individual lots would
probably be required.
Reed Bromley stated that the Phase I Environmental Survey Clearance
was in process.
Mr. Denney noted that the boundary between Lindon and American Fork
went down the 860 East roadway and coordination was needed in front
of Barnes Bullets.
With regard to the transfer and abandonment of the current UDOT
right-of-way, (south frontage road) Paul Washburn stated that the
new road would need to be built and then UDOT would deed the
property to American Fork City. Steve Sowby suggested that it be
a landscape and utility easement area.
Howard Denney addressed the partial street on the south noting that
the drawing currently placed the sewer south of the ~ street plus
11 feet and also that there needed to be enough slope distance
between the road and the irrigation ditch.
The road extending
north to 1100 South left the Bromley property and was on the Selman
property.
The road on the south needed to line up with the
entrance to Barnes Bullets. Approval of the downstream water users
was needed, in this case, the LDS Church was one and they would
want to be involved.
Paul Washburn reported that the LDS Church
was reluctant to give a sign off until they knew who the tenants
were on a lot by lot basis.
Bill Arbus asked about the storm drain pond easement.
Paul
Washburn stated that it needed to be at that location with the
flexibility to move it a little.
Mr. Denney explained that the soils report acknowledged poor
conditions for foundations.
Suitable treatment would need to be
taken. Road fill would need to be hauled in to treat areas under
streets and a liquefiable soils alert would be needed as well.
Chairman Hadfield asked that the engineering report be signed and
dated.
Keith Richan noted that the impact analysis stated that the
irrigation ditch on the west may be left open as a landscape
feature.
He wanted it decided as to whether it would be open or
covered. Paul Washburn responded that until it was actually known
what the lot lines would be, it would be premature to locate it
underground.
9
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Paul Washburn stated that the 6 phases talked about were within the
descr i bed boundaries .
Keith Richan cautioned that drain
precluded due to high ground water.

fields

would

probably

be

Chairman Hadfield asked for other comments.
Bill Arbus moved to grant preliminary approval subject to 1) the
developer continue to work with Staff on the water shares
necessary, 2) that a preliminary title report be provided, 3)
submission showing the calculations for the drain system around the
foundations, 4) a trail location on the storm drainage easement, 5)
development of 860 East Street coordinated with Lindon City, 6) the
1300 South Street cross section be identified showing the sewer
line within the ~ street plus 11 feet, 7) location of the LDS
Church's irrigation ditch allow for proper slope from 1300 South
Street, 8) 1300 South Street align with the road into Barnes
Bullets, 9) catch basins identified, 10) notification of downstream
water users, 11) providing of the 100 year storm calculations, 12)
foundation and road designs for the soils conditions, and 13)
statements noting liquefaction and site conditions placed on the
plat. Michael Georgeson seconded the motion. All were in favor.

Rod Despain asked about the lots in the final plat. Mr. Washburn
indicated that the lots would probably look as they do on the
preliminary and they would return to the City to adjust them as
required by the purchaser .
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing further to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
a.

Discussion regarding changes to inner block provisions of the
Development Code

Rod Despain reviewed the summary of results from last week's poll.
(The Summary is attached to these minutes)
He noted that a
moratorium on inner block projects was on the agenda for action on
at the next City Council meeting .
Tiffany Statham asked about and discussed proposed road widths.
Bill Arbus had nothing further to report.
Michael Georgeson explained that he declared a conflict of interest
on Patterson projects as his son was a carpenter's helper for
Patterson Construction and it had no material beneficial impact to
his son, and so he would vote on the issue.

l

Juel Belmont had nothing further to report.
Keith Richan appreciated the Commission's patience in answering his
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questions. He noted that the impact analysis on Bromley's had some
contradictions.
It was explained that they would be handled
outside of a public meeting unless they could not get resolved.
Mr. Richan commented that he knew some of the Commissioners but
would like to get to know all.
He invited the Commissioners and
their spouse to his home on April 11 for an informal dinner.
He
suggested that they arrive at 6:00p.m. with an informal dinner at
6:30 p.m. After dinner he would like to hear about each member.
Clark Taylor had nothing further to report.
Pat Fleming stated that the Commission needed to be ready to move
ahead on the inner block issue.
He also asked that the
Commissioners submit a list of topics they felt important.
Kevin Bennett reported that the moratorium was over and
developers needed to follow the new impact fee guidelines.

the

ADJOURNMENT
Michael Georgeson moved adjournment at 11:05 p.m.
seconded the motion. All were in favor.

~~
Pamela Baldwin

Exec(;J:r~r~

QJL

Richard M. Colborn
Planning Administrator

(
11

Pat Fleming

INNER-BLOCK DEVELOPMENT
PARAMETERS SUMMARY

(
1.

Objective of Inner-Block Policy - Level of Encouragement for
Development of Inner-Block Projects. Should City Be:
A.

c~ B.

(!) c.
D.
(D E.

2.

Wildly Supportive
Casually Supportive
Neutral
Reluctantly Provide for the alternative
Outright Prohibit

Consistent with the above objective, what specific policies,
procedures and criteria should the City adopt.
A.

Density - How many units should be allowed in a
project? Size of lots/building sites.
1.
2.

3.

B.

Building types permitted.
1.
2.
3.

4.

C.

®
D.

®

(

Same as permitted in underlying zone
Incentive approach - more than permitted in
underlying zone
Dis-incentive approach - less than in the
underlying zone

Same as underlying zone
Cluster in attached dwellings - more open space?
One family only, regardless of zone - minimal
impact on surrounding area.
Building mix to be comparable to development in
the block - may help stabilize the neighborhood.

Character of buildings - Building design constraints
1.
2.

What ever type the owner wants
Architecture to be compatible with existing
development

Access Options
1.
2.
3.

Frontage on Public Street required?
Should private roads be permitted?
No road access required - just a driveway is
sufficient.
If so, should flag lot approach be
approved? What about just an access easement
across intervening private lands. what about
common drives - if so, how many lots on a common
drive? Who would be responsible maintenance.
Design Criteria for access roads - standard cross
section or reduced road with and improvement

,

(

.

. I.

E.

Integrated Design and Development.

@)
F.

1.

Should lot-by-lot development be permitted,
without concern for impact on adjacent properties.

2.

Should inner-blocks be approved only if all
elements are to be constructed at one time - no
phase development permitted.

3.

Continuation of current program - phased
development provided each phase is consistent with
overall plan approach

Approval Approach

@

1.

~ 2.
G.

(

As a Large Scale Development ie. PUD with
significant input from City and public hearing
As a Subdivision · - if so will need to develop
standards

Design Criteria

~

1.

Flexibility in design vs. consistency with minimum
criteria. i.e. flag lots, density zoning
procedures.

2.

Street Widths - off-street parking requirements.

3.

Width and character of access roads.

4.

Building separation

5.

Open Space requirements?

6.

Common storage - for RV's

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
APRIL 2, 1997
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on April 2, 1997, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m.
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

7.

Review and action on the March 19, 1997, minutes.
Review and action on a revised site plan for the LDS Church
Recreation Facility at approximately 955 North 540 West.
Review and action on a site plan for a Summer Sales Open Air
Craft/Flea Market at approximately 550 South 500 East.
Review and action on the preliminary plan for Pacific Cove
Subdivision at 154 West Pacific Drive.
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
a.
Discussion regarding annexation procedure changes.
b.
Discussion of inner-block developments.
c.
Discussion of World Gym at 350 East State Road.
Adjournment.

Dated this 30 day of March, 1997.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

..

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
APRIL 2, 1997

(
REGULAR SESSION

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session
on April 2, 1997, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:06p.m. Those
present included J.H. Hadfield, Juel Belmont, Michael Georgeson,
Pat Fleming, Bill Arbus, and Keith Richan.
Clark Taylor was
excused as he was out of town. Staff members present included Rod
Despain, Howard Denney, Kevin Bennett, and Richard Colborn. Others
present included Donny Burnett from Troop 813, Marv Coomes, Larry
Sirkel, Ron Phillips, Lee Bowers, Steve Hagar, Paul Washburn, Paul
Brady, Jon Scholes, Barbara Christiansen, and 8 citizens.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MARCH 19, 1997, MINUTES
Bill Arbus asked that an addition be made on Page 7, 3rd paragraph
up from bottom to reflect that, "Mr. Washburn concurred that a
parking area was needed."
Michael Georgeson asked that the second line in the 6th paragraph
on Page 3, be changed to read, "Sandra stated from a maintenance
point of view .... "

(

Michael Georgeson asked that on Page 10, 3rd paragraph up from the
bottom, it needed to be noted that his son worked as a carpenter's
helper for Patterson Construction.
Keith Richan asked that on Page 3, the last line of the second
paragraph be changed to read, "Kevin Bennett stated that he assumed
that the agreement including placement of liability was being
worked on." Also on Page 4 in the first paragraph, third sentence,
that the first "is" be deleted.
Mr. Richan questioned on Page 7, 2nd paragraph, 11th line down
where it stated that the trail would be owned and maintained by the
homeowner's association.
This should be the subject of further
discussions.
In addition on Page 9, 6th line down in the fifth
paragraph should read, "The road on the south needed to line up
with the entrance to Barnes Bullets.
Pat Fleming noted that the word "repair" on Page 7, second
paragraph, lOth line, should be "riparian." Also on Page 4, second
paragraph, the following sentence should be placed at the first of
the paragraph, "Pat Fleming felt that in his mind it was in the
public use before the homeowners had homes."
Michael Georgeson moved approval of the March 19, 1997, minutes
with the noted corrections and additions.
Juel Belmont seconded
the motion. All were in favor.

(

Mr. Richan commented that the minutes prepared by Mr. Colborn and
Ms. Baldwin were prepared as well as any he had experience with.
1
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED SITE PLAN FOR THE LDS
RECREATION FACILITY AT APPROXIMATELY 955 NORTH 540 WEST

CHURCH

Mr. Coomes was present to request approval of a revised site plan .
First, no homes would be adjacent to 540 West Street . Second, they
would relocate the pavilion to a location closer to the parking
lot . Third, the original approval had a requirement of posting an
improvement bond for road improvements along 540 West Street. He
would like to revise this requirement to a letter of intent from
the Stake President.
After some discussion, it was decided that it was not an issue as
the bond would not be required until a building permit was applied
for.
It was suggested that a safety fence be installed along 540 West
Street as that was a collector road.
It would keep children from
darting into the road.
Mr. Coomes stated that they would extend a fence from the cage past
1st and 3rd bases. They would not like the fence as a requirement
but to allow them to install one in the future.
Howard Denney explained that another sump needed to be placed at
the south end of the park area between the properties and tied into
the storm drain system.
Bill Arbus moved approval of the revised site plan with the
stipulation of 1) a fence along the east side of the property next
to 540 West Street, and 2) a sump installed on the south end of the
park property and tied into the storm drain. Keith Richan seconded
the motion.

Keith Richan asked the City Engineer if the drainage was engineered
adequately and only one sump was necessary. Howard Denney answered
that this was an additional sump and that it would work .
All were in favor of the motion.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR A SUMMER SALES OPEN AIR
CRAFT/FLEA MARKET AT APPROXIMATELY 550 SOUTH 500 EAST
Mr. Larry Sirkel explained that he intended to improve the parcel
with a slag type ground cover . He believed that the parking shown
was for more than what was needed. This was popular in the East,
Europe, and on the West Coast. It would provide an opportunity for
local citizens to market their crafts .
It needed to be well
presented and clean.
It was planned to operate only on Thursday,
Friday, and Saturdays.
He had several interested parties.
Mr .
Sirkel owned 2 children's stores and may decide to build a building
for another children's store at this location.
Chairman Hadfield observed that only the first 150 feet was annex ed
into the City.
2
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Mr. Sirkel stated that if successful this year, he would want to
make additional improvements next year including hard surfacing the
parking area. The City would need to look at licensing. He would
like it to be able to come under one business license and the
necessary food handler permits.
Keith Richan asked if he had an option on the entire 430 feet of
property.
Mr. Sirkel responded that he could get additional
property if it was needed.
Keith Richan was aware of a similar development in Mesa, Arizona.
He asked how the City determined parking requirements.
He felt
that if run properly it would be very successful.
Mr. Sirkel noted that the area needed to be clean and well
maintained. He anticipated that they would take down their booth
each week.
there would be no camping on this property.
He had
planned for half of his 86 parking spaces for exhibitors and half
for patrons.
Rod Despain explained that this was basically a trial balloon and
suggested that it be looked at as an ancillary use.
It was
proposed that the site would not be sewered nor watered. However,
some type of sanitary facilities would be needed. It was proposed
to use portable toilets. The washing of hands was a necessity that
needed to be provided for.
Mr. Sirkel explained that he had a one year lease and an option
longer than that.
Michael Georgeson felt that slag still created dust and would need
to be watered down.
He suggested the use of gravel.
Mr. Sirkel
committed that they would keep the dust down.
Howard Denney requested that any further use, including the hard
surfacing of the parking lot, require a further review.
Bill Arbus asked about the access to 500 East Street.
reported that this would be a one-way, entrance only.

It was

Mr. Despain stated that the City needed to know what the County
would agree to.
Pat Fleming asked the time frame as to when this would operate.
Mr. Sirkel responded that it would be from June through September.
He felt running water was a necessity.
Michael Georgeson stated there were some major issues that would
not get resolved tonight. The concerns of the Commission have been
noted.
It was now up to the petitioner to do some homework and
return.

(

Howard Denney noted that there were State requirements for mass
gatherings and that those regulations might come into play. This
information is available from Dwight Hill at the Health Department.
3
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Ron Phillips a resident on 500 East asked that the Commission make
sure that access from 500 East was approved. Mr. Sirkel explained
that part of the access was on the Savage property to the north.
Rod Despain asked if he only had half of the access, were people
going to drive on Savage Brothers property illegally.
The site
plan needed to be corrected and legal accesses and ownership shown.
A bond would also be required for clean up.
Pat Fleming moved to table this item to a future meeting.
Arbus seconded the motion.

Bill

Mr. Richan noted that soft drink and food was mentioned, they need
to provide for waste control.
Mr. Sirkel stated that they would
have their own employees well identified along with security at
night as well.
In review what was needed was, 1) a letter from the County on their
part, 2) redesign of the access to exactly reflect the situation,
3) providing of documentation of the legal access to 500 East, 4)
providing of a cross easement on the access, if necessary, 5)
correct location of the City boundary shown, 6) assurance bond, 7)
sanitation sign off, 8) issuance of a letter of intent, and 9)
review of the Olde West County Store site plan.
All were in favor of the motion.

(

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY
SUBDIVISION AT 154 WEST PACIFIC DRIVE

PLAN

FOR

PACIFIC

COVE

Lee Bowers asked about the fire suppression flow in the area. City
Engineer Howard Denney noted that there was some discrepancy.
Stephen Sowby had a flow test conducted that showed 1500+ gallons
per minute.
The Horrocks model agreed.
The Fire Marshal ran a
test with a flow meter and calculated it at 700 gallons per minute.
He believed he knew what the problem was and would look into it.
Mr. Denney noted that the following items were needed on the
preliminary plat; 1) Flood Plain Designation and Panel Number, 2)
proposed utility easements and configuration, 3) 2 subdivision
monuments, 4) installation of a fire hydrant if the flows could not
be met.
Mr. Denney asked what was planned for the road as it extended to
the west. Was it to be dead ended or one-wayed or a conventional
street.
He also had a concern of the traffic pattern over the
tracks.
Pat Fleming moved to have the staff draw the road configuration in
the area.
(an aerial photo would be adequate} .
Bill Arbus
seconded the motion.

Chairman Hadfield asked that the developer provide some grades as
well.
4
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Juel Belmont asked permission from Mr. Bowers for the Historical
Committee's representative to come on the property and to measure,
photograph, and document the historical home and barns before they
were removed.
Mrs. Belmont continued that John Peters built this home.
Peters was the first postmaster.

John J.

All were in favor of the motion.
Bill Arbus moved to table the preliminary plan until another
meeting and asked the landowner to include the engineering concerns
of fire flows, water rights, road widths, and the treatment of the
other remaining area.
Pat Fleming seconded the motion. All were
in favor.

Mr. Keith Richan asked for some clarification.
Rod Despain
responded that the issue was that the Commission did not know the
configuration of the road to the west nor how it would effect this
property.
Mr. Bower's partner, Steve Hager, stated that he had come to this
meeting with the understanding that the fire flow was all that was
in question.
Pat Fleming responded that the City would work on
their issues and be ready at the next meeting.
(

The Commission took a 10 minute break.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
OTHER BUSINESS
c.

Discussion of World Gym at 350 East State Road

Chairman Hadfield explained that they were not able to obtain cross
access agreements with the property owner to the east. Wendy's was
willing, but the owner was not. Mr. Washburn noted that they had
2 accesses and another emergency access to the south.
Michael
Georgeson felt that a change to not require a cross easement should
be the subject of a motion.
Pat Fleming suggested that the item be placed on the next agenda
for action.
After some further discussion, Michael Georgeson moved that the
Commission find that World Gym had performed as far as they could
and that the movement of the OS&Y fire sprinkler connection was
insignificant. Bill Arbus seconded the motion. All were in favor.
b.

Discussion of inner-block developments

Copies of the inner block moratorium Ordinance as passed by the
City Council were distributed.
It was noted that the time frame
was 6 months.
Issues of the inner block was discussed.
Rod
Despain explained the idea of Criteria for Compatibility.
5
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Mr. Jon Scholes stated that he had been working on an inner block
project in his area for over a year.
The feedback from the
neighbors was that houses were old, built in the 40's or earlier.
They would be upset if homes were put in that were only for rentals
or were two story.
A lady stated that compatibility as to how a building sits on the
lot was important as well; how much set back, how much rear yard,
back yards to back yards, and size of home.
Paul Brady suggested the Commission begin with some of the issues
that the residents of Block 5 have submitted. He suggested taking
the average size of lots on the block, look at whether they were
one or two stories, and the architecture.
Criteria items on the
whole block should be averaged with the existing. They do not want
new rectangles behind them functioning as a money machine.
Chairman Hadfield proposed a work session on inner block issues.
Pat Fleming suggested that the Commission get regulations on the
subject from other communities to review.
Chairman Hadfield felt that an inventory of the blocks that could
qualify for inner block projects be undertaken.
It was decided
that a work session on inner blocks would be held on Tuesday, April
29, 1997, at 6:30p.m.
Paul Brady felt that in a democracy, the majority should rule and
also that something needed to built in to the new Ordinance to
provide for early notification of neighbors.
a.

Discussion regarding annexation procedure changes

Rod Despain explained that the philosophy of the current annexation
law encouraged development in the Cities.
Townships also
encouraged this. The new law swung the pendulum the other way. He
distributed an outline of the new annexation process and also a
copy of H.B. 363 which did away with townships and explained the
new procedure to annex. This would be a major change. Discussion
on annexation procedures ensued.
OTHER BUSINESS
Bill Arbus noted that other communities were going ahead with their
annexation in the North Shore Township area.
Chairman Hadfield
responded that Lehi was continuing with the annexation to get it
completed by May 5, 1997. There was not enough time for the proper
hearings and actions required for American Fork to proceed.
Michael Georgeson noted that he had a Treatise on Land Trusts.
Juel Belmont would take a look at it.
Kevin Bennett asked that an Ordinance amending the Development Code
to require adequate facilities and one authorizing the negotiation
and adoption of development agreements be placed on the next
6
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Planning Commission agenda.
Juel Belmont and Keith Richan had nothing further to report.
ADJOURNMENT
Juel Belmont moved adjournment at 11:25 p.m.
the motion. All were in favor.

Richard M. Colborn
Planning Administrator

(
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Pat Fleming seconded

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
APRIL 16, 1997
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on April 16, 1997, in the
City Hall , 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m .
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M.

- REGULAR SESSION

Review and action on the April 2, 1997, minutes.
Review and action on the preliminary plan for Legacy Estates
Subdivision at 90 West 1120 North .
3.
Review and action on the preliminary plan for Pacific Cove
Subdivision at 154 West Pacific Drive .
4.
Review and action the preliminary and final plat of the Quinn
Estates Subdivision at 240 North 400 West.
5.
Review and action on the preliminary plan for Jockey Hollow
Estates at approximately 750 North 750 East .
6.
Review and action on a revised preliminary plan for Riverwalk
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oposed Ordinance amending the
Code to authorize the negotiation and adoption of
agreements.
10.
action on a proposed Ordinance amending the
Development Code to require adequate facilities.
11.
Review and action on a proposed Ordinance amending the City's
Annexation procedures.
12.
Site Plan Committee Report.
13.
Other business.
a.
Review of set back requirements in mobile home parks.
b.
Discussion of inner-block developments .
c.
Report on City Council work session.
14.
Adjournment.
1.
2.
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Dated this 8 day of April, 1997.
J . H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
APRIL 16 , 1 997
NOTICE AND AGENDA

(

Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on April 16, 1997, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p . m.
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P . M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

(

8.

9.
10.
11.

12 .

Review and action on the April 2, 1997, minutes.
Review and action on the preliminary plan for Legacy Estates
Subdivision at 90 West 1120 North.
Review and action on the preliminary plan for Pacific Cove
Subdivision at 154 West Pacific Drive.
Review and action the preliminary and final plat of the Quinn
Estates Subdivision at 240 North 400 West.
Review and action on the preliminary plan for Jockey Hollow
Estates at approximately 750 North 750 East.
Review and action on a revised preliminary plan for Riverwalk
PUD at 460 East 700 North.
(Southside)
Review and action on a proposed Ordinance amending the
Development Code to authorize the negotiation and adoption of
development agreements.
Review and action on a proposed Ordinance amending the
Development Code to require adequate facilities .
Review and action on a proposed Ordinance amending the City's
Annexation procedures.
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
a.
Review of set back requirements in mobile home parks.
b.
Discussion of inner-block developments.
c.
Report on City Council work session.
Adjournment.

Dated this 8 day of April, 1997.

J . H. Hadfield, Chairman
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
APRIL 16, 1997
NOTICE AND AGENDA

\

Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on April 16, 1997, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p . m.
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10 .
11 .

12.

Review and action on the April 2, 1997, minut es.
Review and action on the preliminary plan for Legacy Estates
Subdivision at 90 West 1120 North.
Review and action on the preliminary plan for Pacific Cove
Subdivision at 154 West Pacific Drive.
Review and action the preliminary and final plat of the Quinn
Estates Subdivision at 240 North 400 West.
Review and action on the preliminary plan for Jockey Hollow
Estates at approximately 750 North 750 East .
Review and action on a revised preliminary plan for Riverwalk
PUD at 460 East 700 North.
(Southside)
Review and action on a proposed Ordinance amending the
Development Code to authorize the negotiation and adoption of
development agreements.
Review and action on a proposed Ordinance amending the
Development Code to require adequate facilities.
Review and action on a proposed Ordinance amending the City's
Annexation procedures .
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
a.
Review of set back requirements in mobile home parks.
b.
Discussion of inner-block developments .
c.
Report on City Council work session.
Adjournment.

Dated this 8 day of April, 1997 .

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES
APRlL 16, 1997

(

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on Aprill6, 1997 in the
American Fork City Council Chambers commencing at 7:00p.m. Chairman Hadfield was
excused as was Clark Taylor. Those present included: Planning Commissioners Michael
Georgeson, Juel Belmont, Pat Fleming, Bill Arbus, and Keith Richan; City Employees and
consultants Pamela Baldwin, Howard Denney, and Rod Despain; Bill West, Barbara Christiansen,
Mel Frandsen, A.B . Wright and wife, Paul Washburn, Dr. Terry Thomson, Hugh Johnson, Roland
Robison, Denise Pederson, Mrs. Powell, Barry Andreason, Barry Fulmer, Thurl Jacobson and 4
other citizens.
Juel Belmont was Acting Chairperson for the meeting.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APRlL 2~ 1997 MINUTES
Mr. Richan stated that Lee Bowers asked about the "fire flow" on page -4-, 7th paragraph, it
should be corrected to "water flow" Michael suggested "fire suppression flow". He also noted in
the last sentence he believed he "know" should be "knew" and it should be Howard Denney rather
than "he" . On page -5- on the fourth paragraph, "landowner" should be inserted. Michael
Georgeson moved approval of the minutes as corrected. Pat Fleming seconded the motion. All
were in favor.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR LEGACY ESTATES
SUBDIVISION AT 90 WEST 1120 NORTH
Howard Denney showed the changes in the proposed plan. He noted one of the items that had
been asked to be added shows a vacation of the property south of Country View Lot # 1. Howard
stated it may be the desire of the City to maintain ownership of the property to allow for a right
turn lane or whatever is needed in the future. The Mayor suggested that portion of the property
in front of Country View Lot # 1 not be vacated. Bill Arbus asked if there is sufficient room for a
turning lane. Discussion of the possible future uses was held. Mr. Richan noted that Lot #I has
been listed and they have included the property in the property sale. Mr. West stated he had
talked to them and he would get back with them to clarify the issue. Juel Belmont asked about
the area in the center of the road. Howard noted the city would need to enter into negotiations
with the School District to determine parking, and recommend we continue this type of stripping
and the painted islands will be done away with and allow people to park at a 45 degree angle. Bill
Arbus asked about the trail. Mr. West responded there will be 4 ft of sidewalk and 4 ft of
walkway. Mr. Arbus asked what kind of treatment will be put in, Mr. West stated it will be
stripped. Mr. Arbus asked about the area that the City will maintain. Mr. West stated that they
were planning to put in grass. Mr. Arbus stated that a lot of effort had been put into establishing
the trail system and suggested that something needs to be done to identify the area as part of the
trail. Howard Denney noted if the City keeps the property they will maintain it.

(

Pat Fleming moved to approve the preliminary plan for Legacy Estates 90 West 1120 North
1

noting that on the preliminary plat the statement of vacation needs to be removed, the City
will maintain ownership of that parcel; there will be some stripping provided for the road
configuration at 1120 North, the developer will also stripe for the urban trail and the City
will get input from the Beautification Committee for the landscaping of the non-vacated
property next to Country View amended Lot #1. Bill Arbus seconded the motion. Rod
recommended an addition to the motion, that the Planning Commission recommend vacation of
the property on the southern portion of Legacy Estates. Pat Fleming added that the Planning
Commission recommends that some action needs to be taken on the vacation of the City
owned property on the southern portion of Legacy Estates. Bill Arb us approved the
addition in his second. Bill Arbus asked for a landscaping plan for the trail be on the final plat.
Howard stated this should be the responsibility of the City staff Mr. West stated they will
address the issue with someone on the City level before coming back with a final plan.
Keith Richan had some questions regarding the stripping and the trail plan and the road width
requirements. Howard discussed the trail and the road configuration. Mr. Richan stated at some
time a criteria will need to be set for the trails throughout the City. Mr. West stated his engineer
had suggested that sidewalk can be used for trail, which it would be in front of the Jr. High. Bill
Arbus asked if there is enough room for a 4 ft. bike trail. Howard noted it would be difficult
unless it was only a one way. Pat Fleming stated for the purposes of the motion this evening the
questions has been satisfied. Voting on the motion was unanimous.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR PACIFIC COVE
SUBDIVISION AT 154 WEST PACIFIC DRIVE
Rod Despain discussed the road and the curb, gutter and sidewalk and planter strip. He presented
the existing roadway and sidewalk. He noted it narrows as it goes west. He discussed the
options. The two alternatives were, to make it up to be an adequate road by coming to a safe
offset from the railroad tracks (approximately 8 feet from the track) . This approach would
provide for an adequate travel service by requiring some property dedication for the roadway
when the parcel is developed. The second option is to end the road, continue the sidewalk
through a cul-de-sac which would allow for access on 200 west. Rod stated the Commission can
take the property as is, or take some action. He suggested some dedication of rights-of-way
when approving the subdivision.
Howard Denney noted that the plan shows a derelict parcel. The property owner noted that will
be deeded to Patterson, he stated it is noted on the plat. Howard noted that the 30 foot set back
goes through some of the garages as shown on the drawings, the lots may need to be changed to
allow for the set backs. He suggested a condition that hammer heads or circular drives be put in
so that people will not be backing into an intersection. Howard stated that the Fire Marshall
agrees this is an improvement of the plan with a fire hydrant added. Michael asked if the line size
is sufficient. Howard noted from the model and tests it is adequate. He stated the monuments
need to be shown in the plat. Rod stated there would be a curb for some type of seperation.
Michael Georgeson noted his is concern is at what point would the curb be installed, would this
be required as part of the subdivision or required as an offsite. Rod stated it could go either way.
Pat Fleming noted he is concerned about the conflictof the vehicle traffic and the rail traffic. He
thinks the cul-de--sae-eption should be-seriously lookeaat ana vacating tlie road, giving the
2

property to the Powells and have the corner lot go for frontage on 200 West. Discussion of the
roadway ensued. Mrs. Powell stated that there is one home in the area right now, and with the
development there will be five homes created she is concerned about the traffic in the area. Mrs.
Powell noted it is difficult to see when you are backing out going west.

(

Discussion was held regarding the corner property. A cul-de-sac in the area was discussed. It
was noted there needed to be enough room for the fire trucks to turn around. Discussion of dead
ending the road was held . Mr. Arbus noted the decision to make a cul-de-sac would be a big
burden on the developer. Rod stated the one way option will delay the decision to address the
road.
The Commissioners were polled as to their opinions . Bill Arbus felt it should be a one way
street. Michael Georgeson does not feel the cul-de-sac is a good option, he would like to have it
dead ended at this time and could be reopened with the development of the property in the future .
He is concerned about the Powells. Pat Fleming felt it needs to be a dead end permanently. Keith
Richan felt the property owners of the end property should have some input on the decision.
Keith Richan noted this is a very little used road and will always be a small used road. He does
not support a cul-de-sac nor a dead end without the input of the other property owners. He
would support a two way street with no parking along the street. Juel Belmont stated she is
against the cul-de-sac and would like to see a dead end street. Mr. Richan stated the set back is
not far enough on the drawing, he asked how much it lacks. Howard Denney explained it to him.
Rod stated this is really approval of a subdivision, not a proposed plan.
Pat Fleming moved to table this item until the next agenda to allow the property owners on
the west corner lot be notified to enable them to be present to defend their position. Keith
Richan seconded the motion. All in favor.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLAT OF THE QUINN
ESTATES SUBDIVISION AT 240 NORTH 400 WEST
Pat Fleming stated based on the action of the Board of Adjustment finding this an allowable
subdivision this should be a simple decision. Howard Denney referred to the lot split as noted in
the Board of Adjustment decision. He noted there is not a profile showing the final grading. He
recommends approval of the preliminary and final approval of the Quinn Estates Subdivision at
240 North 400 West. Howard noted there needs to be monuments on the plat. Rod noted this is
the remaining access point to the inner-block. Michael Georgeson moved approval of the
Quinn Estates Subdivision at 240 North 400 West meeting the conditions set by the City
Engineer. Bill Arb us seconded the motion. All were in favor of the motion.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR JOCKEY HOLLOW
ESTATES AT APPROXIMATELY 750 NORTH 750 EAST

(

Howard read from the 11-6-96 Planning Commission Minutes and reviewed them. There was
direction given to the developer that certain things be addressed to the design area and would like
those items addressed . The items were: ground water and surface water treatment and handling,
basement limitations, and ground water testing be done, study of flooding of basements in the
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area, water rights needed to be protected, leave open spaces to save trees, discussion of the culde-sac, and exisiting conditions regarding water and sewer. Barry Andreason discussed the water
drainage in the area, he showed their proposal to move the manhole and extend pipe to pickup
drainage from the hillside which will empty in McArthur ditch. He noted there are existing
springs, they plan to run a pipe to each lot, there will be statement on the plat regarding
basements in the area. He noted there is a leakage that will be repaired. They plan to re-route
Mcarthur ditch as it crosses 700 North. He indicated there is a plan for a secondary storm drain
system to take care of surface drainage, which will have a sump, manhole and an outlet to the
storm drain as a backup. Mr. Georgeson asked if there is sufficient capacity to collect all of the
drainage of the ground water. Mr. Andreason stated they really don't know the surface drainage,
some of the springs aren't running now, they sized the pipes extra large to accommodate the
excess water, they are 24 inch pipe, on the sides they are 12 inch pipes. Mr. Richan related his
experience with a similar property, he noted their drain pipes went down 11 feet and they have
had root problems with the pipes. Mr. Richan noted there could always be problems with roots
and a breakage in the line which would require the owner to know what they are dealing with.
Pat Fleming asked the resonsibility of the different lines. He referred to the disclaimer on the plat
and asked if the Commission has required a soils survey as has been required on other
subdivisions. It was noted that it has been done on others. He noted it is the responsibility of the
developer to do some of that work. Howard noted this is the City's disclaimer, and it will also be
on the building permit. Howard stated the other subdivisions were required to have a ground
water study. Howard stated an important issue is the water rights and what needs to be done to
get them to the right people in the right way. Mr. Fulmer stated the spring's largest holder is Mr.
Gunther and he has been contacted. Howard noted the City is the largest claim holder, he feels
Mr. Thomson needs to give his approval and the City needs to give their approval along with
permission from the Irrigation Company to change the McArthur ditch.
Howard noted other concerns; stating in some areas there is ground water within 2 feet from the
top . He is concerned with the drain system as presented. Mr. Andreason discussed their solution
to the problem. Howard asked about the headgate. Mr. Andreason stated it was to provide Mr.
Thomson with access to water on the south so they can continue to use the water. Howard asked
if the water would back up if the gate were to be closed. Mr. Andreason stated it could be
designed so it would not.
Pat Fleming stated this could be a very nice subdivision, but wants to make sure everything is
done properly. He would like to do something with just the sewer lines and the drain lines.
Mr. Wright requested that whatever remarks he makes will be presented without prejudice and
that his remarks be reflected in the minutes. He discussed his property and property that he has
recently purchased. He noted there is a pipe between the Hutchings and the Johnsons (12 inch)
which takes the drainage. He has discussed the property with the former owner, Chuck Dalton.
He noted there is a line to take the run off water to the irrigation ditch. Up until 1993 they did
not have a problem with flooding . He indicated in 1993 there was a back up in the 12 inch pipe
which backed up into their property which caused a flood with the Johnsons. He noted water was
at the ground surface level. He stated in 1995 they had to replace the carpets in the ground floor
bedroom and other areas of the basement due to flooding . He said the J ohnsons had five pumps
running to get the water out of the basement. He stated they investigated and found the manhole
4
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on the Thomson property has a flood gate. He feels the flood gate has been manipulated closed,
or semi-closed and feels the gate is causing the backup problem. They would like to have the gate
welded open so that the water cannot be backed up. He would like it done this year before the
run off starts. He indicated he has records of the level of water in the manhole for the past year.
He is concerned that the proposed plan may overload the existing pipe, and requested that the
Planning Commission give direction to have the gate welded open. He referred to the Ordinance
on storm drains as published in the Citizen.
Dr. Thomson stated the gate has never been closed intentionally. He does not feel the run off is
consistant, it varies from time to time. He noted the manhole has a gate at the bottom so the
water can be stopped deep enough to feed his rainbird system. There is an overflow line on the
tank which is higher than the line Mr. Wright referred to. Mr. Thomson noted in 1995 when there
was a flooding problem he was getting calls all the time accusing him of keeping the gate closed,
which it was not. Dr. Thomson stated there was a blockage by roots and since they have been
removed there haven't been any more flooding problems.
Mrs. Wright noted the discussion on previous flooding problems will be a mute issue when the
ordinance comes into effect on May 1, 1997. The Wrights further discussed flooding problems
and the value issue with Mr. Thomson's property.
Chairperson Belmont indicated there are obvious problems that the Commission is not prepared
to address at this time.

(

Howard Denney stated he had no other major concerns with the proposed plat.
Mr. Andreason stated he feels the proposed plan will help the flood problems noted and will pick
up the water that is there and send it down stream.
Mr. Wright stated he doesn't have a problem with the proposed drainage system for Jockey
Hollow as long as the gate on the existing 12" system is welded open. Mr. Fulmer stated they can
eliminate the proposed gated on the proposed 24" system gate if necessary.
Mr. Georgeson asked that Mr. Andreason meet with the commission at another meeting to
address some of these issues.

Dr. Thomson stated at the last Planning Commission meeting the cul-de-sac was to be evaluated.
Howard noted there are enough issues on the preliminary plat on Cottonwood Estates that he did
not forward the final plat at this time.
Mr. Fulmer stated after the November Meeting they have been addressing the issues that were
noted at that time. They would like to move forward on this issue, they would be willing to meet
with the staff or commission or whatever is necessary to move the subdivision forward .

Michael Georgeson moved to defer further discussion of Jockey Hollow Estates until a
future time when a report from members of the Commission or Engineering Office is made
reporting the adequacy of the drainage in the proposed development. Bill Arb us
5
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seconded the motion. Pat Fleming noted the water rights need to be addressed and the changing
of the irrigation ditch needs to be acted on by the irrigation company. Mike Georgeson feels they
need to discuss the drainage system. If the commission feels it is necessary he would include it in
the motion.
Mr. Wright asked the Commission to protect their property. It was noted this needs to be a
Council decision.

Voting was unanimous in the affirmative.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR RIVERWALK PUD
AT 460 EAST 700 NORTH (SOUTHSIDE)
Howard Denney stated the items addressed at the previous meeting have been taken care of He
noted the 100 years storm flood plain needs to be shown on the plans. Mr. Washburn stated they
have taken into consideration when planning the development the flood potential even without the
precautions that have recently been put into place. Howard recommend that lot lines in Shalimar
be addressed on the final plat, he noted there needs to be a resolution of one property so there is
not a derelict parcel. Rod suggested that be done by meets and bounds. Evidence of conveyance
of easement for the sewer and water systems needs to be shown. The Fire Marshall has suggested
the fire hydrants be on the west side of the road, he is concerned of a 28 foot road in that he is
required to have a fire lane of 20 feet, the cul-de-sac has a 40 foot radius. He noted there is no
easterly property line on lot #13. Mr. Washburn stated they have not negotiated that with the
City yet. Rod stated the plan is a proposal which shows all of the property inbetween the adjacent
subdivisions, not all of it belongs to the developers, based on that he feels there are 12.59 acres
which conforms to the requirements in the zone. Howard stated the inside radius on lot # 1, #2
and #3 are too small to meet the requirements, they need to be inside radius' of 100 feet.

Bill Arbus moved approval of the preliminary plat ofRiverwalk PUD at 460 East 700 North
and the recommendation it to be forward to the City Council for public hearing after the
engineering concerns are corrected, 100 year storm labeled, the gaps so noted by engineer
be corrected and property abutting lot #11 in Shalimar derelict parcel be taken care of by
meets and bounds and documented, conveyance of the variance for water and sewer lines
through Shalimar Subdivision needs to be presented at the time of the public hearing, A
drawing showing the fire hydrants on the west side, the east property line Lot #13 will be
determined by the final plat, 28 foot of right-of-way and recommend to the City Council
that parking be on one side, the west side, the radius of the curb in front of lots #1,#2 & #3
be corrected to the 100 foot minimum. Michael Georgeson seconded the motion. Mr.
Washburn asked for a clarification on the meets and bounds and the variance to be
approved after preliminary and before final, Bill Arbus included that in the motion.
Michael Georgeson seconded the motion. Pat Fleming asked about the radius of the cul-desac, he asked how hard it would be to make it a 50 foot radius. Mr. Washburn noted they would
have to remove some trees to accommodate it. He discussed the area needed to turn around. Pat
stated a note could be forwarded to the Council make a final determination on the cul-de-sac size.
Michael Georgeson seconded the addition.
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Keith Richan asked about the trail and the maintenance of it once it is established. He asked
about the disclaimer on the plat. It was noted the disclaimer is put on by the City. Keith Richan
asked why the Commission would approve the subdivision if conditions are so bad the disclaimer
is necessary. Rod stated that is just a public notice.

{

Voting was as follows; "Aye" Bill Arbus, Michael Georgeson, and Pat Fleming; "Nay"
Keith Richan. The motion carried.
At 10:00 p.m. there was a 10 minute break in the meeting

Bill Arbus made an amendment to the motion to recommend to the City Council to review
the land swap deal. Michael Georgeson added the amendment to the second. Voting was
follows; "Aye" Bill Arbus, Michael Georgeson and Pat Fleming; "Nay" Keith Richan.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PROPOSED ORDINANCE AMENDING THE
DEVELOPMENT CODE TO AUTHORIZE THE NEGOTIATION AND ADOPTION OF
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENTS

(

Mr. Richan asked about page -2- item #4, he asked if it is too vague, if some would be charged
disporportionate costs. Rod stated this is one of four criteria which may trigger the necessity of a
development agreement. Rod stated there will be circumstances under which an applicant will
donate more than required by the impact fee and it will be done by agreement. Mr. Richan
questioned on page -3- third paragraph if a comma needs to be inserted behind determination and
behind record. Keith Rich an moved approval of the ordinance amending the development
code with the corrections as noted. Pat Fleming seconded the motion. Voting was
unanimous in the affirmative.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PROPOSED ORDINANCE AMENDING THE
DEVELOPMENT CODE TO REQUIRE ADEQUATE FACILITIES.
Michael Georgeson suggested that on page -2-, item 3-9.2 should be added to include treatment
in the definition. Howard Denney noted this is more of a general statement. Michael stated it
could be made as a motion. Michael Georgeson moved to recommend to the City Council
approval of the proposed ordinance amending the development code to authorize the
negotiation and adoption of development agreements. Pat Fleming seconded the motion.
Mr. Richan asked about definitions of parks and trails on page -2-. Discussion ensued. Voting
was all in favor.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PROPOSED ORDINANCE AMENDING THE CITY' S
ANNEXATION PROCEDURES

l

Rod stated that he does not have an ordinance prepared. He noted that the policy declaration is
no longer a matter required by State Law. There is a mechanism in the process where conditions
of annexation will fit into the procedure. He discussed the new annexation procedures, the City
Recorder is now obligated to certify to the City Council that the request is in compliance with
State Law. After that time they have to have 3 notices in the newspaper within 10 days, which is
7

a certification of compliance and a notification to protest. This can be 30 days or 60 days. After
that time it comes back to the City, if there are no protests. The City will then hold a public
hearing. At that time the City can insert conditions of annexation. Rod asked for input of the
Commisison as to the role they wish to play in the preparation of conditions of annexation. Pat
Fleming noted that the Council will be looking for advice and will probably be referring to the
Planning Commission for recommendations. Pat Fleming felt if the Planning Commission is
concerned about the general plan they need to advise the Council as to terms to consider for
annexations. Michael Georgeson stated he is thinking along the same lines as Pat, the
Commission should act in an advisory role. Bill Arbus felt the Planning Commission should be
involved in the ground work area. Pat Fleming moved to have Rod Despain prepare an
outline or document that would be a position statement from the Planning Commission
that will, eventually, be presented to the City Council for their consideration in
determining the role of the Planning Commission in an annexation request process. Bill
Arbus seconded the motion. Rod stated there are many changes in the State Laws. All were in
favor of the motion.

(

SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Howard Denney stated there was nothing to report.
REVIEW OF SET BACK REQUIREMENTS IN MOBILE HOME PARKS
Keith Richan asked if these requirements have been taken from other documents. Rod stated
they are taken from the document now used that was issued in 1976. Rod noted the 7 C's mobile
home park is taking out some of the older homes and moving in newer models. They are having
difficult times in fitting the homes in the spaces vacated. The current standard is causing a
problem. He noted most of the single wide mobile homes have added a room on, which is not in
compliance with the ordinance. The Planning Commission is looking at these requirements now
because the City has more liability due to tie downs in accordance with the current
recommendations. Rod noted the newer buildings are shorter and wider and the 15 foot
requirement is hard for them to meet. Discussion of mobile home parks ensued. I(eith Richan
suggested that ordinances of other cities that have recently updated their ordinances and done
research on the standards be reviewed . Rod indicated the specific request is to change the 15 foot
requirement to 10 feet, and as they are trading out the units there ought to be a revised site plan
on the entire park rather making a determination on a lot to lot basis.
The Commission was poled. Keith Richan and Pat Fleming did not have enough information to
have an opinion. Mike Georgeson felt 15 feet was a minimum. Keith Richan asked about rumors
regarding policies of changing out units when people sell. Pat Fleming felt that the 15 feet should
be a minimum. Juel Belmont also stated she felt the 15 feet is good. Bill Arbus feels 15 feet
should be kept. Rod Despain will pass that notion back to those that requested an opinion.
DISCUSSION OF INNER-BLOCK DEVELOPMENTS

(

Rod stated that in anticipation of the April29 meeting all of the inner-blocks within the City have
been inventoried, noting possible access areas. He noted there are approximately 29 potential
8
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blocks, and access was surprising. The report on the 29th meeting and a draft of an ordinance
will be discussed.
REPORT ON CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION
The Work Session will be on April 29 at 6:30p.m.
Clark was not present to discuss the work session.
Juel Belmont noted there is a public hearing at 5:30 p.m. on Friday. She stated if anyone is
intersted in attending she would like them to . Pat Fleming stated he is planning to be there, one of
the items of discussion will be the commuter rail system. He feels the commission should be
proactive on this issue and be a site for one of the stations. In the future that will be a very
important facility.
Howard noted Mountainland Association of Governments will be meeting with the Council
discussing the possibilty of American Fork being a site for a station.
Discussion of the rail system was held.
ADJOURNMENT

(

Michael Georgeson moved to adjourn at 11:17 p.m. Bill Arbus seconded the motion.
Voting was unanimous in the affirmative.

~~
Pamela Baldwin
Executive Secretary

(
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
APRIL 29, 1997
NOTICE OF WORK SESSION AND AGENDA

(

Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in a work session on April 29, 1997, in the
American Fork City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 6 : 30
p.m. The agenda shall be as follows:
6:30 P.M. - WORK SESSION
1.
2.

Review and discussion of changes
regulations of the Development Code.
Adjournment.

Dated this 14th day of April, 1997.

J . H. Hadfield, Chairman

[

to

the

inner

block

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
APRIL 29, 1997

(
WORK SESSION

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in a work session on
April 29, 1997, in the City Hall, commencing at 6:33 p.m.
Those
present incluaed Juel Belmont, J.H. Hadfield, Keith Richan, Michael
Georgeson, and Pat Fleming. Clark Taylor was excused as he was out
of town.
Staff present included Rod Despain, Howard Denney, and
Richard Colborn.
Others present included Stephen Sowby, 27
citizens and Barbara Christiansen.
REVIEW AND DISCUSSION OF CHANGES TO THE INNER BLOCK REGULATIONS OF
THE DEVELOPMENT CODE
Chairman Hadfield explained that the staff was working to develop
a map showing the original blocked areas and other inner block
areas. (Copies were provided to the Commissioners). At a previous
Planning Commission meeting they determined their philosophy of
inner blocks.
Rod Despain reported that he believed he had developed a draft
inner block ordinance in accordance with those guidelines.

(

A primary change in the Development Code would be how inner blocks
were treated in that they would be a separate form of Large Scale
Development. As the proposed Ordinance is written, the previously
referred to map would make the determination if an area was
eligible.
The map governed the areas available.
Areas not
identified on the map could be determined on a case by case basis.
It was cautioned that as development took place, the area may loose
its access availability and therefore may not pre-qualify even
though shown on the map.
Chairman Hadfield asked Rod Despain to present an overview of the
proposed Ordinance.
A copy of his presentation is attached to
these minutes.
Mr. Despain explained that there would be a more detailed
application form and that notice to adjacent property owners would
be the responsibility of the developer. He discussed the procedure
for inner block project approval.
Acceptable
reviewed .

road

access,

cross-sections,

and

alternatives

were

Keith Richan promoted the idea of allowing for one-way streets.
Rod Despain discussed that the density would be the same as allowed
in the underlying zone.
Flag lots would still be permitted.
Chairman Hadfield commented that the map only showed potential
areas and was not an intent to take rights away .
1

Chairman Hadfield asked members of the audience for comments.

(

Howard Adams, 184 North 100 East, stated that an inner block was
started on his block, Block 17.
There was not a cul-de-sac and
asked how they were supposed to turn around.
Rod Despain responded that at some point in time an additional road
could be extended into the block .
He thought that a temporary
hammerhead was required as this was the first development in the
interior of this block.
Mr . Adams felt there was not enough room.
Howard Denney commented that an asphalt
adjacent to the units on the south side.

hammerhead was

to

be

Mr . Adams stated that the irrigation ditch has not been piped and
that the irrigation had been interfered with.
Art Johnson, 380 North 530 East, explained that in an inner block
project behind his property, the contractor explained to him that
the City had given him permission to use a 9 - 1/2 foot strip of his
property. The inner block has created a lot of problems for him.
He felt that the Planning Commission had encouraged inner block
development more than they had concern for old taxpayers. Just say
no to inner block developments.
Juel Belmont responded that it was not up to the Planning
Commission to interfere with property boundary lines, those were a
private matter .
Mrs. Belmont
himself in.

was

sorry

about

the

situation Mr.

Johnson

found

Pat Fleming reported that the Planning Commission saw conflicting
property descriptions all the time and that the Planning Commission
did not get involved in disputed boundary lines.
Scott Roudabush, 53 West 100 South, reported that on his block,
Block 5, there was concern about an open irrigation ditch and the
lack of fire hydrants. With the Alternative B road cross-section
that allowed for one side parking, he did not feel that it would
get enforced. He felt good about one-way streets, if he lived in
Salt Lake City. Overall he felt the proposed Ordinance addressed
several issues well.
La Rae Shelley would not let inner block happen.
She objected to
the owner's of property on the block having approval .
The
developer would say they talked to everyone on the block . She felt
that the whole neighborhood should be included in the notification,
not just the one block, because the traffic effects more than just
the block with the development.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the other half of the road should be
notified as well, basically those residents within 300 feet . Mrs .
2

Shelley agreed.

(

Paul Brady, 41 West 100 South, asked if the neighbors were opposed,
could they vote it down.
The people ought to have the power to
vote down any and all of a proposed inner block development.
He
didn't think that one could use a standard template on any single
block.
Chairman Hadfield discussed private property rights.
wanted the neighbors to have veto power.

Mr.

Brady

Michael Georgeson commented that if a property owner bought a
property he was able to develop under the development standard they
could.
Rod Despain noted that the discussion and different points of view
were good and expressed his desire to receive input from whomever.
Monte Nelson, 170 East 100 South, stated that property owners have
rights.
Tiffany Statham believed that there were those that were trying to
buy up the property. Some owners want to develop partial things.
Rod Despain stated that the idea of partial development was one of
the items that he had flagged for concern. It could be made to be
done all at once or not at all.
John Hansen
money to do
appreciated
support for

stated that the down side was that it took a lot of
it all at once. It was an economic thing. Mr. Hansen
the work of the Commission in this matter and noted
one-way streets.

Mr. Brady suggested that a lot of these things were safety issues,
including incomplete roads and one way roads.
Mr. Roudabush
unfinished.

noted

that

he

would

hate

to

have

something

Chairman Hadfield commented that under the proposed Ordinance the
neighbors had a chance for input prior to it coming to the
Commission.
Marci Welcker, 154 East 100 South, explained that a developer had
bought property next to her and was concerned because she was going
to loose her privacy. Will they take care of the apartments.
Chairman Hadfield observed that the health and safety of it's
citizens was the prime concern of the Staff, Planning Commission,
and City Council.
Jon Scholes, 138 South 300 East, noted that a lot of land and a lot
of people were involved in his inner block proposal. He only owned
20% of the inner block.
3

Chairman Hadfield asked for comments from the Commission.
Mr. Scholes stated that a developer had approached him, but some of
the things they had said were not correct.
Chairman Hadfield noted that this was a work session and that the
Ordinance would be on a future agenda for action and then to a
public hearing and to the City Council.
Pat Fleming commented that those with concerns needed to stay with
the Ordinance in the process and to be involved. He was delighted
to see so many people at the work session. American Fork was in a
critical position. He asked them to keep in touch. He would like
to see a diagram of the road cross-sections in order to visualize
them.
The block analysis was very, very important.
He proposed
contracting the reviews out. He felt this would become part of the
General Plan.
Keith Richan noted that his questions were more appropriate for
more thought on his part and for the next meeting.
He commented
that the City cannot pass along the legislative duties to someone
else.
The other thing he would like to say is that some do not
come to the meetings, but they still have rights.
Chairman Hadfield noted that the Commission did not drive
train, someone else was pulling the levers.
ADJOURNMENT
The work session was adjourned at 8:30 p.m.

Richard M. Colborn
Planning Administrator
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INNER-BLOCK ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS
April 29, Draft

(

SECTION 1.
Section 2-6.2 enumerating the several types
of Large Scale Developments authorized within the City is hereby
amended by adding the following to said list:

10.

Inner-block Residential Development Projects.

SECTION 2.
Section 2-4.3-B-2 (R-1-9000 zone), 2-4.4-B
(R-1-7500 zone), 2-4.5-B (R-2-7500 zone), 2-4.6-B (R-3-7500
zone), 2-4.7-B (R-4-7500 zone) are hereby amended by adding the
following to the list of uses permitted in the zone:

Inner-block Residential development ~rejects, subject to the
provisions of Section 2-6.12 of this Code
SECTION 3.
Chapter 2-6 of the Development Code of
American Fork is hereby amended by adding a new section, to read
as follows:
2-6.12

A.

B.

Inner-block Residential Projects

Intent
It is the intent of this paragraph to:
1.

To provide a method wherein vacant and under used land
in the interior of the existing blocks within the
original townsite and similar landlocked ares of the
City may be developed, provided that development within
such areas would be compatible with existing
development in surrounding areas J and

2.

Establish and set forth the special requirements and
guidelines applicable to Inner Block Residential
Projects considered necessary to accomplish the intent .

Applicability of Provisions
The provisions of this Section shall be applicable only to
those areas currently identified on the Inner-block Area
Eligibility Map or a subsequent amendment thereto, which map
shall be adopted and/or amended, from time to time, upon
passage by a resolution relating thereto by the Planning
Commission.
The area shown on the map is intended to show, in a general
way, that portion of the interior of a parcel or block of
land which: (1) because of the extent of surrounding
development or other unique constraint is landlocked, or
otherwise without a reasonable opportunity for access, and

(2) as a result of such condition is precluded from
development under conventional subdivision regulations.

I
\

Minor adjustments to the boundaries of the inner-block area,
as shown on the map, may be made without the necessity of
amending the Eligibility Map, provided that any such
adjustment in boundary shall constitute a logical extension
of the area and shall not have the effect of reducing the
width, area, setback or other requirement of an adjacent lot
to a level not conforming with the minimum requirements of
the zone.
C.

(

Application to be Submitted
A proposal for development of an inner block residential
project shall be initiated by submittal of an application
relating thereto the City and also a concurrent notice of
intent to request approval of an inner-block residential
project to the owners of each parcel of within the
designated block area.
Said Application shall include the
following:
1.

Identification of Applicant

2.

Identification of the specific block for which the
request is proposed.

3.

A map showing the entire existing block and including:
(1) the existing property boundaries, (2) Current
ownership of each parcel, (3) extent of proposed innerblock project area and boundary of initial phase of
said project, if less than entire area, (4) written
statement or petition signed by owners of all property
within the defined inner-block area, indicating whether
they favor inclusion of their property within the
project area.

4.

A written analysis summarizing the existing conditions
within the entire block, including: (1) Number of
dwellings and dwelling mix (one-family, duplex, etc),
(2) Size and width of lot, (3) occupancy status (rental
vs. owner occupied), (4) size and character of existing
dwellings (i.e. age, number of stories, type of
construction) . ·

5.

One or more concept plans showing a proposed lot and
street layout plan for the entire area.
The Plan(s)
should show the relationship of the proposed lots or
building sites to existing lots, dwellings and other
significant buildings and intended points of vehicular
access Also, if the project is proposed to be
developed in more than one phase, the plan shall show a
proposed phasing plan.

(

(

6.

A copy of the written notice of intent to request
approval of an inner-block project and a list of the
names and addresses of the owners of property within
the specific block or area as shown on the Inner-block
Eligibility Map.

7.

In the event that the proposed inner block project is
not shown on the Inner Block Eligibility map, the
application shall include a petition requesting a
determination of eligibility of the proposed area for
consideration for Inner-block Development and amendment
of the· Eligibility Map. All further consideration of
the proposed project shall be suspended until such time
as a determination of eligibility for the project area
shall have been made by the Planning Commission and the
Eligibility Map amended.

D.

Procedure for Approval
The procedure leading to approval shall be the same as set
forth in Section 2-6.28

E.

Vehicular
Each lot
be served
City, and
1.

Access
within an inner-block project shall abut upon and
by an adequate street which is dedicated to the
conforms to one of the following:

Standard Inner-block Cross-section - 50 foot right-ofway with 36 feet of paved travel surface and integrated
curb, gutter and sidewalk, both sides.
This alternative would be applicable within any innerblock project.

2.

Alternate A- 42 foot right-of-way with 36 feet of
paved travel surface, curb and gutter on both sides and
a separate and remote sidewalk location.
This Alternative would be the minimum allowable where a
cul-de-sac is used (No through access route) of the
project contains ten or more units.

3.

Alternate B - 37 foot right-of-way with 28 feet of
travel surface, curb and gutter on both sides, sidewalk
on one side, and on-street parking permitted on one
side only.
This Alternative would be permitted only where route is
continuous and serves less than 9 units.

(

Cul-de-Sac
Where inner-block access streets are not continuous, said
streets shall terminate in a cul-de-sac having a radius if
not less than 50 feet and improved in accordance with the
City standards for inner-block cul-de-sac.

Entry Streets
Access routes into inner-block areas . shall comply with the
applicable minimum cross-section standard set forth above
and, where the access route is situated adjacent to an
existing dwelling, the minimum distance between the access
street right-of-way and the existing street shall comply
with the minimum requirements for corner lots.
F.

Design Standards and Criteria
1.

(

(

Density - The number of lots or dwelling units
permitted within an inner-block project shall be the
lesser of the following:
A.

The number of units permitted under a layout plan
conforming with the minimum lot size requirements
of the underlying zone or,

B.

The equivalent density.of the surrounding block
determined by dividing the net area of the innerblock by the average area per dwelling unit for
the portion of the block situated outside the
designated inner-block area.

2.

Size of Lots - Each lot shall conform with the minimum
size requirements for the underlying zone.

3.

Provision for Redivision of Lots - Where a project
includes duplex or other forms of attached housing, the
layout plan must anticipate and provide a logical
design to accommodate any subsequent division. (i.e.
lot split scheme for twin homes - said scheme must
provide for separation of parking, driveways and
buildings) .

4.

Lot Layout - the proposed lot layout must duly
recognize relationship of new to existing adjacent
dwellings (i.e. rear lots should abut rear lot areas of
existing structures. Wherever possible, access road
system should not create double frontage lots.

5.

Flag Lots Permitted - Where, in the opinion of the
City, the project area contains unusual shapes or
peninsulas, not readily accessed directly from the
proposed inner-block street, the City may approve a lot
layout which includes one or more flag lots.

6.

Building Envelope to be Shown - Setback Standards - The
proposed location of each dwelling (building envelope
area) shall be shown on the preliminary plan and final
plat . The Building Envelope area shall be established
in accordance with the following setback criteria.

Except that the City Council, subject to receipt of a
prior recommendation from the Planning Commission, may
approve a Building Envelopment for one or more
buildings at variance with the setback criteria, upon a
finding that the adjusted location does not result in
an unsafe condition or an undue intrusion upon adjacent
properties.
A.

Front Setback - Same as Underlying zone, provided
that no adjustment from the standard setback shall
result in a driveway which is less than 20 feet as
measured ,from the garage to the closest abutting
sidewalk.

B.

Side Setback, Interior side lot line - Same as
underlying zone, except that said setback shall be
not less than 10 feet when situated adjacent to
the rear of an existing lot.

C.

Rear Setback - Same as underlying zone.

7.

Dwelling Type -The mix of dwelling types (single
family, duplex, multi-family) shall conform to the
current mix as determined from the block analysis. The
number of duplex or multi-family structures and
dwelling unit shall not exceed the number of such units
existing on the surrounding block area.

8.

Architectural Compatibility - It is the intent of this
Paragraph that new structures within inner-block areas
be of a character which is consistent and compatible
with the bulk, height, style and construction materials
of existing dwellings in the immediate vicinity, to the
end that any new construction will not result in the
introduction of building styles or exterior surface
materials which are inconsistent with the overall
character of the area.
Prior to the approval of an inner-block project, the
owner shall submit a copy of the architectural plan for
each unit intended to be constructed within the project
area, including elevations.

9.

(

Any lots, whether included within the inner-block
project or proposed as a residual parcel, which abuts
on existing streets must conform to the zone
requirements of the underlying zone .

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MAY 7, 1997
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on May 7, 1997, in the City
Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m. The agenda
shall be as follows:
7: 00 P . M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11 .

12.

Review and action on the April 16, 1997, minutes.
Review and action on a zone change request by Peggy Olsen for
a zone change at 357 East 700 North from the existing R1-7500
to the R2-7500 .
Review and action on a final plat for Chipman Village PUD Plat
C at 75 North 325 East.
Review and action on a request by Michael & Klaver Glazier for
a Historic Building Conservation Project at 343 East Main
Street.
Review and action on a site plan for a Summer Sales Open Air
Craft/Flea Market at approximately 550 South 500 East.
Review and action on the preliminary and final plan for
Pacific Cove Subdivision at 154 West Pacific Drive .
Review and action on a site plan for a modular structure in
the northeast portion of the Hospital property which is
located at 170 North 1100 East.
Review and action on a preliminary plan for Temple Meadows PUD
at approximately 550 North 1250 East.
Review and action on a proposed Ordinance amending the City's
Annexation procedures.
Site Plan Committee Report.
a.
Review of south frontage road at 100 East.
Other business.
a.
Report on the April 5, 1997, City Council work session.
b.
Discussion of disclaimers on Subdivision Plats .
c.
Discussion of condominium conversions .
Adjournment .

Dated this 29 day of April, 1997.

J. H. Hadfield, Chairman

(

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING CO:MMISSION
MAY 7, 1997
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in Regular Session
on May 7, 1997, at 7:00p.m. in the American Fork City Council
Chambers. Those present included Planning Commissioners J.H.
Hadfield, Bill Arbus, Juel Belmont, Pat Fleming, and Keith
Richan; City Employees and consultants Pamela Baldwin, Rod
Despain, Howard Denney, Kevin Bennett and Richard Colborn; others
present included Layne Henage, Crosby Mecham, Keith Wagstaff,
Phil Collins, Denise Pederson, Mr. & Mrs. Powell, Mrs. Judd, Dan
Richards, Peggy Olsen, Michael Glazier, Ron Peck, Larry Sirkel,
and 13 other citizens. Barbara Christiansen from the Citizen.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APRIL 16, 1997, MINUTES
Pat Fleming stated on page -9-, third paragraph should be
commuter rail, not light rail. Keith Richan stated that on
page -2- six lines from the bottom should state the monuments
need to be shown on the plat. Thompson on pages 4 and 5 should
be "Thomson".
Chairman Hadfield noted he had reviewed the
minutes and made some changes for clarification. He had given a
written copy to Pam Baldwin.

(

Pat Fleming moved to accept the minutes as amended.
Juel Belmont
seconded the motion. Voting was as follows: Aye, Pat Fleming,
Juel Belmont, Bill Arbus, and Keith Richan. Abstain, J.H.
Hadfield.
The motion carried.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST BY PEGGY OLSEN FOR A
ZONE CHANGE AT 357 EAST 700 NORTH FROM THE EXISTING R1-7500 TO
THE R2-7500.
It was noted the zone is an R1-9000 zone and they want it changed
to an R2-7500 zone. Mrs. Peggy Olsen stated they want to be R17500. Mr. Hadfield noted the application shows R2-7500. Mrs.
Olsen stated it was the R1-7500 in lieu of the R1-9000.
She came
forward and initialed the official copy of the application for
Chairman Hadfield.
She noted the property was originally R2-7500
and the neighbors had it changed to R1-9000.
With the zone
change they lost two lots. They would like it changed to R1-7500
as the rest of the neighborhood is.
Rod Despain stated this was reviewed at the time the request for
a zone change to R1-9000 was presented. He indicated he has not
reviewed the area since that time; therefore he cannot validate
her statement of 7-9 lots being allowed in the area.
Pat Fleming checked the zoning map and noted it is not contiguous
with R1-7500, but is not far off.
Mr. Hadfield noted the zone had been changed approximately 1 year
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ago to R1-9000.
Pat Fleming noted it is approximately 1/2 lot
shy of being contiguous. Rod stated if the concern is a spot
zone that would ultimately be determined by the courts, what this
is really is a change in lot size. He noted it would likely
permit a greater number of units, but they would be single family
units.
Phil Collins asked where Pat Fleming is coming from to get the
proximity of the R1-7500.
Phil noted there is a complete lot and
a street between the R1-7500 zone.
Phil was concerned that they
may request a PR-7500 zone. Rod stated there is not a PR-7500
zone. Rod stated most of the lots at the time of the rezone do
not meet the R1-9000, but were mostly occupied and therefore were
brought in as non-conforming lots.
Margaret Shoaf stated she
was here because she thought they were requesting R2-7500 zoning.
She would rather see the zone remain for single family homes.
Denise Pederson stated Mrs. Johnson explained what they are
planning to do and Denise had talked to many of the homeowners in
the neighborhood. Most of those she talked to were agreeable to
single family homes. She asked about the property the City owns
that fronts their property. Howard stated part of that is the
road, somehow the City picked up an extra wide area by the road .
At some time a developer may petition the City to purchase the
land as surplus property.
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Pat Fleming moved to accept the zone change to Rl-7500 and
recommend the change to the City Council. Keith Richan seconded
the motion. Voting was as follows:
"Aye" Juel Belmont, Pat
Fleming, J.H. Hadfield, and Keith Richan.
"Nay" Bill Arbus. The
motion carried.

Kevin Bennett felt since the request has been changed since its
advertizement, it would make the decision contestable. Mr.
Hadfield stated they have an opportunity to contest it at the
Public Hearing before the City Council.
Bill Arbus asked if it could be added to the motion to reject R27500 and approve R1-7500. Howard Denney suggested that the
change be forwarded to the City Council and that this body ratify
the vote at the next Planning Commission Meeting.
Chairman Hadfield stated since this item has been advertised
incorrectly it will be re-advertised and heard again on May 21 .
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A FINAL PLAT FOR CHIPMAN VILLAGE PUD PLAT C
AT 75 NORTH 325 EAST.
Dan Richards stated he is adding one more twin home lot behind
the Limb home lot.
It was not included in the other plats .
The
other lot is the old barber shop, it was originally brought in on
Plat B. Dan wants to eliminate the twin home lot and have it as
a single family lot on Main Street. Mr. Richards stated they are
continuing curb and gutter in front of the old Limb home, and in
front o f the Beck barber shop to 330 East Main. Richards offered
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to do the labor . if American Fork City will supply the concrete.
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J.H. Hadfield asked about
what he would really want
maintain the integrity of
noted it will probably be
also a business.

the intended use of lot #3. Dan stated
to do is put in a structure that will
the older part of American Fork. He
a business, or a home where there is

Howard stated he recommends the plat be approved. Rod noted the
off-site improvements have been addressed. He stated this lot
cannot be redivided. Rod stated the County Recorder will not
accept alpha numbers on the twin home lots, he felt somehow it
needs to be indicated that this is not two separate lots for
zoning purposes but is half of a common lot. Rod stated one way
to do this is make a note on the plat; perhaps 101-102 as a
substitute for the alpha numbering. Rod stated the storage area
is not shown as a lot and asked who would own it. Dan stated it
is part of the common ownership of the home owners association.
Rod stated they will also need some type of numbering on it.
It
needs to be noted it should be Chipman Village PUD rather than
Chipman Village Subdivision.
Juel asked if there are any plans to fence the RV area. Dan
stated he was thinking of putting up a divider fence to block the
view.

(

J.H. Hadfield asked about cul-de-sac. Dan stated he is bringing
the improvements up to that point, but at this time it was up to
the Hales.
Pat Fleming moved to accept the final plat of Chipman Village
PUD, Plat C including the off site improvements on 300 East 60
North, reflecting on the Plat that it is a PUD, the RV storage
needs to be identified as a lot or a parcel, some kind of
numbering to indicate common wall agreement. Bill Arbus seconded
the motion. All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REQUEST BY MICHAEL AND KLOVER GLAZIER FOR
A HISTORIC BUILDING CONSERVATION PROJECT AT 343 EAST MAIN STREET.
Michael Glazier was present to discuss the property. He asked
how he could get on the historical list. Juel stated the
Historic committee had discussed this property. Dick researched
the ordinance, the committee vote was split. The State Architect
was contacted for an opinion.
It was their opinion that the home
was eligible for placement on the list.
Rod stated for a home to be in the historical overlay zone that
it must be on the State or National register, it has to have been
designated by the Council as a building of historical
significance, or placement on the local historic sites list. Rod
asked if the certification has been given for placement of the
home on the local historical list. Juel indicated everything has
occurred except for the actual certificate. Rod asked if the
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official list of the City shows this home on it. Juel stated it
does not, but will in the near future.
Rod noted there is now an
official list of historic status. Those on the list have to have
an intensive level study. Rod stated this home meets the thresh
hold to qualify to be on the list .
J.H. asked what this means to Mr. Glazier's request . Rod stated
the ordinance permits certain projects to go in a historical zone
that would allow some type of business to be carried on. Rod
stated the question if the specific use would be approved on the
historic conservation use permit. Rod reviewed the list of
permitted uses in a historic project. Rod stated the
determination needs to be made if this falls into the areas that
could be interpreted as an accepted use in this area. He is
requesting permission to be able to give music lessons, and sales
of musical instruments, such as guitars. Mr . Hadfield stated the
question of the noise, and impact on the neighborhood was a
concern. Mr. Glazier stated he is not planning on having noise
outside of the house. He will not allow amplifiers that will be
turned up loud. Mr. Richan asked if this request is in violation
of the R2 zoning or the historical project. Rod stated there are
many uses listed in the historic project notion that allows for
retail sales . Part of the issue,
is the activity is to be
conducted consistent with the intent of the zone? He stated that
there is not a problem with getting a business license for retail
sales, but he is concerned if this is a compatible activity.
Discussion of the uses and historical overlay zones ensued.
It
was noted if someone else moved into the house and desired to do
something different, they would have to re-apply to this
committee for a change in use. Dan Richards stated he has been a
good neighbor.
Parking issues were discussed. He plans on 2 and one half
spaces. Keith asked about the half stall. Parking issues were
discussed. The site plan was reviewed, and the grass area was
discussed.
It was the feeling there were better ways of putting
in the parking without taking out the lawn. J.H. suggested a way
to improve the parking proposal.
Mr. Glazier stated he has a
dog kennel in the back and would like to keep it .
Pat asked that the historic approval be separated from the site
plan right now, and have Mr. Glazier bring back a different site
plan. Rod stated for the purposes of discussion they can be
separated but for purposes of approval they need to be together .
Pat moved to have this item tabled and come back in two weeks
with an improved parking proposal, off site improvements and
drainage plan for the parking areas.
Juel seconded the motion.
All were in favor.

Mr . Richan asked about the 2 1/2 space situation.
it needs to be rounded to a whole space.

Howard stated

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR A SUMMER SALES OPEN AIR
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CRAFT/FLEA MARKET AT APPROXIMATELY 550 SOUTH 500 EAST.
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Mr. Larry Sirkel distributed additional information to the
Commission and explained that this would be on the Liebelt
property and was designed for 2 days per week sales. He has been
trying to deal with all of the suggestions of the Commission . He
felt the suggestions have been very helpful. He reviewed the
issues as was brought up at the last meeting.
First, this was part in the City and part in the County. He has
adjusted his lease so that it was all in the City. He did have
the legal description of the property.
Second, Mr . Sirkel explained that he had met with the Health
Dept. and it was comforting to know that the Health Department
was there to help.
Permits must be issued by the Health
Department in order to sell food. Mr. Sirkel would not let them
on his premise unless they were properly documented. He wants to
conform as they were in it for the long term. The Health
Department gave them specific guidelines and they intend to go by
them absolutely .

(

With regard to rest rooms, Mr. Sirkel explained that he would be
utilizing new, self contained units that included hand washing
capability . Drinking water would be provided through the use of
portable "igloo" coolers with paper cups . Garbage cans would be
placed at appropriate locations.
Mr. Sirkel noted the entrance onto the property was via a 16~
foot opening.
It was intended to be one-way entrance only from
500 East. There would be two signs, Entrance Only, and One-Way.
He believed that the 117 parking spaces would be more than
adequate.
Chairman Hadfield noted that the there would be a lot more
"employees" with this use than at a normal business. Mr. Sirkel
explained that he had a business license from the County for
additional 1 acre of parking on the property to the west. They
would also have parking attendants . He anticipated about 100
persons per hour on the ground.
A letter of intent was submitted to let everyone know that Mr .
Liebelt was looking into constructing a building on the site for
Mr. Sirkel and would be making preliminary inquiries as early as
the end of June. He intended to work hand in hand with the City
and appreciated the City's efforts in his behalf.
Pat Fleming questioned whether a food handler could get a permit
due to the type of flooring that was required . Mr. Sirkel
answered that he did not think a food vender could qualify for a
permit without utilizing some sort of trailer.
With regard to the question of dust, he assured the Commission
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that it would get taken care of by watering it down if it became
a problem.
Christina Waggoner observed that the people coming are high
quality crafters and would not put up with any dust.
Howard Denney noted that fire lanes needed to be 20-foot wide.
The curves on the exit to the south were too sharp for two-way
traffic and it needed to be softened. He will take a look at it.
He also asked that the lease document be provided.
Pat Fleming moved to approve the site plan for the Summer Sales
Open Air Craft/Flea Market at 550 South 500 East, subject to 1)
getting a copy of the lease after approval from the Planning
Commission and 2) that it be treated as an ancillary use. Bill
Arbus seconded the motion with the engineering concerns of 3) the
placement of a north arrow, 4) the softening of the curves on the
entrance/exit to the south, 5) the two signs on the 500 East
entrance, and 6) an opening to the overflow parking area.
Pat
Fleming accepted the additions to his motion.

Pat Fleming explained that if a sign was to be installed, it
would need to come back to the Commission for review.

(

Rod Despain noted that this approval was valid for a period of
one year and would be reviewed annually under the terms of the
ancillary provisions of the Development Code.
All were in favor of the motion.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLAN FOR PACIFIC
COVE SUBDIVISION AT 154 WEST PACIFIC DRIVE.
Chairman Hadfield asked that the preliminary and final be looked
at separately.
Howard Denney explained his concerns from the last meeting, those
being disposition of the derelict property, the configuration of
driveways, and subdivision monuments.
Combination curb, gutter,
and sidewalk was now shown along with the proposed roadway crosssection.
Chairman Hadfield noted that the owners of the property to the
west, the Powell's, were present. The option of a 43-foot
roadway was discussed.
Juel Belmont preferred a one-way street.
a cul-de-sac at this location.

She did not want to see

Bill Arbus was in favor of dead-ending the road in front of the
twin homes and have the cul-de-sac opening at 200 West.
The
intersection at Pacific Drive was the worse of the two and that
should be cut off.
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The Commission discussed again the disposition of the lane .
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Pat Fleming noted that the driveways could be combined and moved
farther to the west to keep the cars from backing out into the
travel lane. Mr. Bowers noted that they were twin homes and the
driveways needed to be kept on the separate lots.
Rod Despain noted that the property lines could remain with just
a swoop in the driveway.
The property lines could be parallel to
the driveway.
Mrs. Powell noted that there had been a number of accidents at
the crossing.
She also noted that there were a lot of hub caps.
She stated these facts to demonstrate the problems that exist
where it was proposed to have cars back out.
Pat Fleming felt that the farther to the west they can get the
driveways, the better.
Keith Richan noted that as he thought about it, he would like to
start a one-way street going west. He felt this would solve more
of the problems than any other solution.
Rod Despain noted that the option of 43 feet did not preclude a
one way street, and left the opportunity to handle it at the time
of the development of the property to the west.
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It was explained that the corner property was owned by Blake
Street. Keith Richan wanted to take action after the Street's
have been notified.
Chairman Hadfield explained that at the east end of the lane
there was adequate width, but on the west end it narrowed down to
22 feet.
The property owner would be giving up about 21 feet to
keep 43 feet.
Pat Fleming felt that the 43 feet in front of Pacific Cove
Subdivision was probably as good as it was going to get.
Chairman Hadfield commented that this cross-section would allow
for parking on the homeowner's side.
Gary Powell did not want to have property taken away from the
Blake Street property as this option would also take some away
for his property.
Keith Richan asked that before the owner disposed of the property
to the rear that they provide for proper front setback and rear
setback. The backing of the driveways in the proximity of the
intersection was of concern to him.

(

Pat Fleming stated that this had no impact even if they decided
to make it a one-way street.
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Mr. Bower commented that he never discussed moving the buildings
back.
There was never any discussion to move them back to talk
about a hammerhead.
If that would help the problem though, he
was not opposed to it.
The Commissioners discussed the impact of the proposed action on
the corner property (Blake Street) .
Pat Fleming felt that the best thing would be to shift Lot 2 to
the north and place some sort of bubble or cul-de-sac.
Pat Fleming moved to table further discussion and to look at the
option of moving Lots 1 and 2 back and look at a cul-de-sac with
access from 200 West.
Bill Arbus seconded the motion.

Pat Fleming asked that Mr. Bowers get together with the Staff to
look at the possibilities as stated.
Rod Despain stated that a cul-de-sac would eat up about 60% of
both lots.
All were in favor of the motion.

The Commission took a 10-minute break.

(

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR A MODULAR STRUCTURE IN THE
NORTHEAST PORTION OF THE HOSPITAL PROPERTY WHICH IS LOCATED AT
170 NORTH 1100 EAST.
Mr. Wayne Smith, representing American Fork Hospital (IHC)
explained that this was needed in order to provide an "empty
chair" in which areas would be moved here in order to do
renovations within the hospital. This would be a temporary use.
Chairman Hadfield stated that it has been looked at.
The long
range planning was of concern to the Commission and they were
desirous to review the plans with IHC.
Pat Fleming stated that some of the roads like the one coming in
from 1100 East Street were pretty narrow. He encouraged IHC to
make their roads standard City cross-sections in order to promote
traffic movement, parking, and safety.
Chairman Hadfield would like some kind of assurance that IHC and
the City were working in the same direction.
Mr. Smith felt that they were and that the proposed location
would not interfere with any future access.
Chairman Hadfield noted that there were only 3 spaces vacant in
the afternoon as viewed today. Mr. Smith commented that this
would be people that were already there.
Chairman Hadfield noted
that it was raw ground and he would like to see some additional
parking provided.
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Juel Belmont asked that as they were doing an updated master
plan, that they keep the walking path.
Keith Richan asked how long temporary was.
that it could be 3 years.

Mr. Smith replied

Chairman Hadfield volunteered to review their long range road and
building plans as they had them drawn.
Rod Despain reported that in his discussions, Pleasant Grove did
not look at additional accesses to the Hospital property
enthusiastically.
Pat Fleming moved to approve the proposed site plan as being
temporary in nature with a look at providing additional parking.
The Commission stated that the change was a minor amendment.
Juel Belmont seconded the motion. All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR TEMPLE MEADOWS PUD AT
APPROXIMATELY 550 NORTH 1250 EAST.
Layne Henage stated that the City park had been changed to a
location on the south end. This was the same as the Annexation
development plan.

\

Bill Arbus asked about the type of surface in the RV parking
area. Mr. Henage explained that it would be hard surfaced and
that the Homeowner's Association would also have storage units
available at that location.
Howard Denney stated that Mr. Henage's engineer was getting with
Pleasant Grove Irrigation Water and that Pleasant Grove City also
needed to review it as well as they were downstream users.
That
has not yet been done.
Their response would be provided to the
City in writing.
Storm and underground drainage needed to be
looked at.
The boundary description had some problems.
Other items that needed to be taken care of included, 1)
execution of the annexation agreement, 2) water rights
conveyance, 3) treatment of ground water in the area that has
been identified as being within 5 foot of the surface, 4) water
in the area under that hill had been a problem in Cottonwood
Acres and Queens Drive, 5) and additional lighting at
intersections and walkways.
Keith Richan asked how the open space would be maintained. Mr.
Henage responded that it would be taken care of by the
Homeowner's Association. Mr. Richan noted that there was no
explanation of what type of landscaping was to be installed. A
plan was needed.
Mr. Richan asked if the City park was to be deeded to the City.
Rod Despain responded that it could be.
It was still being
reviewed for compliance with the impact fee ordinance.
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Mr. Richan asked if they were going to sell lots off or construct
the buildings themselves. Mr. Henage explained that they may
sell of blocks of lots otherwise, they would build them.
Howard Denney explained that grading and drainage plans were now
required.
Keith Richan noted that water measurements needed to be taken at
the high point and over a period of time.
He wanted to know when
these measurements took place . Most developments in the area
have de-watered their area. Water was very difficult to deal
with .
Mr. Henage stated that was why he was building slab on grade.
Keith Richan brought up the disclaimer on the plat. He asked how
each buyer would be informed of the disclaimer.
He had discussed
it with Kevin Bennett and could not buy it.
[The disclaimer on this preliminary plat notes:
"Purchasers of
these lots are to be aware they are responsible to determine soil
and subsurface conditions as they affect building on their
individual lots, and the same are solely responsible to provide
adequate measures to remedy any conditions which are discovered
such as groundwater, unacceptable soils and liquefiable soils for
proper structural stability.]
Mr. Richan continued that the developer should have the
responsibility.
No buyer looks at the plat.
It protected
everyone but the buyer.
Chairman Hadfield explained that due to past problems, it was
determined that this was the best way to identify potential
problems.
Howard Denney asked if there was any additional underground
drains across this property as the water goes east to Pleasant
Grove. Mr. Henage noted that there was .
Mr. Henage stated that the off-site road from the project to 1100
East Street was available and was intended to be constructed with
curb & gutter on both sides and sidewalk on the north side.
Bill Arbus moved approval of the preliminary plan for Temple
Meadows PUD at 550 North 1250 East in the PR-9000 zone, subject
to, 1) a letter from the Pleasant Grove Irrigation water master,
2) a letter from Pleasant Grove City, 3) groundwater restrictions
marked on the plat, 4) the legal description corrected, 5)
engineering corrections including the lighting and drainage, 6)
change of the "possible future storage," to "storage," 7) the
access road curve to the storage area softened, 8) disposition of
the area marked as City park, 9) the words "not to be recorded"
and "conceptual" taken off the plat, 10) a copy of the off site
road agreement provided, and 11) a grading and drainage plan
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provided.

(

Juel Belmont seconded the motion.

Keith Richan stated that he hoped the project continued through
the process, and he would vote for it now, but if it came to the
Commission with a disclaimer on it, he would vote against it and
fight against it as hard as he could.
All were in favor of the motion.

It was decided by the Commission that the City Engineer and the
Planning Commission Chairman would review the corrections for
compliance to the motion before it went to the City Council for
the setting of a public hearing .
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PROPOSED ORDINANCE AMENDING THE CITY'S
ANNEXATION PROCEDURES.
Rod Despain stated that after discussions with the City's legal
counsel, it was premature for the Ordinance to be sent on to the
City Council. Anyone with comments, particularly in the area of
the Planning Commission's involvement, please get with Rod.
Pat Fleming moved to table discussion and action.
seconded the motion. All were in favor.

Juel Belmont

SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
a.

Review of south frontage road at 100 East.

Rod Despain explained that this was before them due to a
possible annexation request on the Crosby Mecham parcel
south of I-15 between 100 East and 500 East. A collector
class frontage road was proposed for the area.
It was the
City Planner's recommendation to keep the frontage road
against the freeway and not to require abrupt turns by
utilizing 7300 North (620 South)
It should stay next to the
freeway unless it was shown that there was some detriment.
Chairman Hadfield supported keeping the road away from I-15
and let the businesses back onto the freeway.
He felt that
to have a road facing a road was not as healthy as it could
be.
Pat Fleming agreed.
Chairman Hadfield felt that if the
road went about in the middle between the freeway and the
tracks, it would open up a lot more property .
Bill Arbus noted that with the site distance on 100 East
Street on the south side of the under pass being poor, the
roadway should be moved to the south between the freeway and
the tracks.
He was not necessarily sold on the placement of
the road at 7300 North (620 South) .
Juel Belmont asked to hear from the property owner Crosby
Mecham.
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Crosby Mecham believed that incursion of his property into
the freeway as shown on the County Plat Map was a correct
representation of the property and it was fenced and taxed
that way.
Mr. Mecham felt that a road down the center between the
tracks and the freeway made sense. Juel Belmont agreed.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the owner got a feel from the
Commission. Mr. Mecham responded that he had.
OTHER BUSINESS
a.

Report on the April 5, 1997, City Council Work Session.

It was decided that they would wait for Councilman Taylor to
give that report.
b.

Discussion of disclaimers on subdivision plats.

Mr. Richan commented that as a developer, the disclaimer was
the best thing that could be said.
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Mr. John Hansen noted that he had spent lOO's of hours as a
resident and a realtor. He did not know that there was a
disclaimer.
It removed all liability from the developer.
The disclaimer should have a reporting requirement.
He
understood the liability of the City. When he showed this
disclaimer to potential home buyers in American Fork, he
would be selling homes in Lehi and Pleasant Grove.
Virtually all of the brokers in Utah County were not aware
of this.
He expressed his concern. He strongly suggested a
change in the language or a very obvious reporting
requirement. He would now take a look at the original plat
of the subdivision that he lived in.
Rod Despain asked if there was a better way to provide a
guarantee that the ground was able to be developed.
Chairman Hadfield assured the audience that the disclaimer
was there not for the City to shirk their duty.
Mr. John Hansen discussed liability. He did not think the
intent of the Commission was ever to give carte blanche to
the developer. He felt that statutes could be written to
make the developer toe the line.
Kevin Bennett reported that he did not see a problem with
putting the disclaimer on plats.
c.

Discussion of condominium conversions.

This item was held until a future meeting.
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ADJOURNMENT
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Pat Fleming moved adjournment at 12:45 a.m.
seconded the motion. All were in favor.

Richard M. Colborn
Planning Administrator

(
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Juel Belmont

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MAY 21, 1997
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on May 21, 1997, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p . m.
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

Review and action on the May 7, 1997, minutes.
Ratification of a previous motion regarding a zone change
request by Peggy Olsen for a zone change at 357 East 700 North
from the existing- R-1--=-900-0 t-o- the- R1--=-'7 500.
Review and action on a request by Michael & Klover Glazier for
a Historic Building Conservation Project at 343 East Main
Street .
Review and action on the preliminary and final plan for
Pacific Cove Subdivision at 154 West Pacific Drive.
Review and action on an amended Val Vista Park PUD Plat Eat
1190 East Murdock Drive.
Review and action on Val Vista Park PUD Plat C at 1170 East
1350 North .
Review and action on the. final plats of North Park PUD Plat A,
B, and C at 700 West 500 North .
Review and action on a commercial site plan on Mira Vista Lot
2 at 1070 East 400 South.
Review and action on the final plat for Eskelson Subdivision
Plat C at 45 South 990 East.
Site Plan Committee Report.
a.
Discussion of the Val Dunn-Larry Bartholomew PUD at 675
North 700 East.
Other business.
a.
Report on the April 5, 1997, City Council work session .
b.
Discussion of twin home condominium conversions .
Adjournment.

Dated this 13 day of May, 1997.

J . H. Hadfield, Chairman
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AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
MAY 21, 1997

(
REGULAR SESSION

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session
on May 21, 1997, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:04p.m. Those
present included J.H. Hadfield, Bill Arbus, Pat Fleming, Michael
Georgeson, and *Clark Taylor. Juel Belmont and Keith Richan were
excused.
Staff present included Rod Despain, Howard Denney, and
Richard Colborn. Kevin Bennett was excused. Also present were
Michael Glazier, Peggy Olsen, Mr. & Mrs. Gary Powell, Danny
Richards, Stephen Sowby, Rob Sowby, Mina Pajela, Mr. & Mrs. Mark
Schelin, and 9 citizens.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MAY 7, 1997, MINUTES
Bill Arbus called attention to the disclaimer on page 10 and felt
that some changes could be made to make it better including 1)
Change "Purchasers" to "Developers and/or purchasers" and in the
third line of the disclaimer take out the word "their" and replace
it with "these." This would be considered at another meeting.
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Pat Fleming moved approval of the May 7, 1997, minutes with the
change of the sentence beginning at the end of page 2 to read,
"Richards offered to do the labor if American Fork City will supply
the concrete. 11
Bill Arbus seconded the motion.
Voting was as
follows:
Aye, Pat Fleming, Bill Arbus, and J .H. Hadfield.
Abstain, Michael Georgeson.
Absent, Clark Taylor.
The motion
carried.

RATIFICATION OF A PREVIOUS MOTION REGARDING A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST
BY PEGGY OLSEN FOR A ZONE CHANGE AT 357 EAST 700 NORTH FROM THE
EXISTING R1-9000 TO THE R1-7500
Chairman Hadfield noted that this was advertized as R2-7500 for the
last meeting. During that meeting the request was changed to R17 50 0 .
Legal Counsel, Kevin Bennett, noted that it could be
challenged in that it was advertized as R2-7500.
It was on this
agenda now to ratify the motion at the last meeting and was
advertized to go to R1-7500.
Pat Fleming moved to ratify the previous motion to accept the zone
change request and recommend the change to Rl-7500 to the City
Council.
Michael Georgeson seconded the motion.
Voting was as
follows:
Aye, Pat Fleming, Michael Georgeson, and J.H. Hadfield.
Nay, Bill Arbus. Absent, Clark Taylor. The motion carried.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REQUEST BY MICHAEL & KLOVER GLAZIER FOR A
HISTORIC BUILDING CONSERVATION PROJECT AT 343 EAST MAIN STREET
Rod Despain explained that the parallel parking was pretty tight
and may not be able to be negotiated as proposed.
1

Chairman Hadfield suggested that the lawn on the side was needed in
order to maintain the look of a residence. Mr. Glazier agreed.

(

Mr. Grazier noted that there was a question on drainage. Chairman
Hadfield suggested that the grass may be able to absorb the run off
that would be generated from the proposed concrete.
Howard Denney reported that only the 30 degree angle parking met
the code.
The 31 foot parallel spot would work, but the 21 foot
parallel spot would not.
Chairman Hadfield noted that there was a delicate balance between
the historic use that gave the allowance for a commercial business,
and the need for the commercial business to have parking.
Pat Fleming noted that they were very close in meeting
requirements. Michael Georgeson and Bill Arbus agreed.

the

Bill Arbus moved to approve the Historic Building Conservation
Project at 343 East Main Street with the addition of a larger sump
and that the additional asphalt for the parking slope so that the
water ran on the property and that the parking be worked out with
the staff in a manner drawn by the Chairman.
Michael Georgeson
seconded the motion. All were in favor.

The next step in the Historic Building Conservation Project would
be a hearing and approval by the City Council.

(

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLAN FOR PACIFIC
COVE SUBDIVISION AT 154 WEST PACIFIC DRIVE
Chairman Hadfield noted that at the last meeting there was a lot of
discussion regarding the backing of cars out of the driveway and
also direction given to the staff to look at a cul-de-sac
possibility.
Mr. Steve Higgerman noted that it was proposed to have combination
curb, gutter, and sidewalk.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the plan showed that the road crosssection varied.
He asked that a specific dimension be placed on
the plat.
Rod Despain noted three preferences were expressed at the last
meeting, 1) a cul-de-sac, 2) the frontage road, and 3) a one-way
street.
The frontage road (2) was looked at and this was the
alternative presented by the developer. There was some difficulty
in (3) a one-way street.
The third option was (1) a cul-de-sac .
He noted this took additional private property and would also
require two way traffic as would the frontage road.
Mr. Despain felt that in the future, the railroad crossing would be
straightened out to some extent.
Howard Denney noted

that

the

hard
2

right

turn

from west

bound

Pacific to north bound 200 West to the proposed cul-de-sac road was
even tighter than the cul-de-sac radius.
He didn't think they
could solve that issue.
Mr. Steve Higgerman noted that the problem existed at this time and
should be looked at by the City.
They were not creating this
problem by doing this development. He would like to know which way
to go so that they could begin.
Michael Kelly explained that he was going to market the units. The
existing home had a circular driveway that allowed cars to exit in
a forward motion.
The proposal now, allowed the individual
residents to access the street going forward as it had in the past.
He asked the Commission if it met the needs.
Chairman Hadfield commented that at the last meeting there was not
a consensus as to how the situation should be solved.
He felt
there would be modifications to the track bed along with light or
commuter rail and that would be the time to make changes.
Bill Arbus re-affirmed his support of the cul-de-sac idea. He was
looking at a way to eliminate a cross street or intersection. He
felt it was time to physically do something to cut off the traffic
in a way that would not be a hinderance to a solution in the
future.

(

Mr. Kelly observed that if the units were pushed to the north, it
would provide all the options needed.
*Clark Taylor arrived.
Bill Arbus had a problem of the hammerhead in conjunction with the
driveways in that they would become used for parking and of no
value in turning a vehicle around. He wanted to see the beginnings
of a cul-de-sac or an eye brow.
Mr. Kelly urged the Commission for a decision.
Pat Fleming felt that the idea of moving the house as far to the
north as possible was of benefit. All agreed on this point.
Pat Fleming's concern about not doing a cul-de-sac now, was that it
would become the City's financial burden in the future.
Mr. Kelly suggested that it be put in an escrow.
Mr. Powell stated that he had talked with Mr. Street and he did not
want to have any land taken from his property.
Mr. Kelly noted that Mr. Street would be impacted the same in the
case of either a cul-de-sac or a two-way street.
Michael Georgeson commented that Mr. Street had not been notified
as he was informed by Mr. Street earlier.
3
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Rod Despain felt that Mr. Street had been made aware of what had
gone on, but it was true that no one from the staff had picked up
the phone and called him.

(

Mr. Georgeson felt that it was also Mr. Kelly's problem.
understood.

Mr. Kelly

Mrs. Powell noted that in working on this, they talked with Mr.
Street about what was going on. Mr. Street had called her earlier
in the afternoon and explained to her that he understood the need
for the roadway next to his property.
Chairman Hadfield noted that this would not effect Mr. Street until
his property developed.
Mrs. Sarah Burnett stated that it would be in the better interest
to save the property and deal with the future at that time as long
as the homes were moved back.
Pat Fleming moved to approve the preliminary plan for Pacific Cove
Subdivision, including, 1} moving the units on Lot 2 back to
accommodate a possible cul-de-sac, 2} allow the driveway in the
hammerhead configuration, 3} that the City require, based on the
City Engineer's estimated cost, an escrow account set up to house
the funds for a future cul-de-sac due to the unknown situation with
the tracks and light or commuter rail, and 4} a road cross-section
of 43 feet be designated. Bill Arbus seconded the motion.

(
Michael Georgeson asked that it be an escrow and not a bond. The
interest should accrue to the account and the terms of termination
of the escrow and any excess after construction should be returned
to the developer.
Mr. Denney cautioned the Commissioner's noting that this would be
in the form of a recommendation to the City Council.
Rod Despain noted that the cost of construction was in escrow, but
what about the cost of the land. Michael Georgeson felt that the
land should be part of the escrow as well.
Rod Despain asked
whether the improvements would be built now or later.
Pat Fleming did not want to have the improvements installed and
then have to take them out.
Michael Georgeson stated that after two years, if a review
indicated a possibility of a realignment then the improvements be
built.
Bill Arbus felt that they would be put in by the 2002 Olympics
which was 5 years away.
Michael Georgeson and Bill Arbus discussed the merits of installing
the improvements now or waiting.
Howard Denney expressed concerns of transitions and that they be
4
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approved at the time of final plat approval. He suggested that the
driveways not connect to the sidewalk but be held back 5 feet to
adjust for future elevations.
Pat Fleming added Michael Georgeson's issues to his motion that
included 5) that it be an escrow and not a bond, 6) the interest
accrue to the account, 7) the terms of termination be spelled out,
8) any excess funds after construction be returned to the
developer, and 9) that the land be included in the escrow.
Bill
Arbus agreed with his second.

Gary Powell was concerned with his small children, that the
hammerhead's would not be used and cars would back out of the
driveway.
All were in favor of the motion.

This would come back in final form. Mr. Bower's commented that he
was working on getting the water shares required.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED VAL VISTA PARK PUD PLAT E AT 1190
EAST MURDOCK DRIVE
Chairman Hadfield noted that the BOR claimed the property to the
rear.
Twelve to 22 feet was lopped off the rear of the lots but
they were still more than adequate.

(

Rod Despain stated that the BOR had the habit of not recording
their deeds. The front part of the lots were not affected and they
would be the same as previously platted. He recommended approval.
Chairman Hadfield
Richards.

discussed

meandering

sidewalk's

with

Danny

Michael Georgeson moved approval of the amended Val Vista Park PUD
Plat E at 1190 East Murdock Drive and a favorable recommendation to
the City Council. Clark Taylor seconded the motion. All were in
favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON VAL VISTA PARK PUD PLAT C AT 1170 EAST 1350
NORTH
It was noted that this plat had received preliminary approval
previously along with the rest of Val Vista Park PUD.
Danny Richards noted that there was a road that now continued to
the west and there was no longer a need for the eye brow other than
to provide parking. Chairman Hadfield commented that he agreed and
felt that the eye brow should be eliminated and parking provided
like at Evergreen Park.
Howard Denney noted the plat was okay and recommended its approval,
with the change of the City Park's lot designation and the water
lines being connected, not plugged.
Stephen Sowby noted that the
City would have to sign the plat as owner's, however they were not
5

included in the PUD documentation.

(

Bill Arbus moved approval of Val Vista Park PUD Plat C with 1} the
eye brow removed, 2} the parking continued straight through, 3}
that the lot for the City Park be changed to what ever satisfied
the County, and 4} engineering concerns as to labeling of plugs and
the note of City paying be stricken.
Michael Georgeson seconded
the motion.

Howard Denney asked that Parcel A be recorded as not part of the
PUD be included in the motion. Bill Arbus moved to include this in
his motion.
Michael Georgeson seconded the motion.
All were in
favor.
The Commission took a 20-minute break.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLATS OF NORTH PARK PUD PLAT A, B,
AND C AT 700 WEST 500 NORTH
Stephen Sowby explained that preliminary approval on the whole plan
was previously given.
Plat A, was homes, Plat B was the church
site only, and Plat C was homes and a park.
Plat D, a little
portion north of the Church, would be platted in the future.

(

Mr. Sowby noted 3 main issues.
1)
The sewer system.
Mr. Sowby
explained that the Timpanogos Sewer District would be constructing
an outfall line from the Lehi Outfall line up through this
property, up through Mitchell Hollow to Highland.
It would be a
24" line.
It was the intent that this line service the areas of
Highland and Alpine, thus freeing up the existing line on 540-560
West for the use of American Fork.
Direct connections would be
allowed into the outfall line.
2)
Groundwater.
Mr. Sowby noted that there would need to be
restrictions on basements on the south end.
3)
Extensions to the west. Mr. Sowby reported that the owner to
the west did not need an extension of the sewer to the west at 600
North.
Mr. Denney responded that would be fine, but the City
needed something in writing.
Scott Kettle was present from Horrocks Engineers and explained that
they were speeding up the design of project concentrating first on
the portion from the Lehi outfall line to 700 North in American
Fork, with the remaining section to be done later. He planned to
go to bid in July, 1997.
Howard Denney noted that underground utilities needed to be done
before there were building permits issued. He also explained that
at this time there was no provision for the flow from Northgate to
get to the gravity flow outfall line on this plat.
Chairman Hadfield noted that the road network would be included so
that 700 North Street went over the hollow and tied into the
existing street system.
Construction traffic needed to utilize
6

this access.
Mr. Sowby explained that the extension of 700 North and the
installation of the pipe in Mitchell Hollow was included as part of
the improvements required for Plat C.
Rod Despain did not have a copy of the documentation.
also needed to be resolved.

Water rights

Regarding the City Park, Chairman Hadfield noted that under the
impact fee provisions, there was some question regarding how to
handle it even though the annexation agreement addressed it.
The public, or private, with public easement, status of the trail
along the railroad was still in question.
Mr. Sowby noted that the unplatted piece of property north of the
Church was originally proposed as City park.
The Policy
Declaration allowed for 45 homes. If this area originally shown as
a City Park was not needed, then it would be more open space than
what was needed for common open space and would make room for
additional lots, if the Policy Declaration was amended. They would
make that decision in the future.
Howard Denney noted that ground water was within a foot in some of
the area. The issue needed to be resolved.
(

Chairman Hadfield asked that a PUE be placed along the railroad
tracks on the south.
Pat Fleming moved to accept North Park PUD Plats A, B, & C, with 1)
the understanding that the Timpanogos sewer outfall line would come
through the property with a 24 inch pipe, 2) that access to the
property for construction would be from 700 North, 3) the stub
streets 500 North and 700 North would need to have utilities
stubbed to the property line, 4) 600 North Street would not have to
have utilities stubbed if a letter stating such was provided from
the current property owner to the west, 5) the culvert on 700 North
was completed before occupancy of the Chapel, 6) the terms of the
annexation agreement completed, including how the City Park was to
be handled, 7) the underground water issue addressed, 8 the issue
of trail ownership and trail construction addressed, and 9) the PUD
documentation provided. Bill Arbus seconded the motion. All were
in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR MIRA VISTA LOT 2 AT
1070 EAST 400 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield asked to look at the rest of Mrs. Paj ela' s
property and how it would tie in. Stephen Sowby provided a drawing
showing the remaining Pajela property and an access on the south
end.
They were working on the deeds for the access road on the
south and noted that they would be executed in favor of the City.
Mr. Sowby noted that Lot 2 would be the alzheimer's unit.
7

There

would be space for 37 residents and 20 day care.

(

Clark Taylor moved approval of the site plan for Mira Vista Phase
I I pending review by the Fire Chief.
Bill Arbus seconded the
motion. All were in favor.

Chairman Hadfield
project .

congratulated Mrs.

Paj ela

on

her

successful

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT FOR ESKELSON SUBDIVISION PLAT
C AT 45 SOUTH 990 EAST
Mr. & Mrs. Mark Schelin were present to request approval of
Eskelson Estates Subdivision Plat C consisting of one lot.
Chairman Hadfield congratulated them as this was their wedding
anniversary.
Howard Denney reported that the plat was correct and accurate . He
asked that a sump be installed on the east end of the curb and
gutter on 50 South Street.
Pat Fleming felt that utilities should be provided from 990 East
Street .

(

Clark Taylor moved to approve Eskelson Estates Plat C subject to
the placement of a sump on the east property line on 50 South and
that the driveway and utilities for the lot come from 990 East.
Bill Arbus seconded the motion. All were in favor.

SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
a.

Discussion of the Val Dunn-Larry Bartholomew PUD at 675
North 700 East
Rod Despain reported that he had a meeting last night
with Mr. Val Dunn regarding their request for another
building lot. It was explained that it would require the
need to build a cul-de-sac.
Mr. Dunn called and noted
that he did not want to build a cul-de-sac and asked to
be withdrawn from the agenda .

OTHER BUSINESS
a.

Report on the April 5, 1997, City Council work session
Clark Taylor reported that the Council had met with Kay
Robinson on April 5 1997 and discussed 200 East Street
and the Golf Course.
Nothing was really resolved.
At
the last Council meeting May 13
1997
the Council
discussed density credits .
The issue was to be put on
the May 27 1997 agenda and Rod Despain was to provide
information on the ground involved in the "giving" .
1

1

1

1

1

1

Clark Taylor expounded on the beauty and accessibility of
the trails in San Jose .
8
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b.

(

Discussion of twin home condominium conversions
Rod Despain reported that Will Jones was willing to jump
through all the hoops to make his project a condominium.
Under the State Code provisions, there was no way to stop
a condo conversion if it met the criteria.

Bill Arbus had nothing further to report.
Michael Georgeson felt that realtors and title companies should
make any exceptions listed on the plat known to prospective buyers.
Pat Fleming had nothing further to report.
Clark Taylor was glad to be back.
Rod Despain noted concern by the City for Senate Bill 217 dealing
with handicapped housing and House Bill 234 relating to subdivision
amendment procedures.
Chairman
Hadfield
discussed
the
proposed
draft
Ordinance
implementing new annexation procedures.
He felt it was ready to
go, but was stopped by the City Attorney.
Chairman Hadfield asked that inner blocks be included on the next
Planning Commission agenda.

(

ADJOURNMENT
Clark Taylor moved adjournment at 10:42 p.m.
seconded the motion. All were in favor.
Pat Fleming, Michael Georgeson,

Michael Georgeson

and Clark Taylor would be absent

fro~~~g ~ ion meeting on June 4.

Richard M. Colborn
City Recorder
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JUNE 4, 1997
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on June 4, 1997, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m.
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Review and action on the May 21, 1997, minutes.
Review and action on the final plat of Legacy Estates
Subdivision at 90 West 1120 North.
Review and action on the final plat of Pacific Cove
Subdivision at 154 West Pacific Drive.
Review and action on the preliminary and final plat of the
Keetch Subdivision at 115 West 300 North.
Review and action on the preliminary plan of the Woods @
Riverwalk Planned Unit Development at 475 East 700 North
(northside) .
Review and action on the preliminary and final plat of the
Pine View Bend Estates Subdivision at 25 East 400 South.
Review and action on the final plat of Orchard Hills South
Plat B Subdivision at 675 North 540 West.
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
Adjournment.

Dated this 27 day of May, 1997.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

.

....

'

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
JUNE 4, 1997

(
REGULAR SESSION

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session
on June 4, 1997, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those
present included J.H. Hadfield, Keith Richan, Juel Belmont, and
Bill Arbus. Michael Georgeson, Pat Fleming, and Clark Taylor were
each excused as they were out of town. Staff present included Rod
Despain, Howard Denney, Julie Conder, and Richard Colborn . Others
present included Dave Nuttall, Paul Washburn, Roland Robinson, Bob
Kunz, Bill West, Mrs . Powell, Barbara Christiansen, and 12
citizens.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MAY 21, 1997, MINUTES
Bill Arbus found the May 21st minutes to be good. Bill Arbus moved
approval of the May 21st minutes as presented.
Keith Richan
seconded the motion with the extra word "the" deleted from 9th
paragraph on page 2, and the extra word "on" deleted from the 5th
paragraph on page 9. Bill Arbus agreed. All were in favor.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF LEGACY ESTATES SUBDIVISION
AT 90 WEST 1120 NORTH
Howard Denney displayed the plat map and stated a concern regarding
the buildable lot area in Lot 4.
Rod Despain explained that in a previous site plan meeting he had
brought out that there was sufficient room to build a home.
Mr. Denney's calculations found there to be a 1.8 foot gap between
this subdivision and Country View Estates to the west that needed
to be worked out. The dimensions of the City street needed to be
placed on the plat.
The property was located in Section 11, not
15.

In regard to the cul-de-sac, the cross section was supposed to be
60 feet, but the proposal was to allow the combination curb,
gutter, and sidewalk instead of the standard.
Bill Arbus noted
that the sidewalk was in the correct spot but not the curb, the
standard should be adhered to.
Howard Denney asked if there was going to be planter strips.
West responded that he was proposing no planter strips.

Bill

Bill Arbus noted that this would be the first part of the trail and
they should try for a little creativity.
Juel Belmont asked for more landscaping to make the roads softer.
It would be good for home owners and a good street scape.
Mr . Arbus said that the perimeter was restricting and that was why
1

(

they were going with the combo . The necessary 36 feet of asphalt
should be sufficient so the additional 6 feet were not necessary.
J.H. Hadfield said to look for a better way and put in the planter
strips.
Howard Denney said any decision should be based on the right-of-way
exchange with the City and the possibility of a sump at the end so
that there was no drainage problem on the opposite side of 1120
North.
Bill West was concerned about the transition work and he would work
with the staff. He wanted flexibility to fix the intersection.
Mr. Richan noticed that the fire hydrant needed to be moved and
asked who was going to pay for that. Bill West said they would pay
for it.
In reference to general neighborhood support and off site
improvements, Chairman Hadfield commented that the owners of Lot 1
on the corner knew what was going on and that it was a win, win
situation.
Someone asked if they were going to come up with a drawing or a
rendering of a trail.
Bill Arbus wanted a rendering of the type
of trail proposed.
Bill Arbus moved to grant final approval and recommend the Legacy
final Plat a 90 West 1120 North with the corrections of: 1) a gap
between Legacy and Country View, 2) dimensions, 3) Section 11, not
15, 4) asphalt on 100 West to the cul-de-sac be 36 feet instead of
46 feet, 5) the developer and the City to exchange property to make
it work, 6) the addition of a sump, 7) the providing of a rendering
for the trail from the Jr. High to 150 West. Juel Belmont seconded
the motion.

Mr. West would provide a blueprint not a rendering.
agreed.

Bill Arbus

All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF PACIFIC COVE SUBDIVISION AT
154 WEST PACIFIC DRIVE
A copy of the plat was provided Monday to all the Commissioners.
Rod Despain was concerned about the uncertainty of the railroad
property with regard to the final treatment .
The City was
unprepared to come up with a proposal to go forward.
A 43 foot
road was provided so that maximum flexibility was provided in the
cul-de-sac option .
The applicant agreed to place the building to the rear of Lot 2 and
provide an easement for the cul-de-sac if in the future the
decision was made to terminate access to Pacif i c Drive on the east .
2

The plans provide for a 50 foot radius cul-de-sac.

(

Regarding the placement of the improvements, Rod .was uncertain as
to whether install it now, or leave it as it was for 2-5 years .
The money would be put into an escrow account. To him this would
be like a final plat and any replacement or tearing out of the culde-sac would be the responsibility of the City.
There were some technical issues about lot boundaries and between
some description lines and within the lot boundaries of the survey.
Bill Arbus was not concerned about the curb and gutter until the
final.
Rod Despain felt that something needed to be constructed
immediately as there was no obligation for improvements.
Mrs. Gary Powell was concerned about her family
driveways would go straight back to her driveway.

and

that

the

The eyebrow was a good idea and we could move on when they have
drainage.
If it's to be a dead end there was going to be a sump.
Chairman Hadfield said Pacific Drive was busy and it was a question
of quality of life.
Keith Richan asked why the money was to lay around for two to five
years.
It was explained that Mr. Fleming's before motion was made to help
if there was a commuter rail and we won't make a decision until we
find out.
The eyebrow would be much better for the City when it decided which
way was the way to go for the intersection.
Juel Belmont was delighted that the units were moved back and it
made a better situation.
Howard Denney reported that the easement was undefined, there were
no intersection and subdivision dimensions.
His review showed a
shift of property lines to a fence line but the title didn't show
it that way. The cross section suggested a 5 and a half foot walk
and a 2 foot gutter .
Bill Arbus asked how they got that?
Rod
Despain responded that there was 28 feet of oil and 6 feet of
sidewalk and 2 feet for curb and 8 feet between the road and rail.
Bill Arbus was in favor of that cross section.
Keith Richan said the developer mentioned a $6000 difference in
money in the escrow account. He was concerned about an open ended
contract. Was the City going to put that in later and pay for it .
If the City wants to do the other half of the cul-de-sac they can,
not the developer. He liked the hammerhead on the cul-de-sac .
Mr . Despain said
alternatives .

that

it

was

3

time

to

choose

between

the
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Mrs. Powell asked to see the paper with the buildings on it and
asked about the eyebrow and where the railroad was. The driveway
was to be angled differently.
Bill Arbus moved approval of the final plat of Pacific Cove
Subdivision at 154 West Pacific Drive with the Alternative 2
including the dedication of a cul-de-sac subject to state plane
coordinates
given
for
the monuments,
receipt
of
boundary
clarification on the fence line title, and a cross section as shown
on alternative 2, and a 5 foot variance on the front setback on the
lot as recommended by Mr. Despain.
Juel Belmont seconded the
motion.

Mrs. Powell asked for a barricade so people could not go fast.
Bill Arbus stated that this should be brought up at City Council.
Juel Belmont asked that the trees be saved. Mrs. Powell said that
it would be a problem to try to save the trees.
The motion carried.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLAT OF THE KEETCH
SUBDIVISION AT 115 WEST 300 NORTH
Howard Denney explained that the irrigation ditch piping was shown
only through the area of the driveway. It needed to be piped from
100 West Street, west in front of this lot. They would work with
the owners on the alignment and elevations.

(
Chairman Hadfield reported that Mr. Kitchen with the irrigation
company stated that the squash pipe was very expensive and
suggested the use of black ribbed ADS pipe. The irrigation company
was concerned with the ADS pipe under the driveway and would work
closely with them to solve that issue.
Juel Belmont moved approval of the preliminary and final plats of
the Keetch Subdivision subject to installation of the public
improvements of curb, gutter, and piping of the ditch from 100 West
Street, west past both lots. Bill Arbus seconded the motion.

Rod Despain noted that there was a water right requirement on this
lot split. Mr. Dave Nuttall stated he had the right.
All were in favor of the motion.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN OF THE WOODS @ RIVERWALK
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT AT 475 EAST 700 NORTH (NORTHSIDE)
Paul Washburn was present to request preliminary approval.
Chairman Hadfield reminded Mr. Washburn that early on in the
process a map was prepared by the City's CAD operator, and they
went to the site and did some measuring.
Chairman Hadfield
observed that the plan submitted was different than the original
finding.
It showed just 25 feet for the river.
On the proposed
plan it showed additional area outside each of the lots on Dean's
Woods.
The two plats needed to be concurrent.
Now there was
4
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individual property ownership between the plats that was deeded
after Dean's Woods.
Paul Washburn stated that they could not control anything beyond
what they owned.
He would be interested in giving the river area
to the City.
Mr. Washburn explained that it was their understanding that they
had purchased all of the property between Dean's Woods Subdivision
to the east and Cougar Estates to the west.
Rod Despain explained on a drawing that what Mr. Washburn actually
got was 20 feet shy of the Dean's Woods Subdivision. The City was
not keen on having a lot that went clear across the river. He felt
that the river needed to be defined as to where it actually was on
the plan.
Mr. Despain explained that as a result of the 20 foot problem, Lots
1, 3, 4, & 5 were not materially hurt, but Lot 2 was definitely
affected negatively.
Chairman Hadfield explained that the applicant wanted to construct
some gabions to stabilize the bank. The soils in the area were not
stable and the river meandered in this area.
The bank was less
than 3 feet high. The water returned to the channel before it went
under the 700 North Street bridge.

(

Howard Denney encouraged the keeping of the proposed 50 foot cross
section for the river.
Chairman Hadfield noted that Horrocks had designed a new bridge at
700 North and asked if the plans for the Woods @ Riverwalk included
Horrock's latest design. Mr. Washburn responded that it did.
Rod Despain explained that the 12 foot riparian easement could not
be built on and it made the building envelope on Lot 2 extremely
small.
Paul Washburn stated that they had been working on this for a long
time and that they needed some assurance that the project would be
approved before they put more money into engineering and plat
redesigns.
Howard Denney stated that there was only a 44 foot radius cul-desac instead of a 60 foot.
Mr. Washburn did not feel that a 120 foot diameter cul-de-sac was
necessary for just a couple of lots and would plead that case to
the City Council.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the process to realign the stream
channel was with the State Engineer.
The overall description
needed to be worked out and returned to Mr. Denney for his review.
Bill Arbus noted that there was an approximate location of the
5

river on the plat.
Bill Arbus moved to send the preliminary plan for Woods @ Riverwalk
PUD on to the City Council subject to:
1) that the developer be
allowed to work with the staff to rework and address the cul-de-sac
and Lot 2 as necessary, 2) noting that the 44 foot cul-de-sac was
in the approval, and 3) other engineering concerns.

Roland Robinson reported that they had executed boundary agreements
with the Eastwood's and the Price's.
Juel Belmont seconded the motion.

Howard Denney explained that the State would follow a written
procedure in altering the stream channel and that it should be
completed prior to final plat approval by the Commission.
All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLAT OF THE PINE
VIEW ESTATES SUBDIVISION AT 25 EAST 400 SOUTH
Mr. Kunz explained that the subdivision was proposed for two twin
homes.
It was located on 400 South where it came to the east off
of Center Street.
The road was proposed to be widened and
realigned and therefore a property trade would be needed to get the
road where it needed to be. All set backs would be met. He noted
some problems with property descriptions that the title company was
working on.
Rod Despain noted that zoning wise it conformed to the ordinance.
Howard Denney noted the water right component that
required on 3 of the lots. It would be necessary before
to have the overlaps taken care of. There needed to be
subdivision monuments provided. There would be curb and
the south side and combo on the north.

would be
recording
brass cap
gutter on

Keith Richan expressed appreciation to Mr . Arbus for his keeping
track of the "subject to's."
Bill Arbus moved approval of the preliminary and final plats for
Pine View Bend Estates at 25 East 400 South subject to:
1) water
rights conveyance, 2) brass cap monuments provided for, 3) state
plane coordinates provided, 4) the road cross section as shown, 5)
a common wall agreement, 6) the property boundary cleared up by the
title company and 7) execution of property deeds in order to
provide for proper alignment of 400 South Street.
Keith Richan
seconded the motion. All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF ORCHARD HILLS SOUTH PLAT B
SUBDIVISION AT 675 NORTH 540 WEST
This item was deleted at the request of the petitioner.
6

,. ..

SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
(

Rod Despain had nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Rod Despain noted that 7 C's Mobile Home Park, in replacing the
older single wide homes with double wides wanted approval to reduce
the side set backs from 15 feet to 10 feet on the two that they
have going now. They had been asked to provide a new overall plan
to the City.
The new double wides were shorter units.
From the
actual mobile home, there would be 15 feet to the property line,
the question came with the use of awnings and carports on the
existing units.
Mr. Despain was not sure as to where such an approval lied.
The
City's Building Official was hesitant in approving the site plan.
Chairman Hadfield cautioned that what would be required of one park
would be required in others.
Mr. Earl Chadwick, a current resident and former manager of the 7
C's mobile home park, stated that people do not want a big lot.
The newer units would not have side entrances and would actually be
providing more space between the units.
Current park manager Art Miller, stated that 10 feet was needed by
the two units he had in place.
Chairman Hadfield was not ready to render a decision at this
meeting noting that it was not an agenda item and he questioned
whether this was the body that could take action on such an item.
Rod Despain noted that previously the Planning Commission was not
favorable in changing the side set back requirement.
Keith Richan reported that he had been contacted by Luana Searle as
to what was happening in the community with the future of
construction and the allowance of builders to use siding on homes.
Mr. Richan would like to discuss planter strips at some time in the
future and wanted to see a policy on providing notice to adjacent
property owners developed.
Juel Belmont stated that she had recently returned from a planning
and design workshop in Prescott, Arizona. She would be calling for
more landscaping, with more trees, and streetscapes.
Bill Arbus asked about the improvement of Hindley Park.
Chairman
Hadfield responded that final grading and installation of
irrigation lines were planned later in the summer.
{

ADJOURNMENT
Juel Belmont moved adjournment at 9:30p.m. and by common consent
7

all did.

Julie Conder, Secretary

Richard M. Colborn
Planning Administrator

8

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JUNE 18, 1997
NOTICE AND AGENDA

I

Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on June 18, 1997, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m.
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Review and action on the June 4, 1997, minutes.
Discussion of options for James Court Inner Block PUD at 153
West 200 North.
Review and action on a site plan for an office building at 730
East Quality Drive in the Utah Valley Business Park.
Discussion of the revised inner block ordinance.
Discussion of the revised annexation ordinance.
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
Adjournment.

Dated this 10 day of June, 1997.

(

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
JUNE 18, 1997

(

ATTACHMENTS

REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session
on June 18, 1997, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:04p.m. Those
present included Michael Georgeson, Juel Belmont, Pat Fleming, Bill
Arbus, and Keith Richan. Clark Taylor was excused as he was out of
town and J. H. Hadfield was excused due to the passing of his
father-in-law. Staff present included Rod Despain, Kevin Bennett,
and Richard Colborn.
Howard Denney was excused as he was out of
town. Others present included Stephen Sowby, Erica Powell, and 15
citizens.
In the absence
meeting.

of

Chairman Hadfield,

Pat

Fleming Chaired

the

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE JUNE 4, 1997, MINUTES
Keith Richan noted on page 3, second paragraph from the bottom the
word "opening the" should be changed to "an open ended." On page
4 in the second sentence of the bottom paragraph, the word "cad"
(computer aided drafting) should be capitalized as "CAD," and in
the next sentence the word "that" should be changed to "than."
Pat Fleming recommended that paragraph 5 on page 2 be changed to
read, "In reference to general neighborhood support and off site
improvements, Chairman Hadfield commented that the owners of Lot 1
on the corner knew what was going on and that it was a win, win
situation." Bill Arbus asked that the next paragraph be stricken.
Bill Arbus noted that in the motion on the Legacy Estates
Subdivision on page 2 under 7) it should be changed to read, "7)
the providing of a rendering for the trail from the Jr. High to 150
West."
Bill Arbus asked that paragraph 10, page 3 be changed to read, "The
eyebrow would be much better for the City, when it decided which
way was the way to go for intersection treatment."
Bill Arbus asked that on page 4 in the motion on Pacific Cove that
the 5 foot variance issue be researched and explained.
This was
done by Mr. Colborn. The last portion of the motion should read,
... "and a cross-section as shown on Alternative 2, and a 5 foot
variance on the front set back on the lot as recommended by Mr.
Despain."
Bill Arbus asked that the words, "on the plat" be added to the
second to the last paragraph on page 5.
On page 3 second paragraph, Mr. Richan asked that the word "taring"
in the second sentence be changed to "tearing".
1

Bill Arbus moved approval of the minutes with the corrections made
and a stay on the motion regarding the portion of Pacific Cove on
the cross section.
Juel Belmont seconded the motion. Voting was
as follows:
Aye, Juel Belmont, Keith Richan, and Bill Arbus.
Abstain, Pat Fleming and Michael Georgeson. The motion carried.

DISCUSSION OF OPTIONS FOR JAMES COURT INNER BLOCK PUD AT 153 WEST
200 NORTH
Rod Despain noted that the developer of James Court Inner Block PUD
was still in the process of coming up with an acceptable plan.
Stephen Sowby had submitted 2 plans for the Commission's review.
Mr. Sowby explained that there were 4 property owners participating
in the project.
Rod Despain provided an analysis noting that neither met the
current inner block provisions and proof of the additional property
owner's willingness to participate still needed to be provided.
One of the questions was whether the code meant to have a condo
without a lot in an inner block situation.
The inner block
provided for a PUD setting with the opportunity to convert to
condominium ownership. The condominium approach up front did not
meet the ordinance and was fatal to the plan.
The inner block
ordinance also provided that the existing home needed to conform to
the underlying zone, which it did not.
Mr. Despain explained that it was to the point of re-looking at the
plan for the area. Once it met the ordinance, then an improvement
plan would be provided. This was a discussion item only.
Mr. Despain discussed PUDs and condominiums noting that the unit in
a PUD included at least the land under it.
Pat Fleming asked how they would take care of the open space. Mr.
Sowby responded that it would be through a homeowners association.
Bill Arbus commented on the 11 foot set back to the entrance
street. The unit shown in the project had 50 feet of frontage not
85 as required by the underlying zone.
Mr. Sowby wanted it to be part of the condo project.
Pat Fleming
stated that it was the intent of setbacks to provide a visual
scene.
The setbacks were important as the project was being
inserted into a neighborhood. Mr. Sowby responded that they would
consider getting rid of this unit and have 10 units on the
interior.
Bill Arbus noted that there were only 13 parking spaces.

(

Rod Despain stated that was a big part of the issue: Did each unit
need to have its own lot or would it allow the combination of
parking into another area.
He noted that a condominium was an
ownership issue not a development style under the City's Ordinance.
In the R-2 zone every house was to be on a lot and each lot needed
2

to solve its own parking.

It was different in R- 3 and R-4 zones.

Mr. Sowby explained that they would be 2 story, twin homes with no
attached garages .
Bert Walker questioned the distances in reality versus what was
shown on the plan. If there was a home removed , it would solve the
probl em .
Mr . Sowby noted that with the home , it could not comply with the
ordinance.
It would need to be torn down. Access to inner blocks
was a killer .
Rod Despain stated that with a 42 foot wide road there would need
to be 82 feet between dwellings.
Mrs. Miller asked about owner occupancy.
Pat Fleming responded
that there was no way to guarantee against rentals .
Mr. Sowby wanted some modification to the Ordinance that would make
it conform and allow it to go on to the Council. It was explained
that there was a vesting under the old ordinance and that was what
needed to be adhered to, or, it could be developed under the new
ordinance, but could not use portions from each.

(

Michael Georgeson expressed his preference for the JC 3 plan but
was concerned with the set backs and how landscaping was going to
be met .
He was somewhat concerned as to the phasing of the
pro j ect .
Bill Arbus felt that there were 2 units too many in the project .
Stephen Sowby felt that a condo scheme was allowed in the R-2 zone
and wanted an answer as whether it was or not. Mr. Despain stated
that it was only allowed in the R-3 and R-4 zones.
Keith Richan asked about landscaping and parking. Mr. Sowby stated
that the developer would put all the landscaping in and noted that
the JC 3 plan would not have parking on the street.
Bill Arbus did not feel that a condo scheme was allowed in the R-2
zone.
Pat Fleming agreed noting that the removal of the existing
home for access would solve the problem and allow it to move ahead.
Pat Fleming noted that the developer had the right to appeal any
decision or action to the City Council.
Acting Chairman Pat Fleming noted that the feelings of the
Commission had been expressed and called for the next item on the
agenda . A majority of the audience left.

(

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR AN OFFICE BUILDING AT 730 EAST
QUALITY DRIVE IN THE UTAH VALLEY BUSINESS PARK
Rod Despain expla i ned that th i s was i n t he PI - 1 zone and would
3

require a public hearing and action by the City Council.

(
Mr. Kevin Kelter explained that this was to be a 2 story office
structure on the property previously approved for a different
building.
Bill Arbus noted that the location of the dumpster would require
that the garbage truck back out clear around the building. He felt
it could be placed in a different location.
Bill Arbus moved approval of the site plan as shown subject to any
minor engineering concerns the City Engineer might have and also
the encouragement to the owner that as the property was developed
to the west that they try to work out cross-easements, shared
access, and also look at a relocation of the dumpster.
Michael
Georgeson seconded the motion. All were in favor.

DISCUSSION OF THE REVISED INNER BLOCK ORDINANCE
Scott Roudabush was present to discuss Citizen comments he had
provided on the recent draft of the inner block ordinance. That is
attached along with Mr. Despain's previous hand out. A discussion
on both was undertaken.
Juel Belmont asked about design review.
Mr. Roudabush
comfortable with the way it was written in the draft.

(

was

Rod Despain discussed the earlier issue of an overall density
development approach versus a lot by lot approach .
He explained
that currently all inner block developments in the R-1 and R-2
zones were -d-on-e- w±th- pu-b i-i-c- s-cr--e-e t s .
Bill Arbus noted that it was requested that there be a period at
the end of block in F2.
Rod Despain asked if 28 foot roads should be retained or rejected
in the new inner block ordinance.
Keith Richan felt that the
Commission should have the flexibility to make good plans.
Michael Georgeson noted that things were designed to the minimum.
He asked that in E 3, the second paragraph should read, 8 or fewer .
Rod Despain explained that there were a number of spelling errors
and would correct them in the final draft.
Keith Richan was concerned with F2 and C3 and would like to be able
to review it in its final form.
Juel Belmont was excused from the meeting.
Mr. Richan felt that "compatible" was not the same as, "same as".
DISCUSSION OF THE REVISED ANNEXATION ORDINANCE
Rod Despain noted that there was considerable difference on how
4

this was to work with regard to the City's review , determination of
zoning, exactions, etc. He would clean up the draft for action at
the next meeting.
Pat Fleming asked if annexation was the time to work out any
potential disclaimers.
It was no t decided by the Commission.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Rod Despain explained a plan that had been brought to a recent site
plan meeting by Ken Briggs in behalf of Panda Homes at 05 North 700
East.
(The gravel pit area) He explained that their proposal was
to build single level, senior housing units in the areas that were
found to be suitable . After some discussion it was felt by some
that the proposed use would be acceptable in the area. Mr. Despain
would convey the Commission's feeling to Mr. Briggs .
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Despain noted that the City Council had approved the Robinson
property at 1175 North 200 East for 32 units.
ADJOURNMENT

(

Bill Arbus moved adjournment at 10:10 p.m.
Michael Georgeson
seconded the motion.
Voting was as follows:
Aye, Michael
Georgeson, Bill Arbus, Keith Richan, and Pat Fleming. Absent, Juel
Belmont.
The motion carried.

an~.@J!

Richard M. Colborn
Planning Administrator
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INNER - BLOCK ORDINANCE AMEND:MENTS
June 9, 1997
CITIZEN'S AMEND:MENTS
Suggested changes : Amendments and/or changes will be indicated by highlighting the amendment
in the section and paragraph of the change. Paragraphs and sections amended will be identified by
listing the letter and number related to the paragraph.
Skip to section C.
C.

Application to be Submitted
A proposal for development. ..notice of intent to request approval of an inner-block
residential project to the owners of each parcel within the designated block area, and to
owners of property within 300 ft onto adjacent blocks.
3.

A map showing the entire existing block and including: ... , ( 4) written
statement or petition signed by owners of all property within the defined
block area indicating whether they support the project and/or favor
inclusion of their property within the project area, proof of ownership by
the applicant of land that will be developed but not included in initial
phase, or a promissory note from other property owners stating their
intent of including their property in said development not included in
the initial phase.

4.

A written analysis summarizing .. ., (2) Size and width of lots,

5.

One or more concept plans ... , the plan shall include a phasing plan to
include a time line completion of all phases by no more than six years
from the time the initial phase begins. (Could the following statement or a
similar statement be included) Fines could be imposed if phases are not
completed within the alloted time period.

6.

A copy of written notice .. .list of the names, addresses and mailing or
delivery dates of notices sent to listed owners of property within the
specific block. ..

(

E.

Vehicular Access ·
3.

Alternative B- ELIMINATE THIS ALTERNATIVE

Cul-de-Sac
Where inner-block access streets ...having a radius not less than 70 feet and improved ...

(

(

F.

Design Standards and Criteria
2.

Size of Lots -Each lot shall not be smaller than an average of the lot
size per dwelling unit for the portion of the bloc ~situated outside the
inner-block area.

7.

Dwelling Type - The mix of dwelling types. ... The number of duplex or
multi family structures and dwelling unit shall not exceed the ratio
between such units in relationship to single family dwellings on the
surrounding block area.

We appreciate the willingness of the Planning Commission to listen to our concerns and ideas in
continuing to assure the quality of life we have here in American Fork is protected.
If you have any questions concerning the aforementioned amendments please call :
Scott Roudabush

(

(

After Spm home 756-5867

Day Salt Lake 538-4203

INNER-BLOCK ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS
April 29, Draft

(

(

SECTION 1.
Section 2-6.2 enumerating the several types
of Large Scale Developments authorized within the City is hereby
amended by adding the following to said list:
10.

Inner-block Residential Development Projects.

SECTION 2.
Section 2-4.3-B-2 (R-1-9000 zone), 2-4.4-B
(R-1-7500 zone), 2-4.5-B (R-2-7500 zone), 2-4.6-B (R-3-7500
zone), 2-4.7-B (R-4-7500 zone) are hereby amended by adding the
following to the list of uses permitted in the zone:
Inner-block Residential development Projects, subject to the
provisions of Section 2-6.12 of this Code
SECTION 3.
Chapter 2-6 of the Development Code of
American Fork is hereby amended by adding a new section, to read
as follows:
2-6.12

A.

B.

?
(

Inner-block Residential Projects

Intent
It is the intent of this paragraph to:
1.

To provide a method wherein vacant and under used land
in the interior of the existing blocks within the
original townsite and similar landlocked ares of the
City may be developed, provided that development within
such areas would be compatible with existing
development in surrounding areasJ and

2.

Establish and set forth the special requirements and
guidelines applicable to Inner Block Residential
Projects considered necessary to accomplish the intent.

Anolicability of Provisions
The provisions of this Section shall be applicable only to
those areas currently identified on the Inner-block Area
Eligibility Map or a subsequent amendment thereto, which map
shall be adopted and/or amended, from time to time, upon
passage by a resolution relating thereto by the Planning
Commission.
The area shown on the map is intended to show, in a general
way, that portion of the interior of a parcel or block of
land which: (1) because of the extent of surrounding
development or other unique constraint is landlocked, or
otherwise without a reasonable opportunity for access, and

(2) as a resul~ of such condition is precluded from
development under conventional subdivision regulations.

(

Minor adjustments to the boundaries of the inner-block area,
as shown on the map, may be made without the necessity of
amending the Eligibility Map, provided that any such
adjustment in boundary shall constitute a logical extension
of the area and shall not have the effect of reducing the
width, area, setback or other requirement of an adjacent lot
to a level not conforming with the minimum requirements of
the zone . ·
1 ~
~

/'-

c.

(

~<. )...;·\)"\

Annlication to be Submitted
~
A proposal for development of an i~ner block resid~nti~l )
project shall be initiated by subm~ttal of an appl~cation
relating thereto the City and also a concurrent notice of
intent to request approval of an inner-block residential
project to the owners of each parcel of within the
designated block area.
Said Application shall include the
following:
1.

i..-

J"'\~·--- )

Identification of Applicant

2. ,/ Identification of the specific block for which the
request is proposed.
: 1~

A map showing the entire existing block and including:
(1) the existing property boundaries, (2) Current
ownership of each parcel, (3) extent of proposed innerblock project area and boundary of initial phase of
said project, if less than entire area, (4) written
statement or petition signed by owners of all property
within the defined inner-block area, indicating whether
they favor inclusion of their property within the
project area.

4.

A written analysis summarizing the existing conditions
within the entire block, including: (1) Number of
dwellings and dwelling mix (one-family, duplex, etc),
(2) Size and width of lot, (3) occupancy status (rental
vs. owner occupied), (4) size and character of existing
dwellings (i.e. age, number of stories, type of
construction) .

5.

One or more concept plans showing a proposed lot and
street l ayout plan for the entire area.
The Plan(s)
· should show the relationship of the proposed lots or
building sites to existing lots, dwellings and other
signif i cant buildings and intended points of vehicular
access Also, if thJLQ!:Qit;_g_!:_~ § __p _rOJ20Sed to be
developea in mq_~e t_b~ll .. _QP.e: __
p_!l_as-e, --the pian.- ·sn:al--I- show a
propose-a phasi ng plan.
-·- .. · · · · .... -- --------- - · - ~- --- -- - - - -- --- - ---

(

(

6.

A copy of the written notice of intent to request
approval of an inner-block project and a list of the
names and addresses of the owners of property within
the specific block or area as shown on the Inner-block
Eligibility Map.

7.

In the event that the proposed inner block project is
not shown on the Inner Block Eligibility map, the
application shall include a petition requesting a
determination of eligibility of the proposed area for
consideration for Inner-block Development and amendment
of the Eligibility Map. All further consideration of
the proposed project shall be suspended until such time
as a determination of eligibility for the project area
shall have been made by the Planning Commission and the
Eligibility Map amended.

D.

Procedure for Annroval
The procedure leading to approval shall be the same as set
forth in Section 2-6.2B

E.

Vehicular
Each lot
be served
City, and
1.

Access
within an inner-block project shall abut upon and
by an adequate street which is dedicated to the
conforms to one of the following:

Standard Inner-block Cross-section - 50 foot right-ofway with 36 feet of paved travel surface and integrated
curb, gutter and sidewalk, both sides.
This alternative would be applicable within any innerblock project.

2.

Alternate A - 42 foot right-of-way with 36 feet of
paved travel surface, curb and gutter on both sides and
a separate and remote sidewalk location.
This Alternative would be the minimum allowable where a
cul-de-sac is used (No through access route) of the
project contains ten or more units.
Alternate B - 37 foot right-of-way· with 28 feet of
travel surface, curb and gutter on both sides, sidewalk
on one side, and on-street parking permitted on one
side only.
This Alternative would be permitted only where route is
continuous and serves less than 9 units.

Cul-de-Sac
Where inner-block access streets are not continuous, said
streets shall terminate in a cul-de-sac having a radius if
not less than 50 feet and improved in accordance with the
City standards for inner-block cul-de-sac.

Entrv Stree':s
Access routes into inner-block areas shall comply with the
applicable minimum cross-section standard set forth above
and, where t~e access route is situaced adjacent to an
existing dwelling, the minimum dis~ance becween the access
street right-of-way and the existing street shall comply
with the minimum requirements for corner lots.
F.

Desion Standards and Criteria
1.

(

Density - The number of lots or dwelling units
permitted within an inner-block project shall be the
lesser of the following:
A.

The number of units permitted under a layout plan
conforming with the minimum lot size requirements
of the underlying zone or,

B.

The equivalent density of the surrounding block
determined by dividing the net area of the innerblock by the average area per dwelling unit for
the portion of the block situated outside the
designated inner-block area.

2.

Size of Lots - Each lot shall conform with the minimum
size requirements for the underlying zone.

3.

Provision for Redivision of Lots - Where a project
includes duplex or other forms of attached housing, the
layout plan must anticipate and provide a logical
design to accommodate any subsequent division. (i.e.
lot split scheme for twin homes - said scheme must
provide for separation of parking, driveways and
buildings) .

4.

Lot Layout - the proposed lot layout must duly
recognize relationship of new to existing adjacent
dwellings (i.e. rear lots should abut rear lot areas of
existing structures. Wherever possible, access road
system should not create double frontage lots.

5.

Flag Lots Permitted- Where, in the opinion of the
City, the project area contains unusual shapes or
peninsulas, not readily accessed directly from the
proposed inner-block street, the City may approve a lot
layouc which includes one or more flag lots.

6.

Building Envelope to be Shown- Setback Standards -The
proposed location of each dwelling (building envelope
area) shall be shown on the preliminary plan and final
plat.
The Building Envelope area shall be established
in accordance with the following setback criteria.

Except that the City Council, subject to receipt of a
prior recommendation from the Planning Commission, may
approve a Building Envelopment for one or more
buildings at variance with the setback criteria, upon a
finding that the adjusted location does not result in
an unsafe condition or an undue intrusion upon adjacent
properties.
A.

Front Setback - Same as Underlying zone, provided
that no adjustment from the standard setback shall
result in a driveway which is less than 20 feet as
'measured from the garage to the closest abutting
sidewalk.

B.

Side Setback, Interior side lot line - Same as
underlying zone, except that said setback shall be
not less than 10 feet when situated adjacent to
the rear of an existing lot.

C.

Rear Setback - Same as underlying zone.

7.

Dwelling Type -The mix of dwelling types (single
family, duplex, multi-family) shall conform to the
current mix as determined from the block analysis. The
number of duplex or multi-family structures and
dwelling unit shall not exceed the number of such units
existing on the surrounding block area.

8.

Architectural Compatibility - It is the intent of this
Paragraph that new structures within inner-block areas
be of a character which is consistent and compatible
with the bulk, height, style and construction materials
of existing dwellings in the immediate vicinity, to the
end that any new construction will not result in the
introduction of building styles or exterior surface
materials which are inconsistent with the overall
character of the area.
Prior to the approval of an inner-block project, the
owner shall submit a copy of the architectural plan for
each unit intended to be constructed within the proje c t
area, including elevations.

9.

(

Any lots, whether included within the inner-block
project or proposed as a residual parcel, which abuts
on existing streets must conform to the zone
requirements of the underlying zone.

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JULY 2, 1997
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby giveri that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on July 2, 1997, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m.
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

(

Review and action on the June 18, 1997, minutes.
Review and action on the preliminary plans for Afton Meadows
Subdivision Plat D at 900 North 250 Bast.
Review and action on a revised commercial site plan for
Granny's Auto at 509 East State Street.
Review and action on a preliminary plan for the Lish
Subdivision at 245 North 500 East. ·
Review and action on a new inner block ordinance.
Review and action on a new annexation ordinance.
Site Plan Committee Report.
a. Status Report on Temple Meadows PUD.
Other business.
Adjournment.

Dated this 24 day of June, 1997.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

I.
AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
JULY 2, 1997
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session
on July 2, 1997, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:03p.m. Members
present included Michael Georgeson, Juel Belmont, J.H. Hadfield,
Pat Fleming, Clark Taylor, Keith Richan, and *Bill Arbus.
Staff
members present included Howard Denney, Rod Despain, and Richard
Colborn.
Others present included Roger Dudley, Mr. & Mrs. Daryl
Lish, Mrs. Grantham, Russell McKinley, Barbara Christiansen, and 14
citizens.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE JUNE 18, 1997, MINUTES
Michael Georgeson moved approval of the June 18, 1997, as
presented.
Pat Fleming seconded the motion.
Voting was as
follows:
Aye, Michael Georgeson, Juel Belmont, Pat Fleming, and
Keith Richan.
Abstain, J.H. Hadfield and Clark Taylor.
Absent,
Bill Arbus. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLANS
SUBDIVISION PLAT D AT 900 NORTH 250 EAST

(

FOR AFTON MEADOWS

Project Engineer, Roger Dudley reported that he
irrigation board who reviewed the proposed plans.
they were comfortable with the plans and asked
engineering plans prior to final approval of the

had met with the
He reported that
to see the final
subdivision.

Mr. Dudley reported that there was a need for Lot 1 to have 90 feet
of frontage.
He had hoped that since this lot had received
preliminary approval a number of years ago, that it could proceed
as platted.
*Bill Arbus arrived.
Mr. Dudley asked that the subdivision be given preliminary approval
subject to working out the problem on Lot 1, possibly through the
Board of Adjustment.
Howard Denney explained that Lots 1 and 2 would need to hook into
the sewer on 200 East and there would be reimbursable costs to a
developer.
Howard Denney had a concern with regard to ground water elevations
in the area and full basements.
With regard to the drainage, Mr. Dudley informed the Commission
that the irrigation company was willing to take the drainage into
their ditch.
Howard Denney felt the best way to inform potential owners of the
property of the high ground water was to place the information in
1

Subdivision Restrictive Covenants .

(

Mr. Denney noted that there was a 7 foot strip previously quit
claimed to Lot 29 in Plat C that needed to be cleaned up with this
plat.
He suggested that as much as possible be sewered to the
west.
Roger Dudley explained that the sewer was already to the center of
240 East Street and could accommodate a number of the lots.
Mr.
Denney asked for a report on that portion of sewer that extended to
the east .
Further discussion of ground water ensued.
Mr. Denney explained
that a few years ago, water surfaced in the golf course area and
later moved to the south .
Juel Belmont stated that with out design review protection, she
wanted to know if the builder was going to build the standard home
as they built everywhere. She was concerned that the homes fit in
with the existing neighborhood.
Roger Dudley responded that most of Ivory Homes were built on
speculation.
They built 590 homes last year.
In this area the
homes would be about $150,000 to $175,000. These were large lots
and would be up scale in nature.

(

Bill Arbus returned to the ground water discussion and commented
that he knew of someone in Lehi who unknowingly had to face the
problem of groundwater in a new area.
Chairman Hadfield stated that prospective owners needed to be aware
of these kinds of concerns.
Keith Richan noted that he had dealt enough on water and at one
time used 5 engineers on his property, and they were all wrong.
Chairman Hadfield agreed that sometimes it just wasn't known
Bill Arbus felt that basement restrictions on certain developments
were warranted.
Chairman Hadfield agreed, noting that the
Commission had done that in the past.
Juel Belmont asked if Ivory Homes would object to restrictive
covenants. Mr. Dudley felt that they would not object.
Chairman Hadfield noted that field drains had been demonstrated to
him that they work most of the time. The buyer needed to be made
aware.
Michael Georgeson asked if each lot would feed into the drain.
Roger Dudley responded that they would not. The drain on the north
was a perforated pipe and collected water from the north .
Roger Dudley felt that potential buyers would be notified as Ivory
Homes was going to build all the homes .
They were aware of the
2
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problems.
Ground water drains could be built, but it was not
planned for however. Michael Georgeson encouraged the ability to
drain each lot .
Keith Richan explained his past experience with the first 30 homes
in Sunset Hills. He found that the drains flowed both ways if it
backed up due to a blockage down stream.
Michael Georgeson felt that the lot size, drainage, and sewer flow
were questions that needed to be answered before preliminary
approval was given.
He was supportive of looking at both
preliminary and final at the same meeting when the questions were
answered .
A lady living on 200 East Street noted that some people in the
subdivision had put in a basement and were now pumping water
routinely. She knew that it was a problem. It was a slough area.
If there wasn't a home built yet, there was probably a good reason .
Her second concern was the kind of homes that were going to be
built. They were told that they were going to be built like some
of the adjacent homes, and that wasn't necessarily all good.
A neighbor noted that test holes would be a good idea.
Pat Fleming moved to table any action until the frontage on Lot 1
was resolved, the platting of the 7 foot strip resolved on Lot 29
Plat C, a report on the sewer extending to the east, and further
ground water study was completed Michael Georgeson seconded the
motion. All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR GRANNY'S
AUTO AT 509 EAST STATE STREET
Mrs. Grantham proposed an addition to the north of the existing
building.
They had already demolished the building shown in the
north east corner and the canopy in the front.
Howard Denney asked about driving through the doors of the building
on the east .
Mrs. Grantham felt there was enough room to come
around the building from the north and access the door furthest to
the south. She would eliminate the foot entrance on the north side
of building.
Mrs. Grantham explained that this would add four bays.
Rod Despain asked if 6 bays meant less parking or more.
Chairman Hadfield felt that there was plenty of ground and a better
way to lay out the parking was possible.
Bill Arbus asked that the plat show what the site was going to look
like when it was completed.
Pat Fleming was not comfortable with the plan in that it was not
complete . He too asked that the plan show what the property would
3
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look like when it was completed.
500 East Street.

He asked about the alignment of

Howard Denney stated that the City needed to encourage Mr . Wanlass
to meet with Mrs. Grantham separately regarding improvements and
drainage from the north.
Chairman Hadfield noted that UDOT was working on the 500 East
intersection. Mrs. Grantham reported that she had been told that
2 feet was all that was needed along 500 East and the plans
submitted provided for that. Chairman Hadfield noted concern about
the property line and the parking of vehicles.
Mrs. Grantham noted that Mountain Motors to the west was much more
a violator than she was.
Pat Fleming stated that the site plan needed to show how the site
was going to look when it was done.
Now was the time to get the
improvements worked out on Highway 89 and 500 East. He asked that
Mrs. Grantham have her architect contact Mr. Denney.
Bill Arbus asked about a landscape requirement. Rod Despain noted
that there was none required . Mr. Arbus explained the need for a
barrier (portable parking bumper) between parking stalls and the
sidewalk .
(

With regard to parking on the north side of the building, Chairman
Hadfield referred Mrs . Grantham to the Fire Marshal .
Mrs. Grantham's engineer, Mr . Russell McKinley asked if the
Commission was confident that the architect could commence design.
Chairman Hadfield noted that there were other concerns in the area
such as a need for a water line on the north side of State Street
extending east from 500 East for fire flow considerations.
Clark Taylor asked that the driveways be designated as "right in"
and "right out" perhaps with an arrow .
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR THE LISH SUBDIVISION AT
245 NORTH 500 EAST
Mr . Daryl Lish noted that they owned the land and would subdivide
it into 3 lots with a final plat on the north lot. There would be
another lot between the north lot and the existing house on the
south.
Howard Denney explained that presently the Lish property was the
recipient of drainage water from the north .
It was decided that
the City would install a sump and put in the cross gutter across
200 North Street.
Mr . Lish explained that many boundary line agreements had to be
completed to get to this point .
4

Clark Taylor moved approval of the preliminary plat for the Lish
Subdivision at 245 North 500 East. Michael Georgeson seconded the
motion. All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A NEW INNER BLOCK ORDINANCE
Rod Despain presented a revised version of the inner block
ordinance that included input from a citizen group, the City
Attorney, and discussions from the last meeting.
Chairman Hadfield stated that he was uneasy in that it was not yet
test driven.
He would like to go out and look at many of the
blocks that had potential for this type of development.
The
Commission needed to go out and look at specific blocks to see if
it would work.
He wanted any gray areas eliminated.
After some discussion, Chairman Hadfield asked that the Commission
review it between now and the first meeting in August.
Pat Fleming suggested that they meet with staff and go over the
ordinance in a walk-about.
Juel Belmont wanted to use all the time given for the moratorium to
make sure that the Ordinance would work.
Howard Denney suggested a test by an outside engineer.
Chairman Hadfield commented that there had been very few projects
tackled by the Commission that had the support of citizens as the
inner block had.
A lady felt that the General Plan and Strategic Plan were great,
but what worried her was when a developer went over the
Commission's head and went straight to the City Council.
Keith Richan was totally in favor of a developer being involved
with the proposed ordinance and hoped that would happen.
David Gardner and Danny Richards were suggested as developers to be
asked to review the proposed Ordinance. The City would need to pay
them for their time.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A NEW ANNEXATION ORDINANCE
Rod Despain explained that the proposed annexation ordinance was in
response to what had been handed cities by the Legislature.
The
State Law did not provide for a relationship between City Council's
and Planning Commission's.
Keith Richan noted that the real estate and development lobbyist
groups were probably the most active and powerful in the State and
suggested that the cities band together through their organizations
and go to the legislature.
Rod Despain noted that the focus of the law that brought this about
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was so focused on Townships that the whole notion of changing the
annexation law was not known.
Pat Fleming stated that this allowed the Planning Commission to be
put back into the loop.
Pat Fleming moved to send the proposed Annexation Ordinance to the
Council for hearing and action. Clark Taylor seconded the motion.

Rod Despain explained that the nature of the water rights
requirement was different in that this attached the amount of water
right required at an annexation to be predicated on the number of
units in a project plan or if there was no plan, the maximum number
of units that would be allowed under the zoning. Secondly, was the
ability to collect fees as identified on page 10.
Keith Richan had a question on page 2 of the proposed Ordinance,
item number 4.
It was explained that the petition could be hand
delivered from the County Clerk with his seal to the City for the
proof of filing.
Mr. Colborn added that when he received a
petition, he forwarded a copy to the County Clerk as well.

(

Mr. Richan referred to Page 6 regarding the amount of water right
required.
He noted that Horrocks was hired to do a water right
study.
He recalled that Horrocks felt that American Fork had
enough right to go to full build out.
Mr. Despain noted that
Horrock's study was part of the General Plan.
Mr. Richan wanted to know if there was some leeway for projects
that would have only 2 persons per dwelling unit.
Bill Arbus noted that the number of people per unit
identify the amount of water needed for landscaping.

did not

Rod Despain noted that Alpine City came up with a standard for a 1
acre lot of~ acre foot for the dwelling and 1.66 acre feet for the
yard.
Keith Richan felt it was an area for discussion.
Rod Despain stated that the City's policy was 1 acre foot per unit.
Chairman Hadfield felt this was a good Ordinance and it needed to
get before the Council.
Pat Fleming stated that he needed to go and called for a vote on
the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for the vote.
Voting was as follows:
Aye, Pat Fleming, Clark Taylor, Juel Belmont, Bill Arbus, Michael
Georgeson, and J .H. Hadfield.
Nay, Keith Richan.
The motion
carried.
Chairman Hadfield asked if Mr. Richan wanted to explain his nay
vote.
Mr. Richan stated that he had other things he wanted to
6
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discuss.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
a.

Status report on Temple Meadows PUD.

Chairman Hadfield noted that the "subject to" items on Temple
Meadows PUD had been met and a public hearing on the preliminary
plan was set for July 8, 1997.
OTHER BUSINESS
Chairman Hadfield asked about West Estates and Lot number 4.
It
was proposed to construct a garage which would block future access
to the area to the north.
Bill Arbus recalled that the owner's to the north were not going to
do anything with regard to development. It was the feeling of the
Commission that the present property owners should be asked about
their desires to develop in the area to the north.
Chairman
Hadfield noted that a road in the area would create double frontage
lots.
Chairman Hadfield reminded the Commission that the Summer Party was
at South Fork in Provo Canyon on August 22nd.

(

Clark Taylor, Keith Richan, Michael Georgeson, and Rod Despain
would be out of town for the Commission meeting on the 16th.
ADJOURNMENT
Clark Taylor moved adjournment at 9:35 p.m.
the motion. All were in favor.

Richard M. Colborn
Planning Administrator
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Bill Arbus seconded

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JULY 16, 1997
NOTICE AND AGENDA·
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on July 16, 1997, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m.
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

(

7.
8.
9.

Review and action on the July ·2, 1997, minutes.
Review and ·action on a revised commercial site plan for
Granny's Auto at . 509 East State Street.
Review and action on the final plat for the Lish Subdivision
at 245 North 500 East.
Review and action on a commercial site plan at 60 North Grant
Avenue.
Review and action on the preliminary plan for Jockey Hollow
Subdivision at 750 North 750 East. ·
Review of annexations in process.
a.
American Heritage Annexation·at 1175 East 700 North.
b.
Holindrake Annexation at 480 North 560 West.
c.
Hunter Annexation at 775 West 500 North.
d.
Pajela Plat B Annexation at 1075 East 400 South.
· Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
Adjournment.

Dated this 8 day of July, 1997.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
JULY 16, 1997

(

ATTACHMENT
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session
on July 16, 1997, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:05p.m. Those
present included J.H. Hadfield , Bill Arbus, Pat Fleming, and Keith
Richan.
Michael Georgeson and Clark Taylor were excused as they
were out of town and Juel Belmont was excused due to a medical
emergency in her family.
Staff present included Howard Denney, Kevin Bennett, and Richard
Colborn. Rod Despain was excused as he was out of town .
Others present included Mr. & Mrs. Al Wright, Cynthia Grantham, Mr.
& Mrs. Daryl Lish, Terrell Thomson, Barry Fullmer, Barry Andreason,
Bob Gunnell, Denice Peterson, Mrs. Shoaf , Paul Ure, Stephen Sowby,
Barbara Christiansen, and 9 citizens.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE JULY 2, 1997, MINUTES
Keith Richan noted that in the last sentence of paragraph 4, on
page 6, the word "available" should be changed to "ability" in the
last sentence.

(

Pat Fleming moved to approve the minutes of July 2, 1997, with the
noted change.
Keith Richan seconded the motion.
All were in
favor.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR GRANNY'S
AUTO AT 509 EAST STATE STREET
Mrs . Grantham noted that curb and gutter was now shown along with
the other requested changes.
She asked if the City was going to
widen the road and if the improvements should be installed now.
Chairman Hadfield noted that a bond for the improvements
placed until such time as a conclusion between herself,
and the State on the location of road improvements
reached. He noted that everything was represented on the
had been requested.

should be
the City,
could be
plan that

Howard Denney concurred and recommended approval .
Chairman Hadfield commented that there was not sidewalk represented
and explained that it may be a combination curb, gutter , & sidewalk
on 500 East Street but that sidewalk was necessary.
The sidewalk
would be included in the before mentioned discussions that would
t ake place . Mrs . Grantham agreed .
Mrs. Grantham thanked the City for their work with the right - of - way
issues to the west.
1

Keith Richan about the restrooms.
they would both be ADA improved.

Mrs.

Grantham responded that

Mr. Richan asked about the location of the sump and if it was
adequate for the surface drainage. Howard Denney stated that the
area was currently asphalt and the contours were set. Some of the
drainage did make its way to the street .
Mr. Denney asked Mrs. Grantham if she was going to do an asphalt
overlay in the near future. Mrs. Grantham responded that it was in
the plans at some time in the future.
Chairman Hadfield commented that the point was well made. When the
new asphalt was put in, it could be contoured to run to a new sump.
Bill Arbus felt this site was looked at differently in that this
was just an addition, a remodel, and not new construction.
Mr.
Richan did not agree.
It was suggested that a drainage facility in the area of the future
new asphalt be installed so that the run-off does not drain onto
the roadway.
Chairman Hadfield explained that the present gravel on the north
was able to absorb water, but that area would be covered with a
building.
Keith Richan moved approval of the site plan as presented
conditioned upon:
1) the drainage being handled on site, 2) that
the bonding for the public improvements including sidewalk on 500
East be provided for with installation at a later date, and 3) the
placement of a north arrow on the plat.
Pat Fleming seconded the
motion. All were in favor.

Chairman Hadfield explained the bonding process to Mrs. Grantham.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT FOR THE LISH SUBDIVISION AT 245
NORTH 500 EAST
Chairman Hadfield noted that this was a final plat and that the
Commission had previously looked at the entire property.
Daryl Lish explained that the final plat included one lot on the
north end of the property. The needed boundary line agreements had
been recorded.
Howard Denney brought up the possibility of property ownership by
the City in the area that may need to be deeded back to Mr. Lish.
This area was outside of the platted blocks and would need to be
researched .
Chairman Hadfield asked that a vicinity map be placed on the plat.

\

Bill Arbus moved approval the final plat of the Lish Subdivision
subject to: 1) the placement of a vicinity map on the plat, 2) an
2
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engineering concern of a possible dedication or vacation of a City
Street and to allow staff to work that concern out.
Pat Fleming
seconded the motion.

Mrs. Lish asked about the City helping with the sump.
Chairman
Hadfield explained that was included and was noted on the
engineering drawings.
All were in favor of the motion.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN AT 60 NORTH GRANT
AVENUE
Mr. Michael Raymond, architect, explained that the commercial site
contained .838 acres, 53 parking stalls, and 12% landscaped area.
It was proposed to extend the river culvert to the north.
The
irrigation company had approved the ditch treatment on Grant
Avenue.
Referring to the architectural rendering, he explained
that it was their intent to integrate the style of architecture
with the existing Albertson's facility.
They had met with the
Sewer District and would comply with their requests. There would
also be a separator placed in the surface drain prior to dropping
into the river channel.
Developer of the property, Gary Otterstrom explained that he had
discussed the development with Central Bank.
He asked about
funding through the RDA for river channel improvements.
Richard
Colborn explained that a percentage of the available tax increment
for the East Main RDA Project was provided for the work at the
Checker Auto site and a percentage was reserved for other projects.
Mr. Otterstrom could apply to the RDA for that other project
portion.
Howard Denney reported that the plan presented was absent contour
lines, a written boundary description, and one of the course
bearing & distance was missing. Along with the contours he would
like to see the invert elevations on manholes so that there was no
question that the project could be sewered. The grease trap would
need to be located to the side of its location shown on the plan.
At the point of connection, the new river channel portion needed a
manhole or access hatch.
Mr. Denney observed that the box culvert for the river channel and
the building footings were very close to each other, and in this
regard attention to detail was very important.
In any motion, he
asked that the final engineering drawings for design and grades on
the curb, gutter, & sidewalk be added as a "subject to" item.
Chairman Hadfield noted that there was already an Alpine Square in
American Fork.
Mr. Ot terstrom responded that the name Alpine
Square was legally theirs and he would be addressing that with the
owners of the other property.
Pat Fleming remembered that the Commission had discussed bringing
the river to the surface at this location.
He asked that the
3
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minutes be researched.
The minutes of the February 21, 1996,
minutes were provided and read in part Mr. Fleming in which under
the open space element of the General Plan, Rick Cox and Rulon
Dutson discussed bring the water to the surface. It was Mr. Cox's
opinion that bringing the water to the surface was expensive.
Mr. Fleming recalled that there was consideration by Central Bank
that at some time in the future, they were willing to discuss
landscape amenities dealing with water.
(March 6, 1997, Planning
Commission Minutes, page 9, noted a self-contained pond may be
looked at)
Mr. Fleming was concerned with approval of this project and the
losing of the opportunity to landscape this area of the river .
Bill Arbus asked that there be some sort of treatment of the river
and it be left open.
Chairman Hadfield commented that he thought Frandsen & Noble
Engineers had researched the issue and the river bed would need to
be raised at about 200 North Street and would be costly.
Pat Fleming suggested a treatment or symbolic treatment of the area
and that some sort of treatment be provided for on this site plan.
Mrs. Shoaf complemented Bill Arbus and Pat Fleming for their
concerns on what the City would look like and that anything done
that would preserve and enhance the river would be appreciated.
Pat Fleming commented that he would have liked to have seen a
overall, congruent plan for the area.
Mr. Otterstrom noted that
they would like to see that too, and should it work out, they had
a plan.
Pat Fleming moved approval of the Otterstrom Commercial site plan
at 60 North Grant Avenue subject to: 1) placement of contour lines
on the plan, 2) writ ten description, 3) addition of a course
bearing and distance that was missing, 4) invert elevations of
manholes, 5) relocation of the grease trap, 6) access manhole to
the river, 7) a manhole at the bend in the river, 8) a detail of
the construction plans for the building footings in relation to the
river culvert and the river culvert plans, 9) final design and
grades for the curb, gutter, & sidewalk, 10) a change in the name
so that there was only one Alpine Square in American Fork.

Bill Arbus felt that the river should be open to the southend of
the building.
Mr. Otterstrom explained that they were applying to cover the
river. He felt that it would be a sanitation and a safety problem
with a steep sided channel 9 feet deep.
Bill Arbus did not want to tie the developer's hands by dictating
how to treat the river, but he felt it needed to be open to the
north.
4
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Project Architect, Michael Raymond explained that it was a very
deep channel. There was discussion of the river channel.
Bill Arbus noted that there was a trail plan started that was to
parallel the river. Chairman Hadfield observed that the trail was
stopped at 200 north. Mr. Arbus felt the Commission needed to do
something now.
Pat Fleming suggested some help from a professional to look at the
options.
The river was big enough issue that it should not be
overlooked.
Chairman Hadfield felt it was a safety and health issue.
channel was a vehicle to carry excess runoff water.

The

Michael Raymond asked if there was a plan for the treatment of the
river.
Chairman Hadfield responded that there was, down to 300
North. High water was a concern.
Pat Fleming continued with his motion, 11} with the recommendation
that the there be some type of water treatment with a ribbon park,
a fountain, or something along those lines and that discussion
between the staff, developer, and Central Bank begin regarding this
issue. Bill Arbus seconded the motion.

(

Bill Arbus asked if the motion approved the site plan "as is," to
which Chairman Hadfield responded that it did, subject to 11 items.
Denice Peterson asked about the issue of safety and sanitation and
how one was treated and not the other.
Chairman Hadfield noted that the City was looking at providing a
constant river flow through the community.
Pat Fleming added that as the trail was constructed, pride would be
taken and better enforcement would likely take place.
Chairman Hadfield noted that the City did not own the river
channel; it was on private property.
The water stood in certain
areas and created health problems.
Voting on motion was as follows: Aye, Bill Arbus, Pat Fleming, and
J.H. Hadfield.
Keith Richan explained that in the 30 years of
serving on various committees and boards he had never felt so
inadequate as on this issue. He would vote in favor of the motion
in support of the background work done by the others on the
Commission. Aye, Keith Richan. The motion carried.

Pat Fleming offered a second motion. Pat Fleming
the City Council to get some consulting help
future of the river channel with regard to its
that it can be planned and not dealt with on a
specifically between 300 North and 400 South.

moved to petition
to determine the
value and use so
use by use basis

Bill Arbus seconded the motion and asked that Mr. Otterstrom be
5
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involved in that his development would set the tone.
favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY
SUBDIVISION AT 750 NORTH 750 EAST

PLAN

FOR

All were in

JOCKEY

HOLLOW

Barry Andreason representing RB & G Engineering explained that at
the last meeting they were asked to do many items including an
enlargement of Lot 7, a reduction of the number of contours and
detail as to how to drain the property and the providing of
laterals to the lots, which was done.
Howard Denney noted that drainage of the lots on 700 North would go
into the storm sewer with the other lots draining into the McArthur
Ditch and asked if the American Fork Irrigation Company had
addressed that in that now they would need to maintain the ditch
year round.
Bob Gunnell also from RB & G Engineering stated that he had talked
with one of the irrigation water workers who did not have a problem
and did not think there would be.
Howard Denney observed that at sometime they would need to address
it in front of the Irrigation Board.
Howard Denney asked if there were enough boxes to collect the 100
year storm. Mr. Andreason answered that there was.
Mr. Denney asked if the water rights had been researched enough to
ensure for the delivery of water to where it had historically gone.
Mr. Andreason responded that they thought that they would deliver
it back to the ditch.
Mr. Thompson noted that his water needed to be brought to the north
end of his property where he would be willing to accept it.
It was reported that one of the other water rights owners, Mr.
Orville Gunther had stated that the delivery of the water into the
ditch was acceptable to him.
It was asked how much right Mr.
Gunther had.
It was unsure.
Howard Denney noted that some treatment needed to done so that
water would not run onto the lots adjacent to 700 North Street.
The biggest water right holder was American Fork City and that the
City was in the process of exchanging rights at the mouth of the
canyon.
Mr. Andreason noted that they were trying to meet with
irrigation company and would do what was required of them.

(

the

Keith Richan asked what types of tests were done to determine the
quantity of water there now.
Mr. Gunnell responded that they dug 4" diameter test holes 15 feet
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deep.
This was done last October were observed until now and
reported that those records were available now. It was proposed to
put a drain to each home and that the homeowner would be
responsible to put in a drain at an elevation lower than the
footing.
Mr. Gunnell continued that the water was on top of a clay layer to
the north and east and when it got down to the lower end of the
property there was no clay and the water was down about 11 feet.
Keith Richan asked if they considered restricting what was planted
over the drain fields. It was noted that it could be placed in the
restrictive covenants.
He noted that 25 years ago he placed a
drain and it plugged this week. He felt some control was needed as
he wanted to avoid future problems.
Keith Richan reported that he had interviewed over 100 individuals,
title insurance companies as to how buyers were informed of
problems on a lot.
The title company reported that it showed up
only if the researcher for the company found it. It was estimated
by them that 15% of buyers actually read the title report and 85%
did not.
Mr. Richan did not feel that this method protected the
buyer .
A man stated that he was informed by the City after he had bought
the lot.
Keith Richan noted that the only place was on this plat.
Howard
Denney reported that it sounded like it would also be placed in the
CC & R' s (Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions)
Mr. Richan
asked to see what would be provided.
Chairman Hadfield explained that this issue had been discussed at
other times previously and was not peculiar to this development.
Mr. Paul Ure explained that he was a realtor and that a seller of
property disclosure statement was provided in so many days and if
there was a concern, then it was presented.
Denice Peterson noted that she bought a home and a lot and did not
look at the paper work at all and questioned whether she actually
got it.
Mr. Andreason stated that as an engineer he understood that the
homeowner would be informed and observed that this drain system was
the same as what was put into the Kimberly Subdivision in the
northwest part of town.
Keith Richan commented that this was a request for preliminary
approval and that it would come back to the Commission for a final.
Bill Arbus reported that Mr. Terrell Thomson had expressed concern
about the alignment of the road in relation to his house.
Mr.
Arbus explained that the road was outside this plat and the
proposed plat lined up with the recorded road as platted.
7
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Mr. Thomson provided a statement on his position that is attached
to these minutes which the Commission reviewed.
Mr. Thomson proposed to move the cul-de-sac to the east.
This
option would take property from Mr Wright, but proposed to bell the
cul-de-sac to the south and was shown on the last of his drawings.
Mr. Wright explained that the records on Mr. Thomson's lot was in
the offices of the City and that Mr. Thomson had made a mistake.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the Commission had discussed the
issue back and forth.
What was recorded at the county, was the
official record.
If the location of the cul-de-sac was to be
changed, then certainly now was the time.
What is the impact of Jockey Hollow. Why did Jockey Hollow have to
eliminate the long standing problem to the west of Jockey Hollow.
It was commented that if the cul-de-sac was to be moved, then it
would effect them .
Pat Fleming felt that the prudent thing to do was to table any
action until the August 6th meeting and ask the City Attorney to
research the plats. He did not want to loose the ability to make
any changes.
In the mean time he asked the parties to work with
staff and Council to come to a conclusion.

(

Chairman Hadfield observed that various property owners had written
documents and asked Mr. Bennett to obtain and review them in order
that the Commission could start on solid ground.
Kevin Bennett explained that he had a tight schedule.
Pat Fleming suggested that lots 1, 2, and 3 be eliminated from the
preliminary plat in order that the remainder of the project could
move ahead. This would give Mr. Bennett a little longer to do some
research.
Terrell Thomson asked that lot 4 be included as well as a sewer
easement would be needed at that location.
Howard Denney noted that there were drainage issues that would
involve these lots as well. Pat Fleming commented that he hoped it
was resolved in 4 or 5 weeks.
Bill Arbus was willing to hold out lots 1, 2, and 3 for 5 to 6
weeks, noting that he did not feel it was really a Jockey Hollow
problem.
Pat Fleming moved to modify the preliminary plat to have Plat A
stand as lots 4 thru 17 and Plat B be lots 1, 2, and 3. Bill Arbus
seconded the motion.

Barry Fullmer was agreeable.
Terrell Thomson noted that the development of the lower lots still
8

required an easement across his property.
willing to work with them.

He stated that he was

Chairman Hadfield commented that was a good thing to get done
between the owners and not in front of the Planning Commission . He
was not going to referee a fight.
Bill Arbus asked about existing water rights and their destination,
Mr. Gunther's water right, and soil and water conditions in the CC
& R's.
He noted that some needed items needed to be approved by
the Irrigation Board .
Pat Fleming added to his motion the existing water rights and their
destination, preservation of Mr. Gunther's water right, and that
the soil and water conditions be placed in the CC & R's of the
plat. Bill Arbus agreed with his second. All were in favor.

Chairman Hadfield noted appreciation to the developer and his
engineers in working out the items as required .
REVIEW OF ANNEXATIONS IN PROCESS
a.
b.
c.
d.

American Heritage Annexation at 1175 East 700 North
Holindrake Annexation at 480 North 560 West
Hunter Annexation at 775 West 500 North
Pajela Plat B Annexation at 1075 East 400 South

Richard Colborn explained that each of these annexations had
completed the required protest period and were now ready for
further processing.
This would be noted to the Council and the
Commission would await the Council's instruction with regard to
each annexation.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Howard Denney noted that in an effort to meet publication deadlines
for the local newspaper it was necessary to move site plan meetings
to Mondays and Thursdays at 1:30 p . m.
OTHER BUSINESS
Chairman Hadfield explained that Rick Radley had been present
earlier and asked him to thank the Planning Commission for their
assistance in his now almost completed project at 325 South 100
East.
Chairman Hadfield reminded the Commission of the Summer Party in
South Fork of Provo Canyon on August 22 at 6:00p . m. with dinner at
6:30p.m .

(

Bill Arbus noted that a foundation had been poured that would have
the driveway entrance on 560 West which was not supposed to happen .
Chairman Hadfield stated that he was aware of the problem and would
review it and see what could be done .
9

(

Bill Arbus noted a large wooden box that was pushed from the Alpine
Square property during construction onto the RPM Auto parts store
property at 400 East State and asked that assistance be given to
get it removed. Mr. Colborn would call Bill West.
Chairman Hadfield asked that inner block ordinances be given to
Dave Gardner and Danny Richards. Mr. Colborn was to take care of
that .
ADJOURNMENT

n

Pat Fleming moved adjournment at 10:00 p.m.

the
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favor.

Colborn~

Richard M.
Planning Administrator

(
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Bill Arbus seconded

Planning Commission
Re : Cul-de-sac at 830 N.

(

t

With the development of Cottonvvood Acres subdivision (early 1970's) a cul-de-sac was
established at 830 N as part of this developtnent. This cul-de-sac \Vas never constructed, and in
fact had no access frorrl any existing. or proposed road.
We purchased a home which was part of the Cottonwood Acres development in 1987.
At that tin1e we had our lot surveyed, but the Cul-de-sac was not surveyed. Corners and
boundaries were identified, but the location of the cul-de-sac was not marked. We were told that
the placement of the cul-de-sac was to be established with the future development of the
property to the East. . Recently as part of the negotiations regarding development of Jockey
Hollow subdivision a survey and location of the cul-de-sac was made. The location of this culde-sac vvas quite surprising and upsetting to us.

(

On June 10, 1980 at the American Fork City Council meeting a subdivision plat labeled
Cotton\vood Acres Plat D was reviewed and given final approval (see attached). This plat
established the location of the cul-de-sac approximately 125' to the east of its present proposed
location. This plat was not registered with the county, however, for unknown reasons. This
action by the city council has important ramifications. Since this was a unanimous decision by
the council agreeing to move the cul-de-sac, it may represent agreement to abandon the previous
location. In any case it demonstrates the understanding that the original placement was in error
and also links the placement of the circle to the development to the East.
Specifically, our objections may be stated as follows:
1. Based on the filed plat of the subdivision and subsequent issuing of a building permit, our
home is within 20' of the road, and in fact the road runs through the porch/deck at the rear of the
house. It is unclear how a building permit could have been issued based on this home
placement in violation of required zoning minimums.
2. The intent of the original developer,. builders, and city leaders was not to develop this cul-desac in its present l_ocation. We have had conversation with the developer who clearly understood
·the need to move the cul-de-sac. In addition, city planners and leaders unanimously supported
this change.
3. We own (and have been paying taxes on) a building lot to the West of the proposed cul-desac. Its current placement probably precludes development or use of this property.
4. At the time we purchased our home, there were boundary disputes on three sides of the
property which had to be resolved. This was done in an amicable manner with neighbors, but
resulted in transferring several parcels from our original deed. This is mentioned to point out
the fact that the development of these lots was done in a fairly casual and inexact way. In fact ,
the surveyor pointed out that the survey lines did not coincide, and that some estimating and
approximating was necessary to "make things fit".

{

• "' I• ,~ ~

r

5. The cul-de-sac was approved without any arrangement for access by other roads or without
usual utilities, specifically sewer, ground water, and storm drains. We are told by engineers that
the only feasible sewer ground water access is to the SW, across my property. The only other
option would be a pumping station, but given the problerr.s in this area with ground water the
feasibility of this solution is questionable
6. In a planning commission meeting of 11-6-96 we voiced concern over the placement of the
cul-de-sac and identified it as serious problem to the current landowners and to the developers. I
had previously discussed this with the developers privately and they had indicated a willingness
to work through this problem. Chairman Hadfield directed he would "Have the Staff review the
area in conjunction with ·t he lots in Cottonwood Acres Plats A & B"
Unfortunately, before any further review was done, the developer sold a lot adjacent to the
Cul-de-sac to a third party. Both the developer/seller and the purchaser of the lot were present
at above mentioned planning commission meeting and were aware of the problem.
I

7. A further problem exists with the property to the North of the cul-de-sac. Though not
developed, the builders situated the home to face the road presumably for some future time of
development. The current o\\lner of the home owns a double lot with a vacant lot to the North
fronting on 875 N. While there are no plans for development of this vacant property, he would
like to maintain access against a future eventuality.

Given this complex situation there is no easy solution to all involved, however in an effort to
resolve this problem I would propose the following:

Proposal #1
That the present cul-de-sac be vacated with the intention that it be moved directly East
.approximately 160 ft. with the following stipulations:
a. That it be located far e~ough East to allow adequate set back to existing structures
b. That it accommodate access to the existing lots #53 and #55 of Cottonwood acres, and
Provide sufficient frontage to lot #53 to allow for future development
c .. That it not be considered part of Jockey Hollo\v subdivision, but that its location be
established as part of the design and approval of this development.
d. The land currently occupied by the cui-de -sac be maintained at its present usage i.e.
as the Thomson back yard. Dr Thomson agrees to provide necessary land for the new
placement.

Proposal #2
That the planning c01nmission agree in principle to allowing access to the North lot (the
current Willis property) should a need arise in the future. An easetnent to be provided by Dr
Thomson for this purpose if required

1
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REGULAR SESSION
The A~erican Fork City Council met in Regular Session on June 10, 1980 at 7:30p.m.
i·n the Barratt Elementary School, ·180 North 900 East, American Fork, Utah with Mayor
Ma~ colm H. Beck presiding.
Prayer was offered by Councilman Williamson after which
the roll was called showing the following Council members present: Williamson,
M~vne, Fox, Barratt and Warnick.
Also present were the following city employees:
(
y Salsbury, Ray M. Harding, Steve Bailey, Carl Wanlass- financial consultant,
and Ray C. Nelson.
The first order of business was a presentation by Mrs. Dixie Beck, the Chairman of
the Pleasant Grove Royalty who then welcomed the Mayor and Council to Strawberry Days.
This was followed by Lehi's Rodeo Royalty who extended an invitation to the Mayor
and Counc.i 1 to the Pioneer Day Celebration.
The next item was a request by D. Clayton Fairbourn, Attorney for Mr. Bennett for the
closing of the old m·i 11 lane. Mr. Fa.i rbourn stated that the lane was a traffic hazard
becuase of the width and also the property should be returned to the tax payers of the
lane in question.
Mrs. Dazel Pulley, a citizen living at 555 North 200 East, and her son-in-law Gary
Elton, protested the closing of the lane because it would ·close their access to the
rear of her property where their construction shop is located. Mayor Beck requested
the Attorney Fairbourn inform Mr. Bennett that the request must go to the Pl~nning
Commission for their action and recommendation before the Council would act on the
request.
Dr. Oral Dalton requested final approval of Cottonwood Acres Plat D Subdivision. This
request has been approved by the Planning Com~ission Mayor Beck then asked Mr. Ralph
Olpin, representing the owners of the Olpin &pr~~~rrst9~Jocated to the southwest of the
subdivision, to respond to Mr. Dalton's subdivision request. Mr. Olpin stated that
he objected to the City approving the plat until the access road and property lines
hi
)een approved according to his survey. After a 1·engthy debate by Mr. Olpin and
answers by Dr. Dalton, Mayor Beck stated that the subdivision must follow approved
guidelines and that no buffet zone would be allowed. He then requested Council action
on the Dr. Dalton request. Councilman Barratt moved that the Council approve Dr. Dalton's
request with the following stipulation that Dr. Dalton take out the buffer zone, and
that the property survey be approved by both property owners, and that Dr. Dalton
send a letter insuring the improvements and the right-of-way be insured to the
property in question. Motion was seconded by Councilman Warnick and approved unanimously
· by the Counc i 1 .
Mr. Kayl . Smith requested the opening of the restrooms at the old jr. high school, 480
North Center. The Council authorized Councilwoman Mayne to have the restroom improved
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
AUGUST 6, 1997
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on August 6, 1997, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m.
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Review and action on the July 16, 1997, minutes.
Review and action on a site plan for Universal Campus Credit
Union at 196 North West State Road.
Review and action on a site plan for an office building at 655
East Utah Valley Drive.
Review and action on the preliminary and final plans for Afton
Meadows Plat D at 900 North 240 East.
Review and action on Dean's Woods Plat B, an amendment of Plat
A at 725 North 500 East.
Discussion and preparation of an Annexation Agreement for the
American Heritage Annexation at 1175 East 700 North.
Discussion and preparation of an Annexation Agreement for the
Pajela Plat B Annexation at 1075 East 400 South.
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
Adjournment.

Dated this 28 day of July, 1997.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
AUGUST 6, 1997
AMENDED - NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on August 6, 1997, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m.
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

Review and action on the July 16, 1997, minutes.
Review and action on a site plan for Universal Campus Credit
Union at 196 North West State Road.
Review and action on a site plan for an office building at 655
East Utah Valley Drive.
Review and action on the preliminary and final plans for Afton
Meadows Plat D at 900 North 240 East.
Review and action on Dean's Woods Plat B, an amendment of Plat
A at 725 North 500 East.
Review and action on the final plat of Riverwalk PUD at 460
East 700 North.
(southside)
Review and action on the final plat of Woods@ Riverwalk PUD
at 475 East 700 North.
(northside)
Review and action on an amended final plat of West Estates PUD
Plat C at 365 North 575 East.
Review and action on an amended site plan for Doug Smith Auto
Dealerships at 505 West Main to allow for the relocation of
monument signs adjacent to West Main Street.
Discussion and preparation of an Annexation Agreement for the
American Heritage Annexation at 1175 East 700 North.
Discussion and preparation of an Annexation Agreement for the
Pajela Plat B Annexation at 1075 East 400 South.
Site Plan Committee Report.
a.
Discussion of pylon signs in the Highway Frontage Overlay
zone.
Other business.
Adjournment.

Dated this 28 day of July, 1997.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
AUGUST 6, 1997

(

REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on August 6,
1997, in the City Hall Council Chambers, commencing at 7:15 p.m. Those in
attendance included Juel Belmont, Mike Georgeson, Bill Arb us and Pat Fleming.
J.H. Hadfield, Clark Taylor and Keith Richan, were excused as they were out of
town.
Staff present included Howard Denney, Kevin Bennett, Rod Despain, and Jo Ann
Scott.
Others present included Roger Dudley, Clark Ivory, Barbara Christensen, Paul
Washburn, Mike Raymond, Kathy Gagan, Deanne Leatherman, Kevin Scholz, Glen
Wagstaff, Vergil Peterson, Ray Jensen, Roland Robinson, Glen Nielson, and 4
citizens.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE JULY 16, 1997 MINUTES
Mike Georgeson wanted clarification to the statement made by Mrs. Grantham in
the last paragraph of the first page. He noted that he was not in attendance at the
last meeting. Bill Arb us and Howard Denney stated that she was referring to the
efforts of UDOT and that it had nothing to do with the property dispute to the east
of the Grantham property

Pat motioned to approve the minutes as they read. Bill Arb us seconded the
motion. Bill Arbus and Pat Fleming voted Aye", Mike Georgeson and Juel
Belmont abstained as they were both absent at the July 16, 1997 meeting.
II

REVIEW AND ACTION ON SITE PLAN FOR UNIVERSAL CAMPUS CREDIT UNION
AT 196 NORTH WEST STATE ROAD.
Mr. Kevin Scholz states that they are back before the Planning Commission with
new plans, however, the footprint remains the same. They have taken concerns of
city staff and addressed and corrected them. Howard Denney stated that they met
with Mr. Scholz in a technical review meeting and wanted to clarify that there is
no sign on the corner of 200 North and State Road. Mr. Scholz stated that there
would not be a sign here. Howard questioned drainage plans to which Mr. Scholz
indicated having addressed them on the site plan.
Mike Georgeson questioned the trash dumpster bin location. It was noted that the
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dumpsters are at a fixed location at the south east corner of the project. There will
be two dumpsters between three businesses.
Bill Arbus wanted to know their plans for landscape. Mr. Scholz states that the
landscaping has been done and lawn is in. Concerned about the lack of trees on
State Street, Mr. Scholz stated that this landscaping was not done so that when
they removed the temporary office trailer they would not have to replace them. At
the suggestion of the planning commission, Mr. Scholz agreed to plant 2 %"
caliper (diameter) Sycamore trees every 30 feet in the park strip along State Street
upon the removal of the temporary office trailer.
Pat Fleming questioned the driveway being replaced. Howard states that the high
back curb and gutter will be pulled out for a drive approach and that the curb will
not be cut down to make it conform with what has been done around the site.
The driveways that did not line up with the planned traffic pattern will be removed
and curb and gutter put in.
Parking stalls will be asphalted and striped where the temporary trailer is now. The
office trailer will be removed the minute the new building is done and then the
landscape will be completed.

(

Pat motioned to approve the site plan for Universal Campus Credit Union at 196
North West State Road subject to engineering concerns and that the landscape be
complete as soon as the temporary trailer is removed. Landscaping is to include
sycamore trees of 2 % " caliper to be planted on State Street not more than 30
feet apart. Bill Arbus seconded the motion. Voting was unanimous.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR AN OFFICE BUILDING AT 655 EAST
UTAH VALLEY DRIVE
Mike Raymond reviewed the location of the site in the Utah Valley Business Park.
The building has a total of approximately 29,000 square feet and would be built to
be a campus environment with 21.3o/o of the site is landscape. They are however,
seven parking stalls short of the requirements. They would like to maintain the
Courtyard look at the expense of the additional parking stall asphalt if this would
be acceptable. Considering the cross easement with the adjacent property owner,
they would still only have 142 of the 149 required parking stalls. Pat Fleming
states that the ordinance is in place for a reason and would hate to start chipping
away at it. He would, however, not like. to give up any landscape as this would
enhance this corner. Because of the building set backs of the building to the east,
it would not be possible to gain any additional parking between the two buildings.
They could possibly adjust the stalls based on the final plans of the building. Pat
would not like to change the ordinance based on one single plan and does not see
that the ordinance can be compromised.
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A citizen stated that she would like to see something done for this particular
developer to allow for the open space noting that concessions have been given to
others in the past.
Rod Despain clarified that the parking space requirements are in the green sheets
and not part of the city ordinance. He would recommend that it be passed to the
City Council with the standard and let them decide if this can be altered.
Howard states that Bob Wallace from the LOS church is concerned about the
drainage and that the oil separator is not adequate and would like more information
and detail.
Mike Georgeson moved approval of the site plan for an office building at 655 East
Utah Valley Drive subject to the cross easement being completed with the adjacent
property owner to the east, engineering requirements on the oil separator are met,
parking standards are met and that this will be a fixed wall structure on the interior
with no partitions for offices when built. Bill Arb us seconded the motion. Voting
was unanimous.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLANS FOR AFTON
MEADOWS PLAT D AT 900 NORTH 240 EAST

(

Roger Dudley reviewed this 12 lot subdivision previously approved 19 years ago.
This is the last phase of the Afton Meadows development. Plans were provided to
the Irrigation Company which has approved of what they are asking to do in
regards to the irrigation system. The Board of Adjustment granted a variance in
the frontage requirement for lot #1. At the suggestion of staff, they are presenting
the proposal for preliminary and final approval on this subdivision.
Pat Fleming has concerns about water, drainage and sewer as well as ground
water in the area. Howard Denney states that a main concern is ground water in
the area. Lots 26 & 27 of an adjacent phase have had water in their basements
three times this year. He asked that the ground water disclaimer clause be added
to the subdivision which Mr. Dudley did. Howard also asked that this be added as
a CC&R, and that the recording show that there should not be basements.
Howard would like the driveways for lots #3 and #7 to be on 900 North and not
on 200 East. As there are steep slopes between the lots, there should be a grading
and drainage plan for the entire subdivision rather than individual lots.
Pat Fleming asks for more information on the ground water and the concern for
basements. Mr. Dudley gave back ground on the adjacent lots with and without
water problems. All have basements. He is proposing an underground drain along
the north which the Irrigation Company has agreed to allow with access. Clark

(
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Ivory states that his company always has a geological technical study done on the
property before a development is done. They will be consulting these experts to
determine which homes are to sit higher. With the disclaimer on the subdivision
plat and the building permits, Mr. Ivory concurred with Howard that the
responsibility of determining subsurface water conditions is placed on the
developer and builder. The final plat shows the ground water disclaimer.
Howard states that there is a storm drain in place and has functioned since it was
installed until recently. Vergil Peterson states that the drain has been working
since 1 979 and that there is possibly something such as vegetation blocking the
drain at this time. Howard indicated that the city is in the process of installing an
additional manhole such that this storm drain can be cleaned out and maintained
more easily in the future. Mr. Ivory will be putting in additional manholes along
the drain line for access to the storm drain also. Citizen (Kathy Gagan) states that
she is 1 0 feet higher than the flooded lots and her sump pump has run all summer
long. Ms. Gagan has some concerns about the irrigation water too. This property
is at the end of the irrigation line. What will prevent water from flowing into the
subdivision. Roger Dudley stated that the property owner who is flood irrigating
has some responsibility to contain his irrigation water such that it does not flood
irrigate everyone.
Mike Georgeson reviewed the Irrigation Company's letter and it appears that they
are prepared to take the water.
Bill Arbus motioned to approve the preliminary and final plats of Afton Meadows
plat D at 900 North 240 East subject to the following conditions: The ground
water treatment include a ground water and soil disclaimer be placed on the CC&
R agreement, in addition to the subdivision plat; that there be a basement
restriction noted on the plat; that lot #3 and lot #7 have driveways on 900 North;
the drainage and grading plans be submitted in accordance with Chapter 33 of the
Uniform Building Code to Howard for the entire subdivision. Mike Georgeson
seconded with concern about the drain line on 240 East.
Mr Ivory indicated that there are to be four clean outs through the subdivision.
They will be removing some old boxes and placing manholes to the city standard.
Mr. Hampton's irrigation water surface drainage could be diverted inside his
property and into the storm drain. Roger Dudley stated that Mr. Hampton does
have some responsibility to control his water and that they are willing to work with
him to help mitigate this problem.
Howard Denney questions the letter from irrigation company as to whether there
were specific discussions on receiving storm drainage into the irrigation ditch.
Roger Dudley indicated that this had been disclosed to the irrigation company.
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Mike Georgeson added two items to motion with Bill Arbus consent. Those items
are that Mr. Hampton be offered help in alleviating offsite drainage, and a letter
from Irrigation Company stating that they will receive the storm water. Bill Arb us
amended the motion and Mike seconded the amended motion.
Pat Fleming and Mike Georgeson asked concerning the motion not allowing for
basements. Pat Fleming feels that with a good drainage system they should allow
basements and that the property values would be compromised if no basements
were allowed . Clark Ivory states that the water disclaimer is for each lot and that
they would go on a lot by lot basis to determine how low a homes foundation
could be set.
Ivory Homes would like the flexibility of doing half or full
basements at the recommendation of their professional staff. Mr. Ivory states that
they would be willing to have an inspection done on each foundation by a
geological engineer and give the city a certificate of their findings. Howard Denney
recommend that a stub from the storm drain be made to each lot such that the
home owner could connect if needed.
Discussion was made concerning design review and what homes will be allowed in
the neighborhood . Mr. Ivory passed out brochures and asked citizens to contact
him.

(

Bill Arbus amended his motion to read that the restriction on basements be as
follows: on 240 East there is a ground water drain line with stubs provided to lots
4, 5, 6, 8 and 9, 11, 12 with the ability of each owner to tie onto it if necessary.
Mr. Ivory is to provide a letter of recommendation to the City Engineer from their
geological technical engineer on the foundation treatment. Mike Georgeson
seconded the amended motion. Voting was as follows: Aye" Bill Arbus, Mike
Georgeson, and Pat Fleming. "Nay" Juel Belmont.
II

REVIEW AND ACTION ON DEAN'S WOODS PLAT B, AN AMENDMENT OF PLAT A
AT 725 NORTH 500 EAST
This plat is an amendment to plat A". It will fix a gap that exist between Dean's
Woods and Woods @ Riverwalk. They have done this by increasing the riparian
easement at the rear of the property such that the property line is now essentially
in the bed of the river. There is still a mathematical gap of about Va of a foot. This
amended plat does not include a section or gap by the park and applies to just the
lots.
Mr. Jensen states that the 30' strip by the park will be deeded to the
developer of Woods @ Riverwalk.
II

Pat Fleming motioned to approve the Dean's Woods plat B which amends plat A
subject to corrections being made to close the mathematical gap of .34 feet.
Mike Georgeson seconded the motion. Voting was unanimous.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF RIVERWALK PUD AT 460 EAST
700 NORTH
(SOUTH SIDE)
Paul Washburn stated that all problems had been solved and that this is the final
plat .
It was noted that a correction since the packets went out was made to lot
#2 making it a legal lot.
Howard Denney gave the following engineering concern: Verification on the set
backs for PUD were given at 25' front and 20' rear. This being the case, the
building envelope on affected lots would need to be altered. Curve C-20 is
undersized and needs to be 1 00'. It is now 98'. The County needs to have the
title block with plat A stated on it. We still need evidence of property
conveyance to the Jones. It was recommended that the detail for the gabeons be
modified to match the existing gabeon baskets. The entrance statement or sign in
the clear vision area needs to be such that vision is not obstructed. A stream
alteration permit needs to be obtained through the State Engineers office. The
stream treatment should be done in the preliminary stage. It needs to be part of
the process. There is also concern that there will not be enough property to run
sewer and water utilities through this easement to 420 East.
II

II

Mike Georgeson commented that in these circumstances construction is possible
when the water line is higher than the sewer line and that both are constructed of
ductile iron pipe with mechanical joints.

(

Paul Washburn will have the 98'
radius and the building envelope
been working with Eric from the
out and turned in. As far as the
adamant that the design be that
according to them.

radius taken care of to meet the required 1 00'
set backs adjusted. He further states that he has
State Engineers office and has the permit filled
specifications on the gabeons, the state was
of the States and that the construction be done

Howard Denney again brought to light the 40' radius cul-de-sac and brought to the
commissions attention letters from the Fire Chief, Laidlaw and the Police Chief.
They have made several scenarios and can show that a 40' cul-de-sac is not
adequate for fire response, snow removal, emergency response, etc. Howard
recommend that they increase the bubble at the cost of property to the city. This
will not effect the developer.
Paul Washburn refutes these claims. Mr. Robinson is willing to make the cul-desac larger, money is not the problem. However, there are some 14 giant oak trees
here that according to an Extension Agent from Utah State University are 1 00 +
years old each. They are trying to save these trees for the future.
Howard states that by accepting the 40' cul-de-sac you need to re-consider the
standard that is used through the city since you are basically throwing your own
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standard out.
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Pat Fleming thought that the cul-de-sac dimensions were a done deal after the
City Council approved them. He would like to see this project moved forward and
possibly look at a standard for a cul-de-sac within a PUD.
Bill Arbus asked if at a future date if there were any problems the cul-de-sac could
be corrected since the property would be in the city's ownership anyway . This
would mean that lots #12 and #13 would need to be modified and the right-of-way
extended on the street dedication. A possibility could be taking the dedication off
the plat and making it lot #14. Planning Commission could recommend that the
council make this change at the final plat.
The Planning commission does not
have the authority to neutralize the City Councils decision.
Rod Despain states that there was still the issue of water rights, and the
descriptions on a boundary line agreement. Roland Robinson stated that he has
this boundary line agreement. The entrance sign on lot #1 was to be maintained
by the property owner rather than a homeowners association. It was decided to
move the sign to lot #14 with the sign for the trail system and let the city maintain
it.

(

Rod recommend to planning commission that they make some sort of resolution as
to the gabeon treatment of the river and that it be clearly known before the project
is finalized.
Bill Arbus motioned to approve the final plat of Riverwalk at 460 East 700 North
(south side) based on the following: The title block shows that it is plat ''A", lot
#2 be corrected to legal size, set backs on lots # 2, #3, #4 & #12 are to standard
size , curve C-20 be increased to a 100' radius, convey property to Mike and
Susan Jones, provide documentation of boundary line agreement, the stream
alteration plan is submitted and a state permit is issued. Also, the plans for the
gabeons be submitted and that bonding be made for these improvements, the
sewer and water in easement between #11 & 12 meet state requirements,
sidewalks be installed on east side, water rights are transferred, CC & R's are
established if they are deemed necessary. The development sign and park
monument be combined and placed at lot #14 with a height no more than 30"
and installed by the developer. A grading and drainage plan be submitted for
review. Pat Fleming seconded the motion.
Rulon Robinson asking for a building envelope variance on lots #2, #3, #4 & #12
by reducing the front and rear yards. This will allow for larger homes on these
lots.
Rod Despain explained that the City Council can approve the set back variance at
the recommendation of the Planning Commission.
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The rear wall will be a white block interlocking block fence.

(

Voting on the motion was unanimous
Pat Fleming motion to recommend to City Council that a variance for the set back
on lots #2, #3, #4, and #12 be made. Bill Arbus seconded the motion. Voting
was unanimous.

Pat Fleming recommend discussion on the 40' cul-de-sac to provide flexibility in
the future to adjust lot #14 to provide for a 60' cul-de-sac and dedicate it as such.
This is to be determined by the City Engineer and the Planning Commission. Lot
#14 is to be dedicated to the city without the open space annotation on it.
Mike Georgeson seconded the motion. Voting was unanimous.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF WOOD@ RIVERWALK PUD AT

475 EAST 700 NORTH (NORTH SIDE)
Paul Washburn states that the corrections have been made that were suggested.
The area near the park will be deeded to them by Gordon Goodsell and then
conveyed to the city.
Howard Denney's concerns is that there is a description error gap between Dean's
Woods and this plat. Roger Dudley states that Ray Jensen has just given him
some information on Dean's Woods and he will use it to match the Dean's Woods
plat. Adjustments will be made such that derelict parcels are not left. The stream
permit also needs to be taken care of.
Bill Arb us motioned to approve the final plat of Woods @ Riverwalk at 4 75 East
700 North (north side) with the following items to be addressed. The plat needs to
be annotated as plat "A", the description on 4th line of the legal description be
corrected to fix gap between Dean's Wood's, derelict parcel be transferred by
deed, the stream alterations plans be submitted and the state permit be obtained.
Also, there needs to be bonding for improvements. Pat Fleming seconded the
motion. Voting was unanimous.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED FINAL PLAT OF WEST ESTATES PUD
PLAT CAT 365 NORTH 575 EAST
Vergil Peterson has asked to adjust his west property line by 9. 55' due to litigation
with Mr. Johnson. He would like to deed 9.55' to Arthur Johnson and Mr.
Johnson will install a new fence on the west property line.

(
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Howard notes that the lots are still of adequate size and recommend that Mr.
Peterson's request be granted following evidence that the deed re-establishing the
property line has been recorded.
Mr. Peterson needs to record the amended plat as soon as possible so that he can
close on a home that he is selling. Mr. Peterson would like to record the plat but
wait until after Mr. Johnson installs the fence to deed this 9.55 feet to him. Mr.
Johnson, through his attorney, has agreed in writing to put up the fence and has
60 days to do it.
Rod recommend that the amended plat and the deed transfer should be recorded
concurrently.
Pat Fleming states that there is nothing that can be recorded with the plat
amendment that will guarantee that the improvement or fence is done. The fence
is 160' long.
The question is now one of principle.
Bill Arbus motioned to approve the amended plat of West Estates PUD Plat C at
365 North 575 East with the deed for the derelict parcel being recorded
simultaneous with the amended plat. Mike Georgeson seconded the motion.
Voting was unanimous.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED SITE PLAN FOR DOUG SMITH AUTO
DEALERSHIP AT 505 WEST MAIN TO ALLOW FOR THE RELOCATION OF
MONUMENT SIGNS ADJACENT TO WEST MAIN STREET.
It appears that there will be a vision problem with one of the signs on Main Street.
They would like to relocate it to another island. It is the western sign. At this
point when and if a relocation of U.S. 89 is done it may again be in the way. This
will modify the site plan only in regards to the sign and in the dimensions of the
signs. These do comply with the city sign ordinance.
Mike Georgeson moved approval of the modified signs and location as reflected on
the site plan. Bill Arbus seconded the motion. Voting was unanimous.
DISCUSSION AND PREPARATION OF AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE
AMERICAN HERITAGE ANNEXATION AT 1175 EAST 700 NORTH.
Rod Despain presented the application for the American Heritage annexation and
showed the intent of the annexation. The intent is to utilize a part of this site and
a part of the Warnick annexation area for an American Heritage school. A portion
of the annexation would then be put into housing. The Dalton parcels are now
under Patterson Construction ownership. The zone request for this annexation is
PR-9000. The question is what should be the subject matter or specific items in
the annexation agreement. The annexation agreement document is intended to
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replace the Policy Declaration. Items identified as needing to be addressed are as
follows. The zone is identified as PR-9000 which is roughly a density equal to the
R1-9000 zone.
The next item would address whether the annexation have any
kind of a development plan associated with it. None has been seen to date.
It
appears that the school will use a significant part of this property. What then is
the residential component of this annexation. This annexation could be allowed
with no site plan in mind and then address the development plan after the fact.
You could recommend that the development plan be a condition of annexation or
you can recommend that a development plan or site plan not be provided. Is it
the desire of the city to have a park in this area and should this be a requirement.
No formal plans for parks on this property have been addressed.
Pat Fleming would like to plan for a park now and make it a part of a "green
corridor" through here. It has been the policy in the past to require a development
plan showing how the property will be used early on in the process.
Bill Arbus asked where the school will be located since American Heritage has
property fronting on 700 North and it would seem probable that this is where the
school would go.
Rod Despain mentioned that there is possibly an exchange of property such that
the school could be located on the southern end.

(

Pat Fleming agreed that it would be a good idea to see a development plan
associated with this annexation.
Rod Despain is prepared to make the annexation agreement addressing the
Planning Commission concerns.
Juel Belmont questions the PR-9000 zone and would like to see what the plans are
for this area. Ms. Belmont reviewed the zoning requirements of Temple Meadows
and Val Vista subdivisions.
City Council has forwarded this annexation to the planning commission for terms
and conditions that should be imposed. The City Council appears to be happy
with the PR- 9000 zone. After this meeting with the Planning Commission the
annexation application will go back to the City Council and they will determine
whether a public hearing is required.
The big question is whether a development
plan will be required and the water rights conveyance.
Pat Fleming feels that until a development plan is seen it is hard to determine what
density is appropriate.
Steve Sowby has a development plan preliminarily done based on the PR-9000
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zone .
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The General Plan shows this area as a low density population.
Mike Georgeson wants to go with what the General Plan calls for. Pat Fleming
suggests that on top of the bench there could be a possibility of PR-15 ,000. There
is a definite break in the land in this area that would serve as a natural break or
transition from PR-9,000 to PR-15,000. Juel Belmont polled the commission for
entry zone designation .
Bill - PR-9000
Mike PR- 9000
Juel PR-15000
Pat PR 15000
Pat Fleming suggest that Sowby come in with two different plans for both zones.
They could present a plan for PR-9000 and if it is not acceptable try a PR-1 5,000 .
Conditions of annexation are as follows: development plan is submitted, water
rights are conveyed, review road network. Basically a review of the General Plan
is to be done and see how it applies to this area.
DISCUSSION AND PREPARATION OF AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE
Pajella PLAT B ANNEXATION AT 1075 EAST 400 SOUTH.
Pleasant Grove has indicated that some property that was in the Pajella boundary
description was part of their city. Steve Sow by states that this was just an error
in the description. Pleasant Grove did not protest the change and there is little risk
that this will be found procedurally defective.
Again water rights need to be addressed. The zone designation is professional
office. There could be some kind of industrial and commercial.
A development plan for this annexation will show road circulation, church site and
Alzheimer center etc. General use will remain the same.
It was requested that the development plan be kept very general at this point since
requirements imposed by the state regulate what can and cannot be done. Road
issue is to address 620 South and 860 East.
Rod Despain is to put together a draft agreement.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
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Two issues have surfaced that need to be discussed.
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Discussion of pylon signs in the Highway Frontage Overlay zone.
National Security Safe has asked for a lighted sign at their location at 500 East and
the 1-1 5 freeway. Under what circumstances would a pylon sign be accepted.
Under the Highway overlay zone it is required that the development have a
minimum of 25 acres.
What is the commissions position on free standing signs. What happens here will
affect not only Mr. Nielson but Doug Smith and West Harts.
The issue is that the overlay zone makes it difficult to have a sign when you need
25 acres.
Mike Georgeson expressed his concern that every one acre piece of property will
have a pylon sign.
The motel's request for a sign was turned down for not having met these
requirements. This issue needs to be addressed quickly because Doug Smith will
be coming in for a sign in the near future.
There is not much in the current ordinance that will allow for anything that sits 9
feet above the ground level of the closest lane.

(

Juel Belmont does not want to change the ordinance and thereby allow a forest of
signs to go in along the freeway. Glen Nielson state that the ordinance works
well for the large developments but does not help the little guy. They pay a
higher price for their property on the freeway and would like to have this visibility.

It was recommended that this item be tabled and placed back on the agenda at the
next meeting.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mike Georgeson presented an article that appeared in a magazine on affordable
housing. He would like to have the staff make copies and place them in each of
the commissioners packets.
A letter from Lindon City in response to the Provo River Water Users Association
in connection with the Murdock Canal was provided to the commissioners for their
information.
Pat Fleming received an E-mail concerning a big development south of the Mill
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Pond. He wondered if anyone had heard anything about it. If this happens , all of
the traffic would be on our streets.

ADJOURNMENT
Mike Georgeson motioned to adjourn at 12:15 a.m.. Bill Arb us seconded the
motion. Voting was unanimous.
This meeting was then adjourned.
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
AUGUST 20, 1997
NOTICE AND AGENDA·
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on August 20, 1997, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m.
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.
6.
7.
8.

9.

(

10.

Review and action on the August 6, 1997, minutes.
Review and action on a site plan for the Peterson Building at
52 West Main Street.
Mr. Otterstrom will request a change to his previously
approved commercial project at 65 North Grant Avenue.
Discussion and action on an Annexation Agreement for the
American Heritage Annexation at 1175 East 700 North.
Discussion and action on an Annexation Agreement for the
Pajela Plat B Annexation at 1075 East 400 South.
Discussion and action on an Annexation Agreement for the
LeBaron West Annexation at 825 East Pacific Drive.
Discussion and action on an Annexation Agreement for the PeckEllsworth Annexation at 620 South 200 East.
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
Adjournment.

Dated this 11 day of August, 1997.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

•

r·

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
AUGUST 20, 1997

(

REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session
on August 20, 1997, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:02 p.m.
Those present included J.H. Hadfield, Pat Fleming, Juel Belmont,
Michael Georgeson, Keith Richan, Bill Arbus, and Clark Taylor .
Staff present included Rod Despain, Howard Denney, and Richard
Colborn. Others present included Charles LeBaron, Gary Otterstrom,
Kevin Scholz, Barbara Christensen, and 2 citizens.
Chairman Hadfield wished Pat Fleming and Juel Belmont well in their
candidacy for City Council.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE AUGUST 6, 1997, MINUTES
It was requested that
meeting .

this

item be held until

the end of the

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR THE PETERSON BUILDING AT 52
WEST MAIN STREET

(

Chairman Hadfield reported that this was the site of the old
Robinson Bike shop next to the Sporting Goods store.
This was
razed some time ago.
Architect Kevin Scholz noted that the site was surrounded on three
sides by the Christensen Department Store, storage for Haaga' s
Mattress, and the Locksmith Shop. There was no opportunity for off
street parking.
It was proposed to handle the water from roof
drainage through the use of a sump under the sidewalk.
UDOT
indicated that they would approve the placement of a sump under the
sidewalk within their right-of-way. The building was designed to
blend in with the existing architecture with the intent to enhance
the area. The ground level portion would be retail space with the
upstairs available for offices.
Howard Denney reported that this was viewed as a replacement
building. UDOT would approve the sump as indicated subject to the
submission of soils and percolation tests. They want to make sure
it was a true sump. Also, a sidewalk safety grate on top and lid
that were bike and wheelchair safe would be required. Juel Belmont
noted that it needed to be safe for high-heeled shoes as well.
Clark Taylor moved approval of the building with the engineering
concerns of the sump, with the proper soils tests and a safety
grate on top.
Juel Belmont seconded the motion.

Bill Arbus asked why the off street parking was being waived.
Clark Taylor responded that he felt that with the push for Main
Street development, a new aesthetically pleasing building that
1

.
'
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would fill the existing plywood fronted void, was a thumbs up. As
far as off- street parking, he did not know how that could be
solved. The good that would be brought to Main Street outweighed
any negative.
Bill Arbus did not disagree, he just questioned where to draw the
line.
Juel Belmont noted that Main Street existed for a long time with
very little parking, ever.
That was Main Street.
She felt that
the requirement of off street parking was counter productive in
this case.
Pat Fleming noted a few years ago there were hopes for a downtown
parking solution. He could see what Bill Arbus was saying and also
agreed with Clark Taylor on the issue.
A look at a long range
solution for the downtown area was needed.
Bill Arbus observed that recent newspaper articles had expressed
the cry to save downtown. If it was to be successful there needed
to be parking.
There was a general discussion on the merits of
parking at the front door.
Chairman Hadfield stated that parking was also
responsibility.
The City had provided a large
downtown.

a commercial
parking area

Clark Taylor noted that in 1992 the Strategic Plan Committee set up
objectives. He noted that there was a lot of parking on the south
side of Main Street, but it was kind of hid and not known.
He
encouraged some additional signs to direct the public. He agreed
that merchants had a responsibility as well.
Juel Belmont reminded the Commission at one time there was a cross
walk on that block and signs that helped a lot.
Bill Arbus recommended that the petitioner work on parking .
Michael Georgeson noted the open area would gather wind blown
debris and would provide a problem for security that the police
would have to deal with.
Kevin Scholz responded that there was an exit corridor required to
serve the existing stairway and an exit from the upstairs.
The
area could be closed off with a crash bar type barrier or gate.
Keith Richan noted that 40 years ago he had a business on Main
Street and additional parking was talked about then.
All were in favor of the motion.

MR. OTTERSTROM WILL REQUEST A CHANGE TO HIS PREVIOUSLY APPROVED
COMMERCIAL PROJECT AT 65 NORTH GRANT AVENUE
Mr. Otterstrom noted that Alpine Square was their name and he was
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working it out with the present user of the name.
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Chairman Hadfield noted that previously, a site plan with 10,600
square feet with 53 parking spaces which met the requirement was
approved subject to a number of items .
The replacement plan
submit ted did no_t_sho.w_ any- t reatment.--o-L t-he---s-u-b3-@c-t - t-o --i t -ems-. - +-h enew plan showed 13,000 square feet and remote parking.
Mr . Otterstrom noted that his engineer and architect were working
on the subject to issues.
He reported that he had purchased the
Clements property and was in hopes of the successful consolidation
of the block. He recognized the outstanding issues.
Mr. Otterstrom proposed to enlarge the building and he needed to
pick up 12 parking spaces .
It was proposed to use the Clements
property for that.
Howard Denney noted that there were more deficiencies on this plan
than the last and that this plan was really a concept plan to see
if the remote parking proposal would work.
Pat Fleming was hopeful that the assembly of the block would
happen . He wondered if it would do any good to look at phasing of
development on the block if it was not controlled by the
petitioner.
He had a concern with the remote site.
If the land
was assembled , it would be different .

(

Mr . Otterstrom noted that they were going to control 3 to 4 stores
in the building and would require the employees to park in the
remote lot.
He was willing to tie it to this development with
covenants. It was only about 120 feet away from the corner of the
building.
Pat Fleming asked if there was value of tieing it to a site plan
and phasing.
He asked that the phasing plan be included in their
packet.
Juel Belmont noted that she could see that he was working to
assemble the property.
She asked about covering the river.
Mr .
Otterstrom noted that they had received permission to flare the
river on Dr. Grant's property.
Mrs. Belmont was distressed in that the intent was still to cover
the river, when it was desired to be left open.
Mr. Otterstrom
noted that the water in the creek only ran a couple of months
during the year . It was also a sanitation issue in that it was a
source of odor and debris.
It was a 9 foot deep run off channel
more than a babbling brook .
Everything else in the area was
covered except for this length.
Mrs . Belmont responded that it
could be cleaned up .
Pat Fleming moved to table the issue until the deficiencies were
taken care of.
He also asked for the minutes of the meetings in
which the river in this area was discussed to be provided to the
Commission for their review.
Bill Arbus seconded the motion.
3
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Mr. Otterstrom noted that the 11 issues were mainly engineering and
his architect and engineer could handle them. He felt the issue on
this plan was the remote parking.
Pat Fleming explained that the building was larger.
commented that the plan fell 12 stalls short.

Bill Arbus

Mr. Otterstrom asked for a ruling on the proposed remote parking as
he wanted to know which direction to go.
Pat Fleming explained that this was a site plan approval.
Mr.
Otterstrom stated that the engineering issues were the same for
either site plan. He wanted to know if the remote parking would be
allowed.
Michael Georgeson commented that he did not have a problem with
remote parking as long as it was tied down and could not be
separated from the property that it was providing parking for.
Mr. Otterstrom reported that if the river was moved, it would allow
for gentler slopes and the planting of grass.
All were in favor of the motion.

Mr. Otterstrom wanted to know how the Commission felt regarding the
use of remote parking. The Chairman polled the Commission.
Bill Arbus felt that the site plan needed to stand alone. Usually
extra parking was obtained via a cross easement to adjacent
property.
He was not agreeable to this arrangement.
Michael
Georgeson had already stated his position.
Juel Belmont agreed
with Bill Arbus.
Pat Fleming did not have a problem with remote
parking and would extend a "leap of faith" that Mr. Otterstrom
would be able to perform. Clark Taylor did not have a problem with
the use of remote parking as long it was controlled by the same
property owner. He did still have a concern about the open river.
Keith Richan did not have a problem with the use of controlled
remote parking.
J.H. Hadfield stated that parking was parking.
Remote parking was not.
He was not willing to believe that this
overall plan would be put together.
Chairman Hadfield requested that the minutes on Central Bank be
provided to the Commission for their review. He felt that the fate
of the river was cast when the City used the FEMA money. Also, he
reminded the Commission that the General Plan did not address the
river in this location.
Mr. Otterstrom responded that a majority were in favor of allowing
remote parking and also asked if the panel would be polled
regarding the moving of the channel. If it was moved and would be
allowed as part of his landscape strip, he would be willing to line
the channel with boulders. He explained that there would need to
be two bridges across the river for access.
This was one of the
subject to requirements that they had looked into.
4
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Chairman Hadfield commented that moving the channel was one thing;
maintenance, another. He felt the recommendation was premature to
act on.
Rod Despain asked how "remote" was the Commission willing to go.
In the past, cross-easements were required and was allowed if the
site was viewed as a unified project.
He felt that Albertsons
should be a party to, or least made aware, as they would be
providing defacto parking.
If this was a unified project it was
one thing, but this was being approved piecemeal.
Mr. Otterstrom noted that Albertsons had enough area that they
could increase the parking spaces through a different parking
configuration.
Pat Fleming asked Clark Taylor to ask for funds from the Council to
study the intentions for the whole river including the downtown
area.
Clark Taylor thought that Rulon Dutson had looked at the river
issue previously. He would contact Mr. Dutson.
DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE AMERICAN
HERITAGE ANNEXATION AT 1175 EAST 700 NORTH

(

Rod Despain reported that this item was not prepared and asked that
it be placed on the next agenda.
DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE PAJELA
PLAT B ANNEXATION AT 1075 EAST 400 SOUTH
Rod Despain reported that this item was not prepared and asked that
it be placed on the next agenda.
DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE LEBARON
WEST ANNEXATION AT 825 EAST PACIFIC DRIVE
Charles Lebaron explained that it was proposed to be a continuation
of the commercial use in the area. He would be happy to submit a
site plan when he had a tenant lined up.
Rod Despain noted four items that needed to be addressed.
1)
Pacific Avenue and Barnburger Drive needed to be continued and
deeded at the time of annexation, 2) Placement in the GC-2, General
Commercial zone, 3) Site plan approval required at the time of
development, and 4) Water rights at the rate of 3 acre feet per
acre would be required at the time of annexation.
Howard Denney commented that utilities and drainage needed to be
addressed along with the approval of a site plan.
Pat Fleming moved to direct the staff to prepare the annexation
agreement for the LeBaron West Annexation at 825 East Pacific Drive
for approval at the next meeting. Bill Arbus seconded the motion.
All were in favor.
5
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DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE PECKELLSWORTH ANNEXATION AT 620 SOUTH 200 EAST
Rod Despain noted that this request was located north of the tracks
and south of I-15, east of 100 East. The General Plan identified
the area as potentially being in the PI-1 zone.
There was some
question as to whether outside storage was permitted. The proposed
use was as a construction office and yard. The City Council could
allow other uses as they deemed compatible. If outside storage was
not to be allowed, then some type of covered storage could be. He
asked for some direction from the Commission.
Michael Georgeson felt that outside storage was not an intent of
the PI -1 zone.
The roads in the area were not such as to
accommodate large trucks.
Bill Arbus recalled that the General Plan placed this area in the
PI-1 zone so that there would be a better look to the community.
He did not think open storage was the vision for this area and if
it was allowed it would be going backward.
J.H. Hadfield noted some type of businesses could still use the
freeway frontage for office area and some covered storage with a
back and a roof.
He was nervous about open storage.
Rod Despain explained that the issue of outside storage would be
reviewed along with a site plan.
J.H. Hadfield was concerned about the view and image of American
Fork.
It might not be the place for outside storage, but covered
storage could be considered.
Rod Despain noted that water rights at 3 acre feet per acre would
be required.
He cautioned the Commission that billboards were a
permitted use under Federal Guidelines in the I-1 and the PI-1
zones and that this property was more than 800 feet from the
nearest billboard to the west. A contractual agreement regarding
the property and the potential of a billboard was possible.
Chairman Hadfield asked for a motion from the Commission to prepare
the annexation agreement that also addressed the use of outside or
covered storage and the requirement of a site plan.
Howard Denney also asked that a collector road be looked at in the
vicinity of the property.
Michael Georgeson moved to have Rod prepare an annexation agreement
for the Peck-Ellsworth Annexation that included the issue of the
billboard, outside and covered storage, water rights, zoning, and
roads. Bill Arbus seconded the motion. All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE AUGUST 6, 1997, MINUTES
Chairman Hadfield noted that Keith Richan
regarding the minutes of the last meeting.
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Keith Richan reported that he did not question the content of the
minutes, but that there were grammatical errors and misspelled
words .
He provided a copy of the minutes with the changes
requested .
Mr . Richan asked and received answers to questions he had.
Michael Georgeson asked that the remarks of Clark Ivory be reviewed
from the tape .
The pages needed to be numbered.
Bill Arbus noted that the minutes did not reflect a vote from Pat
Fleming on the July 16, 1997, minutes.
(Mr. Fleming reported that
he voted in favor of the motion) . After a brief discussion it was
asked that the approval for the July 16, 1997, minutes be placed on
the next agenda for approval and that they be placed in the
packets.
(There was only 2 in favor of the motion)
Mr. Arbus continued that on the second page the motion on the
bottom of the page regarding "a fixed wall structure when built."
He requested that a clarification be placed in the minutes in that
this was that the fixed wall was on the inside of the building and
would be instead of partitions.
Also, on the third to the last page on the 5th paragraph from the
bottom.
"Bill asked where would the school go."
Bill Arbus moved approval of the August 6, 1997, minutes subject to
his requested changes and the changes presented by Mr. Richan.
Michael Georgeson seconded the motion. All were in favor.

Upon the arrival of Ron Peck, Chairman Hadfield recapped the
discussion and action of the Commission regarding the annexation
agreement for the Peck-Ellsworth Annexation.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Rod Despain distributed copies of Revision #3 of the proposed Inner
Block Ordinance.
This would be what was to be used on the test
runs and copies were available. The Planning Administrator would
get them to Danny Richards and David Gardner.
Chairman Hadfield
would look in the minutes as to when the moratorium would be up.
Rod Despain reported that the Council was discussing development
west of K-Mart .
They were working on a participation agreement
with the developer. It was a "heads up" to the Commission in that
they would probably be reviewing plans for that development in the
near future.
OTHER BUSINESS
Michael Georgeson explained that he had placed the articles on
Inclusionary Zoning and Affordable Housing in the packets for the
Commission's review . Rod Despain noted that the General Plan would
7

soon need to include an element on affordable housing .

(

A discussion on affordable housing and property rights ensued .
Howard Denney reported that he had been working on problem drainage
locations following the downpour of 1.75 inches of rain received on
Sunday.
ADJOURNMENT
Pat Fleming moved adjournment at 9:23 p.m.
seconded the motion. All were in favor.

a~.Qt
Richard M. Colborn
Planning Administrator

(
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
SEPTEMBER 3 , 1997
NOTICE AND AGENDA

(

Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on September 3, 1997, in
the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00p.m. The
agenda shall be as follows :
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

(

9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15 .
16.

Review and action on the July 16, 1997, minutes
Review and action on the August 20, 1997, minutes.
Presentation by the Beautification Committee regarding
placement of decorative trash receptacles in the downtown
area.
Review and action on a site plan for an office building at 800
East Utah Valley Drive in the Utah Valley Business Park.
Review and action on a site plan for an office building at 750
East Quality Drive in the Utah Valley Business Park .
Review and action on the placement of a monument sign for the
Quality Inns at 712 South Utah Valley Drive in the Utah Valley
Business Park .
Review and action on the existing site plan at 111 North West
State Road.
Review with the City Council of the preliminary plan for
Temple Meadows PUD at 1250 East 550 North.
Discussion and action on an Annexation Agreement and
development site plan for the Peck-Ellsworth Annexation at 620
South 200 East.
Discussion and action on an Annexation Agreement for the
LeBaron West Annexation at 825 East Pacific Drive.
Discussion and action on an Annexation Agreement for the
American Heritage Annexation at 1175 East 700 North.
Discussion and action on an Annexation Agreement for the
Pajela Plat B Annexation at 1075 East 400 South.
Discussion and action on an inner block ordinance.
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
Adjournment.

Dated this 25 day of August , 1997.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
SEPTEMBER 3, 1997

(

REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session
on September 3, 1997, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:03 p.m .
Those present included Juel Belmont, J.H. Hadfield, Michael
Georgeson, Bill Arbus, Keith Richan, Clark Taylor, and Pat Fleming.
Staff present included Rod Despain, Kevin Bennett, and Richard
Colborn. Howard Denney was excused due to a death in his family .
Others present included Ginger Hunter, Mary Fox, Mayor Green,
Councilman McKinney, Mr. Tomlinson, Tim Peterson, Layne Henage, Mr.
Warnick, Ned Stephensen, Ron Peck, Richard Ellsworth, Barbara
Christiansen, a member of the press, and 12 citizens.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE JULY 16, 1997, MINUTES
Bill Arbus moved approval of the July 16, 1997, as corrected at the
August 6, 1997, meeting.
Councilman Taylor seconded the motion.
Voting was as follows:
Aye, Keith Richan, Clark Taylor, J. H.
Hadfield, Juel Belmont, Pat Fleming, and Bill Arbus.
Abstain,
Michael Georgeson. The motion carried.

(

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE AUGUST 20, 1997, MINUTES
Changes to the minutes were discussed. Councilman Taylor moved to
approve the August 20, 1997, minutes subject to striking one of the
"Howard Denney"s from the first paragraph of page one, in the sixth
paragraph
on
page
one,
change
the
word
"peculation"
to
"percolation," on page 3 the middle sentence of the 2nd paragraph
to read, "He reported that he had purchased the Clements property
and was in hopes of the successful consolidation of the block." On
the same page, 6th paragraph, first sentence, add the word "the"
between "in" and "remote", on page 4, lOth paragraph, add the word
"requested" after Chairman Hadfield, on page 6 the first paragraph,
4th sentence, change the word "us" to "use", and on page 7, the
last word in the 6th paragraph should be "partitions." Pat Fleming
seconded the motion. All were in favor.
Chairman Hadfield reported that the moratorium on the inner block
would be up on September 25, 1997.
He would be discussing the
inner block further under that item later in the agenda.
PRESENTATION BY THE BEAUTIFICATION COMMITTEE REGARDING PLACEMENT OF
DECORATIVE TRASH RECEPTACLES IN THE DOWNTOWN AREA
Mrs . Mary Fox from the Beautification Committee presented a map
showing the proposed location of trash receptacles on Main Street
and also a diagram of what they would look like.
They would be
black and set on a pedestal and bolted down with 4 bolts .
They
would have a capacity of 32 gallons.
1
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Pat Fleming moved to recommend the placement of the containers on
Main Street as presented.
Juel Belmont seconded the motion.

Michael Georgeson asked about the color black and if it would be
durable. Mrs. Fox responded that black was the recommendation of
the manufacturer. He asked if they were going to put some down on
400 South at Rotary Park. She responded that their funds were only
adequate to do the downtown area at this time.
Councilman Taylor cautioned that the placement of the one in front
of the Yogurt Parlor not obstruct the view of people coming out of
Six Stars onto Main Street.
Chairman Hadfield noted that the 45 feet diagonal clear view would
need to be adhered to. Mrs. Fox agreed.
She explained that a color other than black
expensive . As it was, each cost about $600 .

was

much

more

Juel Belmont noted that this was the type used at Washington Square
in Salt Lake City.
Chairman Hadfield noted that the site plan was for 12 containers .
All were in favor of the motion.

(

Pat Fleming recognized the Beautification Committee for their
efforts and noted that the City's Committees needed to work more
closely together .
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR AN OFFICE BUILDING AT 800 EAST
UTAH VALLEY DRIVE IN THE UTAH VALLEY BUSINESS PARK
Chairman Hadfield reported that this was the building further away
from the street and closer to the freeway and would be a twin to
the adjacent building shown on the plan. Ned Stephensen explained
that it would be approximately 39,000 square feet on two floors .
Rod Despain reported that the site plan showed landscaping above
the 10% minimum requirement. The parking was not real clear as to
what would be assigned to each building, however the overall
parking would be met and that was part of the reason for the
combined site plan.
One dilemma with large structures was that
often a partitioned cubical was used and the parking standard
became out of whack.
Chairman Hadfield reported that the City Engineer had met with Mr .
Stephensen regarding the project.
There was still a sign off of
down stream water users that was needed. He understood that it was
now provided.

(

Ned Stephensen reported that he had meant to bring a rendering of
the building but the wrong one was deliv ered to him. He noted that
t he building would have a similar feel to the Intel building,
h owever it would not have a pitched roof .
The colors would be a
2
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deeper, darker red with the accent to be a gray brick. He reported
that Woodbury liked the Intel building and it had become a landmark
of sorts .
Mr . Stephensen continued that Woodbury was pleased with the way the
business park had developed and felt that it would be an asset to
the City for years to come.
Pat Fleming felt it was a great asset to the City also . He asked
if there was some type of pedestrian walkways or jogging trails
planned and he would also like to look at a bike trail for internal
circulation with the hope of connecting it to a future overall City
system. He asked that Woodbury take a look at the idea.
Mr. Stephensen responded that they would like to sit down with
those putting it together and look at the opportunities. They had
thought of a pedestrian trail.
With another new building off of
Quality Drive there would be a pedestrian trail and a pond .
It was thought by the Commission that it should somehow be expanded
throughout the business park to tie the shopping area, the hotel,
and business park together.
Pat Fleming felt that the Quality Inn would have a restaurant at
some time in the future and it would be important to tie to it. He
liked the idea that Mr. Stephensen was promoting.

(

Clark Taylor commented that when he was out of town on business, he
liked to find a place near his hotel to walk or jog. This proposal
appealed to him as the physical fitness of employees along with
reduced stress was getting more attention all of the time .
Chairman Hadfield noted that UTA was being used more all the time
and asked that consideration be given to pedestrians and their
ability to get from the UTA stops to locations throughout the
business park.
Rod Despain explained that the City held a 15 foot easement on
either side of Utah Valley Drive, but that it terminated at the
east side of the Versar building.
He thought that it should be
continued .
Ned Stephensen reported that there was no intent for the placement
of a monument sign at this time. He had a concern about a mandate
for a sidewalk at this meeting.
He would like to continue the
discussions regarding a trail and not cast the die for a sidewalk
h ere .

(

Pat Fleming moved to approve the site plan at 800 East Utah Valley
Drive subject to 1) the sign off of down water users, 2) the osy
caps connection location approval by the Fire Marshal, and 3) that
the City reserve the right to locate a sidewalk on Utah Valley
Drive at a time in the future based on a study by the Planning
Commission on pedestrian circulation.
Clark Taylor seconded the
motion. All were in favor.
3
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Keith Richan asked Mr. Stephensen, if that it his years with
Woodbury Corporation, he felt that trails would be something that
they would be receptive to. Mr. Stephensen felt they would be.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR AN OFFICE BUILDING AT 750 EAST
QUALITY DRIVE IN THE UTAH VALLEY BUSINESS PARK
This item was
petitioner.

removed

from

the

agenda

at

the

request

of

the

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PLACEMENT OF A MONUMENT SIGN FOR THE
QUALITY INN AT 712 SOUTH UTAH VALLEY DRIVE IN THE UTAH VALLEY
BUSINESS PARK
Chairman Hadfield reported that Deanna Leatherman had called and
asked that her item be removed from the agenda.
Randy Tomlinson owner of the Quality Inn was present.
He had a
diagram of what the sign was to look like, its location, and
presented it to the Commission.
It was close to the location of
the other one that had been proposed and would be 9 feet long and
6 feet high.
Rod Despain noted that the proposed sign was within the guidelines
of the ordinance.
Clark Taylor moved approval of the placement of the monument sign
for Quality Inn in the Utah Valley Business Park.
Bill Arbus
seconded the motion. All were in favor.

Chairman Hadfield complimented Mr. Tomlinson on his building.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE EXISTING SITE PLAN AT 111 NORTH WEST STATE
ROAD
Rod Despain explained that this was the Greenland Service Station
located south of the K-Mart property.
There was not any new
construction planned; it would be re-occupied. It was viewed as a
change in tenant, not a change in use and as a result this was more
by the way of information to the Commission. The Commission needed
to note that the facility was about to be re-occupied as a nonconforming use.
Chairman Hadfield noted that Tim Peterson was leasing the property
from Mr. Adamson and that the SC-1 zone had other requirements
related to new construction.
If the business was kept clean and
tidy, it was no problem.
When it was desired to add on or
construct something else on the property, he explained that it
would trigger the requirements of the SC-1 zone including
landscaping, public improvements, etc.
He acknowledged that the
old tanks had been removed.

(

Michael Georgeson asked how the used oil would be handled.
Mr. Peterson responded that it would be kept in 55 gallon drums and
4

would be removed by a waste oil company as needed .

(

Pat Fleming asked that all site plans have a vicinity map for ease
of location .
REVIEW WITH THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR TEMPLE
MEADOWS PUD AT 1250 EAST 550 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield noted that the preliminary plan for Temple
Meadows PUD had gone to the City Council for a public hearing and
action .
There was concern for the treatment of underground and
surface water.
Clark Taylor noted that at the public hearing and Council meeting
that certain residents in the area expressed that details had not
yet been worked out in handling the water. One item was that the
water had to cross private property to get to a Pleasant Grove
waste water ditch. Pleasant Grove was willing to accept the water,
but an easement across the private ground had not been obtained.
Mr. Henage noted that he had an agreement with the property owner
now and referred to a map he placed on the board.
(A much reduced,
unreadable copy had been faxed earlier in the day) He had met with
Mr. Hansen and a group of the neighbors where it was worked out.

(

He explained that the water would be collected through the use of
a graveled trench, 3 foot square with a 4 inch slotted pipe in the
north end area and a 6 inch slotted pipe as it moved to the south
end area.
It would be placed below the sewer line at a depth of
about 10 feet.
Chairman Hadfield asked if there were others concerned besides
Wendell Hansen.
Mr. Henage explained that only the Hansen's and
Ault's were adjacent to this area and that it would take care of
the muddy bog that was there.
They would still build slab on
grade.
Michael Georgeson asked who had the right to use the water.
Mr .
Warnick responded that Wendell Hansen claimed that he had those
rights that were acquired by his grandfather.
Michael Georgeson
felt that should be known.
Layne Henage explained that after the Council meeting, they hired
as a consultant John Francis who was the head hydrology engineer
for Salt Lake County and he was involved in the design .
Also,
Wendell Hansen had a gentleman that he had worked with on other
projects present and they included some of his recommendations.
Michael Georgeson noted that an engineer would need to stamp the
final plan. The City needed to review it in detail as well.
Juel Belmont asked how many neighbors met with him.
thought 12 people were at the meeting .

Mr. Henage

With regard to the distance between drain system manholes,
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Richan noted that adequate access was necessary. Chairman Hadfield
explained that there were manholes needed one every 250 feet.
Chairman Hadfield asked for questions from the audience.
were none.

There

Bill Arbus noted that CC & R's needed to explain the ownership and
maintenance responsibility for the drain system.
Rod Despain
responded that this would be one of the fine details that needed to
be worked out, but it was not intended that the City have
responsibility for the drainage system.
Layne Henage explained that Wendell Hansen had the right to clean
the system, but not the obligation.
Clark Taylor felt that this met the criteria as requested by the
Council.
It did still need an engineer's stamp.
He asked that
copies be provided to the Council prior to their meeting on
September 9.
Mayor Green commented that the rights needed to be spelled out and
tied down through a separate development agreement, but he agreed
that it was ready to be brought back to the Council.
DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT
SITE PLAN FOR THE PECK-ELLSWORTH ANNEXATION AT 620 SOUTH 200 EAST
Chairman Hadfield noted that this was an annexation agreement with
a part it requiring a site plan.
Rod Despain reported that in the world of annexations, the City was
breaking new ground. The annexation agreement was to spell out the
terms of annexation.
The agreement would be recorded and would
identify the tasks to be completed.
Rod Despain reviewed the draft of the agreement noting that the
City was not obligated to annex property.
The property was
proposed for the PI-1 zone.
The revised site plan provided for
covered storage. Mr. Peck explained that it would be enclosed on
3 sides.
Mr. Despain proposed that the property be included in the I-15
corridor sign overlay zone.
A copy of the concept plan was provided to be included in the
annexation agreement.
A completed site plan would need to be
provided at a future date.
Michael Georgeson asked that the term substantial get tied down as
he felt it could be argued.
Water rights would be required at 3 acre feet per acre for a total
of 5.4 acre feet of water. Mr. Despain explained that this was an
isolated site with no sewer at this time.
One condition was the
extension of a water line from 100 East along 620 South. A section
6

(

of the road would be part of the City's planned traffic circulation
system to 500 East.
J.H. noted that the collector class road was proposed to turn and
go in a southeasterly direction so that development could take
place on either side.
Rod Despain explained that the frontage directly in front of this
property would be off from the collector class road and they would
need to provide enough width to accomplish a 60 foot cross section
roadway.
Pat Fleming asked if the City Attorney had reviewed the agreement .
Kevin Bennett reported that he had not, but that it could be
recommended subject to his review.
Rod Despain noted that the annexation agreement would be approved
by the Council.
Chairman Hadfield recommended that the Commission send it forward
to the Council subject to the review of the City Attorney and the
completion of any attachments. It was noted that drainage would be
specifically looked at in the detailed site plan.

(

Clark Taylor moved approval of the annexation agreement for the
Peck-Ellsworth Annexation subject to the site plan relabeled as a
concept plan and that the width of the road and dimensions be
provided.
Bill Arbus seconded the motion.

Michael Georgeson asked that 11 substantial 11 be explained and that it
be subject to the City Attorney's review.
Clark Taylor added to his motion that "substantial" be explained
and that it be subject to the City Attorney's review.
Bill Arbus
agreed with his second. All were in favor.

Juel Belmont was excused from the meeting.
DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE LEBARON
WEST ANNEXATION AT 825 EAST PACIFIC DRIVE
Rod Despain reported that this was to be placed in the GC-2 zone
and that no concept plan would be required at this time. The roads
on the north and south would be deeded to the City at the time of
annexation.
The water requirement would be at 3 acre feet per
acre.
If at the time of site plan approval a user demonstrated a
potential need of more water, it would then be required.
Clark Taylor moved to forward the annexation agreement to the City
Council following the review of the City Attorney and the
completion of the attachments.
Michael Georgeson seconded the
motion.
Voting was as follows:
Aye, Pat Fleming, Michael
Georgeson, Keith Richan, Bill Arbus, Clark Taylor, and J.H.
Hadfield. Absent, Juel Belmont.
The motion carried.
7
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DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE AMERICAN
HERITAGE ANNEXATION AT 1175 EAST 700 NORTH
Clark Taylor reported that in his conversations with Mr. Patterson,
this area was to be in the Rl-15,000 zone.
Bill Arbus moved to table action on the annexation agreement for
the American Heritage Annexation until a site plan was submitted.
Pat Fleming seconded the motion. Voting was as follows: Aye, Pat
Fleming, Michael Georgeson, Bill Arbus, Keith Richan, Clark Taylor,
and J.H. Hadfield. Absent, Juel Belmont.
The motion carried.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE PAJELA
PLAT B ANNEXATION AT 1075 EAST 400 SOUTH
Rod Despain reported that part of the Paj ela property was in
Pleasant Grove. When he met with their staff, they felt this was
in a commercial corridor and they were less than enthusiastic with
the prospects of an LDS Church site.
Chairman Hadfield felt okay about a church site, but wanted to see
a site plan.
Bill Arbus felt okay as long as it was kept within
the limits of the proposed Professional Office zone.
Michael
Georgeson, Pat Fleming, Clark Taylor, and Keith Richan agreed.

(

Clark Taylor moved to table action on the Pajela Plat B Annexation
agreement until the attachments including the site plan was
provided. Pat Fleming seconded the motion. Voting was as follows:
Aye, Clark Taylor, Pat Fleming, Bill Arbus, Keith Richan, J.H.
Hadfield, and Michael Georgeson. Absent, Juel Belmont. The motion
carried.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON AN INNER BLOCK ORDINANCE
Chairman Hadfield called for a work session in which they would
visit a couple of inner block areas and review the area with regard
to the proposed new ordinance. They would meet on the 17th at 5:00
p.m. at the City Hall and then go to those areas chosen.
The Planning Administrator was asked to get a report from the two
developers who were reviewing the inner block ordinance so that it
may be discussed at the next meeting.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Rod Despain reported that National Security Safe was wanting a
pylon sign in addition to their full building sign that they had.
It was in the sign overlay zone and was not permitted. They would
be coming in.
He also reported that he had talked to people who
want to put in a truck wash north of West Harts on the Harris
property.
OTHER BUSINESS
Kevin Bennett reported on his review of the Jockey Hollow project
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noting that he had talked with property owners, some of their
attorneys and conducted a walk through on the property. He learned
where the property lines were.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the Commission would not become a
referee in the matter.
If the cul-de-sac was to be adjusted from
what was approved, it would need to be done in a cooperative
manner.
Chairman Hadfield noted that any who wanted to attend the upcoming
APA Conference to fill out the application and get with him.
Chairman Hadfield thanked them for their attendance at the recent
Commission summer party.
Bill Arbus reported that he had been thinking about the Peterson
project downtown and the Otterstrom project with its remote
parking.
He felt the Commission was remiss in that they did not
address it.
They needed to a least offer suggestions and
alternatives. He asked the Commission members to think about it.
Just because it was downtown, the Commission should not turn their
back on the need for parking.
They needed to do a long haul
idealogy of parking in the downtown.

(

Michael Georgeson reported that Gene Moser had provided him
information that there would be a Citizen Planner course held at
UVSC on October 31 and November 1. Chairman Hadfield would provide
copies of the information to the Commission members.
Keith Richan commented that he had reviewed the items at the APA
Conference in Ogden and felt that only 1 thing was of interest.
However, he was interested in the Citizen Planner course.
Clark Taylor referred to a developer and a proposal regarding the
settlement of a lawsuit. Both parties have been willing to look at
options with an open mind.
He was one of the representatives of
the Council looking into the matter and was asked to bring it up at
this meeting. It involved many things. One of the things was the
need for the City in the near future to have a program for
affordable housing. Mr. Wayne Patterson proposed that the Hunter
Annexation could accomplish his need and the City's with the right
zoning. It would help to settle his dispute with the City as well
and could accommodate the needs of both parties.
Clark Taylor noted that they were looking at clustering as an
option with less dense development around the outside.
This
proposal was not currently in accordance with the general plan. He
felt that with the possibility and likelihood of a west side
development this area could be developed as Northgate and fill the
City's need as well as resolve issues with Mr. Patterson that had
been outstanding for a long time. There needed to be a spirit of
cooperation in the matter. He would like to get it on the agenda .
Northgate was much more favorable than originally thought.
He
stated that he was speaking for the City Council and the Mayor.
The proposal needed to be looked at.
9
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Clark Taylor did not feel that the request was not out of whack in
that the same type of housing was available not less than 400 yards
away . It could certainly help other things come to fruition. From
the feelings that he had gotten at the meetings, he felt that they
were not compromising the plan.
Pat Fleming felt it should be looked it .
Rod Despain noted that the Commission needed to look at the whole
area .
It was felt that attached housing needed to be spread
throughout
the
community.
The
Commission was
previously
comfortable with the Northgate approach. He felt that the Strong
Property should be allowed to review their property as well if this
was the thinking of the Council. He would be apprehensive to not
look at the area in a comprehensive way.
Clark Taylor stated that he was not looking or advocating R-4 , he
was acting as a mediator.
Mrs. Ginger Hunter asked what the zoning was on her property. She
explained that she was in the City and her son was not .
Mrs.
Hunter was in the RA-1 zone. She noted that there was development
planned in her backyard and across the street. She liked the RA-1
zone .
She did not like the proposition of the plan Councilman
Taylor suggested. She liked the General Plan . She noted that she
helped with it a few years ago.
She stated that she was a
representative of the Hunter's.
She did not want it in her
backyard .
Keith Richan asked whose ground it was. Mrs. Hunter responded that
it was Alan Hunter's and he sold it to Patterson. They would like
single houses, single families. They liked where the lived and had
been there over 100 years.
She did not want multiple housing in
her backyard and her and her neighbors would fight to keep single
family housing.
Chairman Hadfield noted that any action would be on a future agenda
and they would be welcome to come and discuss the issues.
ADJOURNMENT
Michael Georgeson moved adjournment at 10:18 p.m.
Pat Fleming
seconded the motion.
Voting was follows:
Aye, Pat Fleming,
Michael Georgeson, Keith Richan, Clark Taylor, Bill Arbus, and J.H.

Had~Ab~~ ·~elmont.

The motion carried.

Richard M. Colborn
Planning Administrator
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
SEPTEMBER 17, 1997
NOTICE WORK SESSION & REGULAR SESSION
AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in ·a work session and a regular session on
September 17, 1997, in the City Hall, 31 North Church Street,
commencing at 5:00 p.m and 7:00 p.m. respectively.
The agenda
shall be as follows:
5:00 P.M. - WORK SESSION
1.
2.

Field trip to various areas of American Fork to examine how
the proposed new inner block ordinance will work in practice.
Adjournment.

7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.

(

5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Review and action on the September 3, 1997, minutes.
Review and action a commercial site plan for Chloe's Salon at
251 West Main.
Rework of the final plat of Legacy Estates at 80 West 1120
North.
Review and action on a preliminary plan for Broadstone Square
Phase III at 380 South 760 East.
Review and action on a preliminary plan for Jockey Hollow
Estates plat A at approximately 800 North 700 East.
Review and action . on an inner block ordinance.
Discussion on parking requirements.
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
Adjournment.

Dated this 9 day of September, 1997.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING
COMMJSSION MEETING MINUTES
SEPTEMBER 17, 1997

1
2
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4
5
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WORK SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in a work session on September 17, 1997,
beginning in the City Hall at 5:00p.m. Those present included J.H. Hadfield, Keith Richan, Juel
Belmont, Clark Taylor, and Bill Arbus. Staff present included Rod Despain and Richard Colborn.
Chairman Hadfield explained that the purpose of the work session was to go out and visit certain
blocks with an inner block potential to evaluate how the proposed ordinance would work. With
Chairman Hadfield as chauffeur, the Commission visited blocks 2, 3, & 4 on the south portion of
town.
Rod Despain commented that under the current draft, Chipman Village would not qualify. Access
was still the problem in entertaining an inner block development. The fitting in of an inner block
development into a neighborhood was difficult. A bad example of "fitting in" was looked at on
Jencks Avenue.
They concluded their tour and work session back at the City Hall at 5:55p.m.
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on September 17, 1997, in
the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Planning Commission members present included Bill
Arbus, Michael Georgeson, Juel Belmont, J.H. Hadfield, Pat Fleming, Clark Taylor, and Keith
Richan. Staff present included Rod Despain, Howard Denney, Kevin Bennett, and Melanie
Marsh. Richard Colborn was excused.
Others present included Danny Richards, Steve Sowby, Dr. Terral Thomson, Mr. Olpin, Barry
Andreason, Barry Fullmer, Ed and Donna Johnson, Guy Hatch, Matt Brown, Mr. Ludlow,
Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE SEPTEMBER 3~

1997~

MINUTES

Changes to the minutes were discussed.
Michael Georgeson moved approval of the September 3, 1997, minutes with the following
changes:
Page 1, fifth paragraph, it should be changed from "Chairman Hadfield reported that the

1

1 moratorium on the would be up" to read as "Chairman Hadfield reported that the
2 moratorium on the inner block would be up." On Page 3, the last paragraph, "osy" should
3 be capitalized. Page 5, the fifth paragraph from the bottom, where is reads, "Michael
4 Georgeson felt that shown be know" should be changed to read "Michael Georgeson felt
5 that should be known." Page 9, last paragraph, should be changed from "There needed to
6 be spirit of cooperation in the matter" to "There needed to be a spirit of cooperation in the
7 matter."
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Patrick Fleming seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked if there was any further discussion on the minutes.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
All voted in favor. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COl\1MERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR CHLOE' S SALON AT 251
WESTMAIN
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He said it is the purpose of the Planning Commission to
identify businesses on Main Street. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that this home is located on
Main Street and is east ofTransWest Auto on 300 West.
Ed and Donna Johnson were in attendance to present their site plan for Chloe's Salon at 251 West
Main. Mr. Johnson said they would like to make the home into a beauty salon. He said it is their
intention to re-pave the driveway going back to the house and re-pave 130 feet behind the house
for parking.
Mr. Johnson pointed out where the sign would be located. He said the sign will comply with the
ordinance concerning monument signs.
Chairman Hadfield asked if there were any engineering concerns.
Howard Denny said his concern is that with commercial type developments the ordinance requires
the site to contain the run-off from a 100-year storm. Mr. Denney said he is concerned the
infiltration may not be sufficient. He said if the infiltration is not sufficient the applicant may need
to do an earth and berm around the drainage area.
Mr. Geogeson asked what Mr. Johnson plans to do about landscaping on the rear of the property.
Mr. Johnson said there is not really much landscaping to do on the rear of the property.
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Mrs. Belmont stated that she has some concerns about the sign. She pointed out that she is aware
the sign is within the guidelines. Mrs. Belmont said the proposed sign is 6' x 6' . She said she
knows some people who could make a sign that is less expensive and is more conducive to the
home. Mrs. Belmont stated that the proposed sign does not fit with the home.
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Mrs. Johnson said she does not like the design of the proposed sign, but the drawing of the
proposed sign gives the Planning Commission an idea of the size of the sign. She said she is
already having a new sign re-designed.
Mrs. Belmont said the Johnson's will be a lot happier if the sign compliments the home.
She said she has some names of people who do graphics work and would be happy to give the
names to the Johnson's.

13

14 Mrs. Johnson said they intend to keep the home and sign as historical looking as possible.
15
16 CouncilmanTaylor moved to approve the site plan for Chloe's Salon at 251 West Main
17 noting the earth berming on the south end of the property should provide for a 100-year
18 storm. Mr. Arbus seconded the motion.
19

(

20
21
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24

Mr. Arbus asked Mr.Denny if the applicant needs to berm.
Mr. Denny said he does not know the percolation rate of the ground. He does not know if the
water will be contained and soak into the ground. Mr. Denney said if the water does not soak
into the ground, the berming will need to be done.

25

26 Mr. Arbus asked Councilman Taylor if he wanted to include something in the motion that requires
27 the applicant to do some landscaping in the south area.
28

29 Councilman Taylor said he does not know of any landscaping that would be necessary in the
3 0 south area because the only people that will see it are the people that go to the back to park.
31

32 Mr. Arbus asked whether the Planning Commission would require that the whole area be
3 3 landscaped or upgraded, if the commercial site plan was approved?
34

3 5 Chairman Hadfield said the issue is drainage. Mr. Hadfield said gravel could be put back in the
36 south area and it will meet the landscaping requirement.
37

38 Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain to explain the landscaping requirements in the Central
39 Commercial Zone.
40

41 Mr. Despain said there is not a specific requirement for landscaping in the Central Commercial
42 Zone, but there is a site plan review.
43
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Chairman Hadfield said there is the possibility berming will be necessary. He said someone could
do the calculations to see ifberming is necessary. Chairman Hadfield said the person doing the
calculations needs to look at how much asphalt there is and where the water is drained, and also
needs to know what the percolation test of the ground is to determine if a 100-year storm could
be put into the ground. He said if a 100-year storm could be put into the ground, then there is no
need for berming.
Mr. Arbus had a question on the motion. Mr. Arbus said he thought the motion included that
berming needs to be done.
Mr. Georgeson said the motion included subject to the possibility that berming may need to be
done.

Mr. Arbus said Councilman Taylor may have intended to say subject to the possibility that
berming may need to be done, but that is not what he heard in the motion.
Councilman Taylor said he had intended to say subject to the engineering concerns of the berming
on the south end of the property in preparation for a 100-year storm.
After Councilman Taylor clarified his motion, Mr. Arbus said he now agreed with the motion.
Mr. Arbus asked if the Planning Commission wanted to discuss anything about weed control on
the south portion of the property.
Mr. Georgeson said weed control comes under the Nuisance Ordinance. He said a complaint
would have to be made and a finding that the weeds are detrimental to the health, safety, and
welfare of the citizens before any action can be taken.
Mr. Johnson said the property is rounded on the east and south side with similar, open ground
surrounded by weeds. He said there is junk behind their property. Mr. Johnson said if there was
a flood situation, they would not flood a house. He said if flooding became a problem, he would
not object to berming. Mr. Johnson said he does not want to do berming in advance.

Mr. Georgeson said Mr. Johnson needs to provide percolation data to the Engineering
34 Department so they can determine whether berming needs to be done.
'")'")

.).)

35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

(

Mr. Johnson said depending on the cost of the percolation test, he might want to just build a
berm.
Mr. Richan said Mr. Johnson still would need to provide the percolation data because simply
berming may not provide the information necessary to determine the potential problems that
might exist in a 100-year storm.
Councilman Taylor asked ifMr. Johnson is still required to provide the percolation data, if he
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does the benning. He pointed out that what they are really looking at is prohibiting the costs for
Mr. Johnson.
Mr. Denney said the ordinance that deals with the 100-year storm is something like the Nuisance
Ordinance. He explained if a business is not containing the 100-year storm on the site and the
City gets a complaint, the City can make the business comply.
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Mr. Richan said it is his understanding that businesses are required to control the water they
generate on the ground no matter what.
Mr. Denney said businesses are required to control water up to a 100-year storm. He said they do
not make businesses control water up to a 500-year storm or bigger.
Mr. Fleming said they do need to be careful of large asp halted areas, but he said the area being
discussed is not a very big area. He said because the City can go back and enforce a drainage
plan, it would be best to let Mr. Johnson think about what he can do to make a place for the water
to go. Mr. Fleming said Mr. Johnson could think about possibly berming or digging a french
trench.
Mr. Fleming suggested that if there is a big storm, the City could go to the property to see if the
water soaked into the ground or ran over the ground. He said if the water does not soak into the
ground, Mr. Johnson will have to do something to correct the problem.

Mr. Hadfield pointed out that there are 12 parking stalls proposed on the site plan, but only eight
are required. He said if the amount of asphalt is shortened by 1/3, the property will have less
water generated. Chairman Hadfield said Mr. Johnson' s willingness to put in more parking adds
to the problem. He said the poor man's answer to the drainage issue is to wait until the first
storm and see what damage is being done to the surrounding neighbors. Chairman Hadfield said
that if damage is done to the neighboring properties, then Mr. Johnson should be a good neighbor
and correct the problem.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the City requires the property owner to contain his or her
own drainage water on site. He cautioned Mr. Johnson not to make someone else responsible for
his drainage water. Chairman Hadfield stated that if the drainage issue becomes a problem, there
are enforcements in place to correct the problem.
Chairman Hadfield said the statement in the motion that discusses the possibility of berming the
drainage area is a legitimate concern. He said the way the motion was stated gives Mr. Johnson
the discretion of which avenue to follow.
Mr. Richan stated that it is better to anticipate the problem and deal with it up front, rather than
trying to correct the problem later.
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1 There was some discussion on the drain system. Mr. Fleming pointed out that the down spout for
2 the home drains to the south. He asked if there is a better system or does the water just fall off
3 the ends.
4

5 Mr. Johnson said the water just falls off the ends.
6

7 Mr. Fleming asked if there is a down spout drain system.
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Mr. Johnson said that there is not a down spout drain system on the little extension, but there is
on the rest of the house.
Mr. Fleming asked which way it drains around the rest of the house.
Mr. Johnson said the water drains to the east.

Mr. Fleming pointed out that the only thing that drains to the south is an 8-foot roof He asked
Mr. Johnson if it would be possible to re-direct the down spout to the east.
Mr. Johnson said he could re-direct the down spout to the east.

Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Fleming called for question on the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
----------------------------------------~

All voted in favor of the motion. The motion carried.
REWORK OF THE FINAL PLAT OF LEGACY ESTATES AT 80 WEST 1120 NORTH
This item was withdrawn at the petitioners request.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR BROADS TONE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He said the item to be discussed is Broadstone Square
Phase III at 380 South 760 East.
Guy Hatch and Matt Brown were present to obtain approval of the preliminary plan for
Broadstone Development Phase III at 380 South 760 East.
Mr. Brown said Broadstone Phase III is about a 3 acre parcel that is west and south of the
existing Broadstone Phases. He pointed out that Broadstone Phase III will have the accesses off
of the roads that were extended to Phase II.
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Mr. Brown said they are proposing two buildings for Phase III. He said the building on the east
will be a 20,000 square foot, two-store building with the same architecture and layout that has
been done on the existing Broadstone Buildings. Mr. Brown said the other building will be a
10,000 square foot, single-story building.
Mr. Brown said there will be more than enough parking. He said the accesses will be linked
between Phases II and III. Mr Brown pointed out that the common access will be out to the
south.
Mr. Denney presented the engineering concerns. He said on the first page of the preliminary plan
there are some corrections that need to be made. Mr. Denney said he has noticed from the other
two phases that when the half street plus five was put in, the grades from the half street up onto
the Davis parcel are steep. He recommended adding a level three-foot shoulder.
Mr. Denney also recommended a provision to handle the drainage so it is not dropped off onto
the property to the east.
Mr. Denney pointed out that on the proposed plan it appears that fire hydrants are being added to
the south.
Mr. Brown said the services are existing services that were installed to the Davis Parcel.
Mr. Denney asked if the hydrants are already installed.
Mr. Brown stated that only the services are installed and the hydrants are not installed. He
explained that the services are for future building.
Mr. Denney said the services need to be labeled on the drawings.
Mr. Denney said there are also some utility pole re-locations that are needed to make the half
street widths possible.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Phase I and Phase II are in the Central Commercial Zone, but
the proposed Phase III is located in the Shopping Center Zone. He turned the time over to Mr.
Despain to discuss the issue of allowing Phase III in the Shopping Center Zone, which is the same
type of project with the same type of parking and landscaping requirements that was done in the
Central Commercial Zone. Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain if the Planning Commission is
in violation of the ordinance if they allow the same type of project to be split into two different
zones.
Mr. Despain said the SC-1 Zone allows office structures, but typically requires a SC-1 Zone to be
a minimum of 6 acres and additions less than 6 acres could be provided if the design is
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compatible. He stated that the proposed design for Phase III of Broadstone is consistent with the
development in the SC-1 Zone.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Hatch if he is in the process of annexing property to the south.
Mr. Hatch said they were in the process of annexing additional property to the south. He said the
development entity is no longer Broadstone Development L.L.C., but is now Whitefence
Investments doing business as Broadstone Square L.C.
Mr. Hatch said he does eventually plan on annexing property to the south.
Chairman Hadfield asked what zone Mr. Hatch was hopeful of annexing the property into.
Mr. Hatch pointed out that the Master Plan shows the property in the Industrial Zone. He said if
the property is annexed, he is fine with having it in the Industrial Zone. Mr. Hatch said if they are
able to purchase and annex the property into the City, they plan on building an office/warehouse.
Mr. Hatch said he is still interested in developing to the east.

There was some discussion on whether a landscaping plan is required. Mr. Hatch said it was an
oversight that the landscaping plan was not included. He said the landscaping will be consistent
with what was done for Phase I and Phase II.
Mr. Fleming asked what the proposed floor plan is for the 20,000 square foot building and the
10, 000 square-foot building.
Mr. Hatch said the floor plan for the 20,000 square-foot building is just like the other buildings in
Phase I and II. He said the floor plan for the 10,000 square-foot building is just like the other
building in Phase I and II also, but it is a single-story building.
Mr. Arbus asked what the landscaping requirements are in the SC-1 Zone.
Mr. Despain said the landscaping requirements are 10% in the SC-1 Zone.

Mr. Arbus said because the proposed plan meets the square footage of landscaped area, the
applicant will need to submit a detailed landscape plan.
Mr. Despain explained that the SC-I Zone is more specific in regards to landscaping than the
GC-1 Zone. He said the GC-1 Zone does not have a specific 10% landscaping requirement, but
the SC-1 Zone does.

Mr. Despain asked about the cross easements for parking. He asked if the parking was an integral
part of all the buildings. Mr. Despain asked if the individual buildings will be sold out-right.
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Mr. Hatch said the proposed buildings will be sold out-right.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the earlier Broadstone project that includes the two buildings and
the two out buildings are part of a property owners association. He asked if the two proposed
buildings will also be part of the property owners association.
Mr. Hatch said the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions includes the entire area in the property
owners association.

Mr. Despain said the applicant will need to show the amended Covenants, Conditions, and
Restrictions for the additional2.8 acres. He explained that the Covenants, Conditions and
Restrictions may address the cross easements of the rights of parking from one building to
another.
Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission needs to check with Richard Colborn concerning the
water rights.
Mr. Denney said the way this item is worded on the agenda should be modified so the motion
includes that the Planning Commission did more than just the preliminary plan, but actually did a
detailed review and the site plan review. He said he did not know if it is possible to include the
site plan at this time or if the site plan will have to come back again.

Mr. Despain said the procedure for approval in the SC-1 Zone is different than it is for approval in
the GC-1 Zone. He said the SC-1 Zone is an overlay zone and it has to go to the City Council.
Mr. Despain said this item is properly worded on the agenda because of the zone it is and it will
need to go to the City Council.
Kevin Bennett said if the motion goes beyond what was published on the agenda it becomes a
voidable action such that someone could file a protest.
Mr. Despain explained that the preliminary plan and the site plan are one and the same in an
overlay zone.

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the applicant has exceeded the City requirement for parking at
the existing two buildings in the Broadstone Development on the gross area.

Mr. Arbus moved to approve the preliminary plan for Broadstone Square Phase III at 380
South 760 East, also known as the site plan in the SC-1 Zone, with the following
addendums:
1.

Developer needs to meet with Howard Denney concerning the notes on Page 1 of the
preliminary plan to make some minor corrections.

9

1 2.
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Three feet of gravel needs to be added to the shoulder of 7 40 North and 380 South to
increase the shoulder area of the half street plus five.

3

4 3.
5

Developer needs to get with city staff to work on drainage so that the drainage has
somewhere to go other than the immediate street or adjoining property.

6

7 4.

Re-label the service locations.

8

9 5.

Show the utility pole re-location.

10

11 6.
12
13 7.

Show that the fire hydrants are at grade.
Submit a landscaping plan.

14

15 8.

Submit the amended CC&R's to include Phase ill from Phase I and II.

16

17 9.

Water rights need to be satisfied or known that they are satisfied.

18

19
20
21
22
23
24
25

Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
Mr. Georgeson asked if the motion included that a landscaping plan be submitted.

Chairman Hadfield said the motion did include that a landscaping plan be submitted.
All voted in favor of the motion. The motion carried.

26
27 REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR JOCKEY HOLLOW ESTATES
28 PLAT A AT APPROXIMATELY 800 NORTH 700 EAST
29

30 Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the Planning Commission has seen this item before and there
3 1 was some discussion about what was going to be Plat A and what was going to be approved. He
32 said the Planning Commission rendered preliminary approval with several subject to's.
33

34
35
36
37
38
39

Chairman Hadfield explained that the applicant has re-submitted the preliminary plan, so what was
previously done by the Planning Commission is now set aside or thrown out the window. He said
the Planning Commission is now looking at Jockey Hollow under a different scenario .
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the proposed lots in Jockey Hollow are the same, but the
servicing of the utilities have now been changed.

40

41 Mr. Andreason was in attendance to request preliminary approval of Jockey Hollow Estates Plat
42 A at approximately 800 North 700 East.
43
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Mr. Andreason said the main change is where the services are located. He said previously the
sewer ran down west to the bottom of 830 North and exited to the south and again to the north to
650 East. Mr. Andreason said the sewer has now been re-located down 840 North to a location
below the subdivision and exiting out to 875 North to the existing sewer. He said the sewer has
been checked and there is plenty of depth.
Mr. Andreason said there are no manholes on private property. He said the manholes will be
located in dedicated roadways.
Mr. Andreason said the rest of the changes are minor. He pointed out that some of the minor
changes are re-routing subterranean drains, adding a few subterranean drains, and adding sewer
lateral locations for information.
Chairman Hadfield asked if there were any engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney discussed many engineering concerns. He pointed to a piece of property on the
preliminary plat that is in the ownership of the developers of Jockey Hollow, but is not included in
the subdivision. He said the parcel that is not included in the subdivision is not wide enough to be
a separate parcel. Mr. Denney said there needs to be a resolution concerning the derelict parcel
that is not included in the proposed subdivision.
Another concern Mr. Denney pointed out is that the catch basins are not labeled throughout the
plan. He said the catch basins need be labeled.
Mr. Olpin said that he was promised years ago by the Jacobsens that nothing would happen with
this property until certain conditions were followed. He said when Dr. Dalton owned the
property, he went through many meetings with the Planning Commission and City Council. Mr.
Olpin said he represented Mrs. Peterson and his late wife, Mrs. Olpin, on two small parcels that
were forced into annexation. He said they annexed into the city on the grounds that certain
restrictions would take place.
Mr. Olpin explained that when he learned that Mr. Jacobsen had acquired the property from Dr.
Dalton in 1983, he wrote Mr. Jacobsen a letter. Mr. Olpin said he wrote in his letter to Mr.
Jacobsen the requirements that were put in place by the annexation.
Mr. Olpin said after Mr. Jacobsen received his letter, Mr. Jacobsen wrote Mr. Olpin back to say
that he did not have any plans made yet, but he would keep in touch with Mr. Olpin. He said that
he has a copy of Mr. Jacobsen's letter that he would like to give the Planning Commission.
Mr. Olpin said Dr. Dalton agreed that he would handle the issue of rights-of-way, but he never
filed a map that approved the rights-of-way.
Mr. Olpin said it is the Planning Commission's obligation to think in terms ofwhat the previous
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Planning Commissions and City Councils did in terms of the limitations placed on this proposed
subdivision. He said the Planning Commission has no basis of approving a subdivision plan that
does not meet the requirements set forth by the previous Planning Commissions and City
Councils.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that this is the fourth time Jockey Hollow Subdivision has been
discussed in a public meeting. He said at the previous meetings, there have been discussions
relative to agreements, rights, letters, and intentions of plats that were never filed .
Chairman Hadfield suggested that Mr. Olpin give a copy of Mr. Jacobsen's letter to Mr. Bennett
so he can take the letter into consideration. He explained that if the proposed Jockey Hollow
Subdivision goes to the City Council, Mr. Bennett will give a decision on the facts that surround
the case.
Mr. Denney stated the rest of the engineering concerns. He said that going through part of the
drainage plan, he noticed provisions have been made for many of the lots to do a lateral
connection, but not for all the lots. Mr. Denney recommended that all lots be provided a lateral
connection to the storm drain. He also pointed out that not all of the lots have sewer laterals.
Mr. Denney also has concerns about the grading plan on Sheet 4 of the proposed preliminary plan
for Jockey Hollow Subdivision. He said his concerns are in the cul-de-sac where there are
concerns relative to the steepness of the grades on the lots. Mr. Denney said the grade needs to
be more spread out over the lots.
Mr. Denney pointed out another concern with regards to the drainage plan. He said on 830 North
drains are shown, but there is no connection to the drainage system.

Mr. Denney pointed out that there is a fire hydrant located at 830 North and 730 East. He
suggested another fire hydrant also be placed in the west end of lot 1. It was pointed out that
there is a fire hydrant on Sheet 2 of the preliminary plan on the west end of lot 1.
Mr. Andreason said Mr. Denney' s concern about the drainage plan on 830 North is explained on
Sheet 3 of the preliminary plan. He said the plan is to work with Mr. Wright to put a pond on his
property and drain the water. Mr. Wright explained that the water will be detained and metered
out to the pond to the existing storm drain system that runs through Mr. Wright's property.
Mr. Denney said the water rights need be satisfied and delivered to the appropriate people.

Another concern Mr. Denney pointed out is that the road on 830 North Street is steep. He said if
the road on 83 0 North Street is not going to continue at this time, berming or barricading may
need to be done.
Mr. Andreason said he has been working with the irrigation company. He said he gave the
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irrigation company a set of plans and there engineers, Horrock's, have reviewed the plans. Mr.
Andreason said Horrock's has reviewed the plans and has not discussed any major concerns with
him. Mr. Andreason said he is aware that Mr. Kitchen has a few things he would like to discuss.
Mr. Andreason discussed the issue of grading. He said on Sheet 4 of the preliminary plan, around
the cul-de-sac, he did re-work the grading; but he would be happy to work with the Engineering
Department on the grading issue.
Mr. Andreason said he plans on delivering water to Mr. Thomson.

Mr. Denney said he has looked at the as-built sewer drawings on 875 North. He said the sewer
depth is about 10 Y2 to 11 feet where the developer is trying to tie into the sewer. Mr. Denney
pointed out that there is no relationship between the grades. He said he assumes the developer
has done a cursory review and is sure that the he can sewer in the direction of 875 North.
Mr. Andreason said they have surveyed the area and feel they can drain into the sewer on 875
North.

Mr. Arbus said he is concerned about the derelict parcel. He asked Mr. Andreason to address the
issue of the derelict parcel.
Mr. Andreason said at one time the derelict parcel was going to be sold to Mr. Thomson and he
was going to use it. He said at one time the derelict parcel was included in the plat..

Mr. Andreason made a proposal to account for the derelict parcel, but there were problems with
his proposal. One problem with the proposal was that Mr. Andreason labeled the sub-parcel of
the derelict parcel as lot 2 and there is already a lot 2 on the preliminary plat. The other problem
with the proposal was that it created a lot that would have double frontage of the lot.
Mr. Denney said the ordinance that deals with derelict parcels will not allow the Planning
Commission to approve a plat that shows a derelict parcel without the resolution.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Mr. Andreason's proposal to account for the derelict parcel
created additional problems. He said Mr. Andreason's proposal to take care of the derelict parcel
is not going to work.
Mr. Barry Fullmer gave Chairman Hadfield a letter from Jockey Hollow that discusses the soil
investigation and Jockey Hollow's commitment to include the soil investigation in the Convents,
Conditions, and Restrictions.
Chairman Hadfield read the letter from Mr. Fullmer. The letter stated that Jockey Hollow Estates
will include an item in the Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions to inform individual land
owners who may purchase lots that it will be their first responsibility to perform individual soil
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investigations on their respective lots. Chairman Hadfield said he will include the letter with
tonight' s Planning Commission packet.
Chairman Hadfield explained that the proposed Preliminary Plan for Jockey Hollow includes a
derelict parcel, which is one reason not to consider approving the preliminary plan at this time.
He pointed out that there have also been a lot of other issues that the Planning Commission has
heard and need to address. Chairman Hadfield said one issue that really needs to be discussed is
the issue of a plat that was unrecorded at the time the proposed subdivision was approved by
previous Planning Commissions.

10

(

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Bennett to discuss his findings on Jockey Hollow and to advise the
Planning Commission on the best avenue to follow with regards to Jockey Hollow.
Mr. Bennett said he was asked to look into the cul-de-sac that affected Dr. Thomson, Dr. 'Villis,
and Mr. Wright. He said the subdivision was approved in 1974. Mr. Bennett said he has not been
able to find the policy declaration.
Mr. Bennett explained that the minutes in 1983 discuss an agreement made between Mr. Olpin
and Dr. Dalton so the annexation could be approved. He said the annexation was approved, but
he has found three plat D ' s.
Mr. Bennett said he has spent a great deal of time researching the records in the City Recorder's
Office and the City Engineer's Office. He said he can see where Mr. Olpin's family has some
concerns. Mr. Bennett said one of his problems is that he can't find the policy declaration.
Mr. Bennett pointed out that the Peterson's were not signatories to the annexation. He said the
City would not have been designing something for a non-signatory, unless it was a requirement in
the policy declaration.
Mr. Olpin said he thinks he may have an unsigned copy of the policy declaration.
Mr. Bennett said if he has an unsigned copy of the policy declaration that would be helpful.
After a great deal of discussion concerning the derelict parcel, Chairman Hadfield asked Mr.
Despain if the Planning Commission can take action on a preliminary plat that includes a derelict
parcel.
Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission can take action if the action concludes that the derelict
parcel is eliminated. He said the Planning Commission cannot approve the plan with the derelict
parcel.
Mr. Richan asked if the Planning Commission has the legal right to proceed with making a
decision on the proposed preliminary plan.
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Chairman Hadfield said the developer has a piece of property that has been platted and it has been
determined that it is in American Fork City. He said the piece of property is being presented for
development and that is all the Planning Commission knows until someone proves the Planning
Commission wrong. Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission needs to continue forward
with this project.

Mr. Richan questioned whether there are too many issues that will make the City liable, if the
Planning Commission approves the proposed preliminary plan.
Chairman Hadfield said if the Planning Commission does not proceed forward, it is not doing it's
duties.

13 Mr. Arbus moved to table the preliminary plan for Jockey Hollow Estates Plat A at
14 approximately 800 North 700 East for two weeks with the following recommendations:
15

16 1.
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The issue of the derelict parcel needs to be resolved.

He explained that the reason he moved to table this item is because he has two problems with the
addendum Mr. Andreason presented regarding the derelict parcel. He said one problem is that
Mr. Andreason labeled the sub-parcel of the derelict parcel as lot 2 and there is already a lot 2 on
the preliminary plat. The other problem is the double fronting of the lot that was proposed to
resolve the derelict parcel issue.
2.

The catch basins need to be labeled.

3.

All lots need to have the lateral connections to the storm drains.

4.

The developer needs to look into the grading plan on the east cul-de-sac.

5.

The developer needs to make sure there is not a sewer gap on 830 North.

6.

The irrigation and water rights need to be satisfied.

7.

Developer needs to look into the terminus of 830 North.

8.

Developer needs to look into the possibility of sewering the Peterson Property.

9.

Need to check with the City Attorney to see if he can find the policy declaration
before the next Planning Commission Meeting.

31
32
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41 Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
42
43 Chairman Hadfield stated that the main concern is that the family that owns the proposed parcel
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of ground has the right to develop the property under certain ordinances. He said the innuendos,
other promises that were made some time ago cannot be resolved by the Planning Commission.
Chairman Hadfield said the main concern the Planning Commission needs to focus on is the
derelict parcel and the engineering concerns.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

The voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN INNER BLOCK ORDINANCE
Mr. Despain pointed out the Planning Commission took a tour earlier tonight to look at blocks 2,
3, & 4 in order to gain a better understanding of how the inner block ordinance may work.
Mr. Despain briefly discussed the inner block analysis for blocks 2, 3 and 4.
Mr. Despain discussed Page 6 of the proposed Inner Block Ordinance where it discusses the
design standards and criteria. He pointed out that Section F, item 1 deals with density. He said
that Section F, item 1 states that the number of lots or dwelling units permitted within an inner
block project will be the lessor of the following:
1.

The number of units permitted under a layout plan conforming with the minimum lot size
requirements of the underlying zone.

2.

The number of dwelling units equivalent to the density of the development of the
surrounding block.

Mr. Despain pointed out that the practical effect is that the allowable density will be less than
what it is under the underlying zone requirement.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the Planning Commission has been working on the inner block
ordinance for several months. He said the proposed ordinance is a collection of ideas and
opinions of many people.
Chairman Hadfield asked Dan Richards, a developer, to express his opinions of the proposed
inner block ordinance.
Mr. Richards asked if the Planning Commission' s purpose with the proposed Inner Block
Ordinance is to discourage inner block development.
Mrs. Belmont said she would like to discourage inner block development, but it is not the thrust
of the Planning Commission to discourage inner block development.
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Mr. Richards said the proposed Inner Block Ordinance discourages inner block development. He
said the proposed ordinance does not even look at the zone, but treats it as a no zone. Mr.
Richards said the zone has been thrown out and defines it only with the neighbors in mind, rather
than the property owners in mind. Mr. Richards suggested that Section F should be taken out of
the proposed Inner Block Ordinance.
Mr. Richards said the proposed Inner Bock Ordinance would not allow a project such as Chipman
Village. He said that ever since, he started Chipman Village he heard comments from many of the
current Planning Commission Members saying that Chipman Village is the standard that they want
to set for inner block development.

Mr. Richards pointed out that he built 24 units in Chipman Village, but he probably could have
built 48 units. He said that current Inner Block Ordinance helped him with the roads and he
comprised by having a lower density. Mr. Richards said the current Inner Block Ordinance is just
fine because it allows the Planning Commission to help the developer and in return the developer
has to make compromises to be able to develop .
Mr. Despain said the dichotomy is what you can do in an inner block or a development under the
zoning ordinance, but there are a number of places in the community in which what is allowed
under the zoning and what is in place are at substantial variance. He pointed out that there a lot
ofR2 and R4 Zones that are virtually all single family.
Mr. Despain said the reason the proposed Inner Block Ordinance is like it is, is because the
Planning Commission wants the inner block to roughly approximate the existing conditions, rather
than what the zone will allow.

Mr. Despain pointed out that Mr. Richards was able to develop Chipman Village because of the
strength of the current Inner Block Ordinance, not based on what was in the surrounding areas.
He said the proposed Inner Block Ordinance is just the opposite because it focuses on
development that will be more reflective of what is in the surrounding area.
Mr. Despain stated that the proposed Inner Block Ordinance is trying to preserve the quality or
character of the neighborhood; therefore, it does not matter what the zone is. He said the inner
block developments will be reflective of what is already developed in the surrounding areas under
the proposed Inner Block Ordinance.

Mr. Despain pointed out one reason for the proposed Inner Block Ordinance is because the
people from Block 5 said they do not want duplexes in their neighborhood. He said the Planning
Commission bought into the idea that development should not be so divergent from what is
already in place.
Mr. Despain said Mr. Richard's Chipman Village project is the exception rather than the rule. He
said if the developer's mind set is to see how many units can be crammed into the inner block
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area, the outcome will be a disappointment.
Chairman Hadfield said in reality Mr. Richards could have built 48 units under the current Inner
Block Ordinance, but he chose not to. He said maybe the Planning Commission has gone
overboard based on what they have heard from the homeowner's regarding inner blocks. He
stated that the proposed inner block ordinance was written based on input from the neighbors, but
maybe developers rights have been hampered. Chairman Hadfield said the proposed inner block
ordinance somewhat guarantees the integrity of the neighborhood.
Mr. Georgeson brought up the zoning issue. He gave the example of a zone being an R-4, but
what if the zone is composed primarily of single family dwellings. Mr. Georgeson said he is
concerned about the zoning issue.
Mrs. Belmont asked if Mr. Richards would do Chipman Village any differently.
Mr. Richards said if he could do Chipman Village differently, he would put the higher density in
because that would be financially better for him.
Mr. Richards said the proposed Inner Block Ordinance no longer helps the property owner to
develop the inner block. He said the proposed ordinance now lets the people who are on the
outside dictate what goes in the block. Mr. Richard said the proposed Inner Block Ordinance
takes away the property owner's rights.
After much discussion about the proposed Inner Block Ordinance from Mr. Richards and the
Planning Commission, Chairman Hadfield said it is clear that the Planning Commission is not
satisfied with the proposed ordinance as it is written. He said the Planning Commission realizes,
Mr. Richards has some valid points regarding the proposed Inner Block Ordinance, but he is also
concerned that every inner block project not be a maximum density project.
Chairman Hadfield said there has to be something in the inner block ordinance that does not give
everything away. He said there have to be controls so that the maximum density is not allowed
every time.
Mr. Fleming said the proposed Inner Block Ordinance still needs more work. He said the
ordinance needs to include that when inner block development occurs it needs to be done in a
sensitive manner to the existing housing structure in that block, but does not preclude the
developer from developing land.
Mr. Arbus said the magic figure is the allowable density on a design basis. He said if the Planning
Commission chooses to use the dwelling mix, then it becomes a disincentive and the Planning
Commission looses the fact of being neutral. Mr. Arb us suggested that the Planning Commission
further discuss the allowable density and use that as the base.
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It was discussed that there are 3 8 blocks that have the potential for inner block development.
Mr. Fleming suggested that the Planning Commission could start in the center of the City and
look at each of the blocks and make a value decision on the number of units that would be
allowed on an inner block. He said Section F should remain in the proposed Inner Block
Ordinance, but a subjective decision should be made on what the density will be.

7

(

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

Mr. Richan said the proposed Inner Block Ordinance seems to be a result of two forces (1) The
opinions of the people in Block 5 and (2) Preservation of the neighborhoods.
Mr. Despain said there was a third force that contributed to creating a new Inner Block
Ordinance, which was the dissatisfaction of the current ordinance.
Mr. Despain said the proposed Inner Block Ordinance focuses on protecting the neighborhoods to
the detriment of promoting development. He said it was his understanding that the Planning
Commission wanted to be neutral in regards to promoting inner block development, but he said
now he is hearing that the Planning Commission wants to be on the positive side of neutral.

Mrs. Belmont said she likes the proposed Inner Block Ordinance, but there are some things that
still need to be improved. She said the primary concern with the inner block development is the
salvation of the neighborhood.
Councilman Taylor asked if the moratorium on the Inner Block can be extended.
Mr. Bennett said the moratorium shall be for 6 months or less. He said the moratorium cannot be
extended. Mr. Bennett said a separate moratorium would have to be declared.

Mr. Bennett expressed his concern about using subjectivity in the proposed Inner Block
Ordinance, as suggested by Mr. Fleming. He pointed out that laws are not supposed to change
with people, but are to apply to people across the board.
Mr. Richards said the present Inner Block Ordinance does not need to be changed.
Mr. Fleming suggested that the compromise be to preserve the present Inner Block Ordinance,
but add more of a design component to the present ordinance. He said he wants to see something
done in the inner blocks that is consistent with the architecture of the homes that are already in the
area.
Chairman Hadfield said he is concerned that a developer may request a certain number of units
because of the zone and the Planning Commission will have nothing in the ordinance that prevents
the developer from putting in the maximum density.

Councilman Taylor moved to table the proposed Inner Block Ordinance until a time when
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1 the Planning Commission can better determine what should be included in the present
2 ordinance or the proposed Inner Block Ordinance.
3
4 Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
5
6 Mr. Arbus and Mr. Georgeson said the Inner Block Ordinance should be on the next Planning

7 Commission Agenda.
8

9 Mr. Bennett pointed out that the City may be protected by the Pending Ordinance Doctrine, as
10 long as the Inner Block Ordinance is finished quickly.
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

All voted in favor of the motion. The motion to table the Inner Block Ordinance carried.
OTHER BUSINESS- RELOOK AT THE PREVIOUSLY APPROVED CONOCO STATION
AT 680 SOUTH 500 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He explained that the site plan for the Conoco Gas
Station as approximately 635 South 500 East was approved February 7, 1997, by the Planning
Commission. He said it was also approved by the City Council on February 14, 1997. Chairman
Hadfield said the Conoco Gas Station was going to be done by the Conoco Corporation, but now
the gas station is under private ownership. He pointed out that now that the gas station is under
private ownership there are some changes to the site plan, but the site pretty much remains the
same.
Chairman Hadfield said he was asked by the applicant if the changes were insignificant enough to
continue. He said he did not feel comfortable speaking for the whole Planning Commission, so he
invited the applicant to the Planning Commission to discuss the current plan.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the current plan does not have a car wash and the modular CStore or building has been expanded to cover the car wash area.
Chairman Hadfield turned the time over to the applicant, Mr. Ludlow.
Mr. Ludlow said the changes to the plan are insignificant. He said the footprint is still the same.
Mr. Ludlow said the building be a 3,400 square foot building, instead of a 3,200 square foot
building.

Mr. Georgeson asked about the parking.
Mr. Ludlow said there will be 18 or 19 parking spaces.
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1 Chairman Hadfield asked Rod what the requirement is for parking.
2

3 Rod said most convenience stores have 12 or 13 parking spaces.
4

5 Mr. Ric han asked if the 18 or 19 parking spaces include the employee parking.
6

7 Mr. Ludlow said three of the 19 parking spaces will be for employees.
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Mr. Ludlow said the sign will remain in the same location.
Councilman Taylor asked why the car wash is not going to be included.
Mr. Ludlow said the reason he is not including the car wash is because of the size of the land.

After the Planning Commission started looking at the current plan, it decided the changes were
not insignificant and requested that the plan come back to the Planning Commission for a full
review.
DISCUSSION ON PARKING REQUIREMENTS
Mr. Despain lead the discussion on the parking requirements. Mr. Despain referred the Planning
Commission to the memo he put together on the parking requirements.
Mr. Despain said a formal resolution needs to be put together on off-street parking.
Mr. Despain discussed the current parking requirements for theaters. He pointed out that the
standard parking requirement for theaters is one parking space for every two seats. He said when
people who want to put in a theater in American Fork hear the parking requirement, they go
somewhere else to put the theater.

Mr. Despain said the current parking requirement for theaters is in excess of what other cities
require. He said the number of parking spaces for theaters needs to be looked at.
Mr. Despain said he has put together a document that compares the parking requirements in other
cities and suggested that the Planning Commission members get a copy of the document to
review.
Chairman Hadfield said he is interested in the parking requirements for LDS Churches. He
pointed out that the current requirement for parking at LDS Churches is one parking space per
each three seats.
Chairman Hadfield said he will put parking requirements on the agenda again so the Planning
Commission has more time to discuss it.
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Mr. Despain asked the Planning Commission members to think about whether they want to
include the following things in the Parking Ordinance:
1.

Remote Space

2.

Joint Use

3.

Variance - For when someone says they do not need to meet the parking requirement and
the person can strongly show that they really do not need to meet the parking requirement.

4.

Changing the Parking Size

Mr. Despain said the current size requirement for a parking space is 10' X 20'. He suggested that
the size of the parking space could be 9' X 18'. Mr. Despain pointed out that the parking
requirements are 20 years old.
Mr. Despain brought up the Inner Block Ordinance again. He said he could make some changes
to the Inner Block Ordinance to make it more balanced. Mr. Despain pointed out that the City is
not obligated to have inner block projects.
SITE PLAN COMMITEE REPORT
Rod Despain had nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
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There was no other business.
ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Arbus moved to adjourn at 10:58 p.m. Pat Fleming seconded the motion. Voting as follows :
Aye, Bill Arbus, Michael Georgeson, Juel Belmont, J.H. Hadfield, Pat Fleming, Clark Taylor, and
Keith Ric han. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.

Melanie Marsh
Secretary
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
OCTOBER 1, 1997
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on October 1, 1997, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7 : 00 p.m.
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7 : 00 P . M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.

5.
6.
7.
8.

f

9.
10.
11.
12 .

Review and action on the September 17, 1997, minutes.
Review and action on a site plan for Ellsworth-Peck
Construction at 620 South 200 East.
Review and action on a revised site plan for a Conoco Gas &
Food Store at 675 South 500 East.
Review and action on an amended site plan for Doug Smith Auto
Dealerships at 505 West Main Street to allow for the
relocation of monument signs.
Review and action on a revision to the parking standards in
the Development Code.
Review and action on a revised site plan for Alpine Court at
60 North Grant Avenue .
Review and action on an inner block ordinance.
Review and action on a zone change request at 05 North 700
East from the existing PO-l and Rl-7500 zone to the R-3
Multiple Family Residential zone.
Review and action on Utah Valley Business Park Subdivision
Plat J at approximately 780 East Quality Drive.
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
Adjournment.

Dated this 23 day of September, 1997.

J . H. Hadfield, Chairman
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
OCTOBER 1, 1997

REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on October 1, 1997. Those
present included Bill Arbus, Michael Georgeson, Juel Belmont, J.H. Hadfield, Pat Fleming, Clark
Taylor, and Keith Richan. Staff present included Rod Despain, Howard Denney, Kevin Bennett,
and Melanie Marsh. Richard Colborn was excused.
Others present included Deanne Leatherman, Mr. Ludlow, Mr. Otterstrom, Lynn, Ned
Stephenson, Lynn Woodbury, Bob Schade, BYU Student; and Barbara Christiansen, a member of
the press.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE SEPTEMBER

17~

1997. MINUTES

Mr. Richan noted the following corrections to the September 17, 1997, Planning Commission
Minutes:
Page 2, Line 37, where it reads "the site to contain a 100-year storm" should be changed to read
"the site to contain the run-off from a 100-year storm." On Page 2, Line 3 7 it reads "Mr. Denney
said he is concerned the saturation may not be sufficient" should be changed to "Mr. Denney said
he is concerned the infiltration may not be sufficient." On Page 2, Line 3 8 "if the saturation is not
sufficient" should be changed to "if the infiltrations not sufficient," Page 2, Line 27 "there"
should be changed to their. Page 3, Line 17 should be changed from "preparation for a 100-year
storm" to "should provide for a 100-year storm." Page 4, Line 29 should be changed from "with
weeds" to "surrounded by weeds" . Page 7, Line 39 should be changed from "project two be" to
"project to be." Page 8, Line 43 should be changed from "sold out right" "sold out-right." Page
3 1, Line 3 1 should be changed from "the site plan are one in the same" to "the site plan are one
and the same." Page 11, Line 7 "man holes" should be changed to "manholes." Page 13, Line 6
should be changed from "he did re-word the grading" to "he did re-work the grading." Page 13,
Line 9 and 22, "Mr. Thompson" should be changed to "Mr. Thomson." Page 13, Line 42 should
be changed from "will include and item" to "will include an item." Page 20, Line 32 should be
changed from "expanded to cover the car wash" to "expanded to cover the car wash area."
Mr. Richan also had some concern about whether Juel Belmont made the statement on Page 16,
Line 41 where it reads "Mrs. Belmont said she would like to discourage inner block development,
but it is not the thrust of the Planning Commission to discourage inner block development. He
did not think Mrs. Belmont said "it is not the thrust of the Planning Commission to discourage
inner block development." Mrs. Belmont did not remember saying "it is not the thrust of the
Planning Commission to discourage inner block development. " She said that statement sounds
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like something Rod Despain would say, but it was attributed to her.
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Mr. Richan also suggested that the word "salvation" on Page 19, Line 21 be changed to
preservation.
Mr. Fleming suggested having the tape checked to see if Mrs. Belmont really said "it is not the
thrust of the Planning Commission to discourage inner block development. " He also suggested
having the tape checked to see ifMrs. Belmont said "salvation of the neighborhood." Mr.
Fleming said the minutes should reflect what it says on the tape. He pointed out that
preservation and salvation have very different meanings and the word "salvation" should not be
changed until the tape is checked.

Chairman Hadfield stated that he will check the tape to see if the minutes accurately reflect what
Mrs. Belmont said at the Planning Commission Meeting on September 17, 1997 during the inner
block discussion and he will report back to the Planning Commission.

Councilman Taylor moved approval of the September 17, 1997, minutes, with the noted
corrections and also noting the two statements made by Juel that Chairman Hadfield is
going to research and report back to the Planning Commission on October 15, 1997.
Mrs. Belmont seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked if there was any further discussion.

_.f

25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion. All voted in favor. The motion carried.
After the September 17, 1997, Planning Commission Minutes were approved with the changes,
Mr. Richan said he has a concern with the paragraph on Page 13, starting on Line 41. He read
the paragraph starting on Page 13, Line 41 where it discusses that Jockey Hollow Estates will
include an item in the Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions concerning soil investigations. Mr.
Richan asked when the Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions are entered into the sale
presentation.
Mr. Arbus said the Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions are presented at the time of the sale.

Mr. Richan said he does not know what the paragraph on Page 13, starting on Line 41 means.
Chairman Hadield pointed out that he recently purchased some property in St. George and at the
time of closing he had to certify that he had read and understood the Covenants, Conditions, and
Restrictions.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR ELLSWORTH-PECK CONSTRUCTION
AT 620 SOUTH 200 EAST
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Mr. Hadfield introduced this item. He pointed out that the Planning Commission has seen this
before in the form of an annexation request and a site plan. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that
the annexation is in process and the proposed site plan is in the approval stages.

Mr. Ellsworth said that they are proposing to build an office building for their construction
company and covered storage. He pointed out that the proposed building is to be built south of
the freeway .
Mr. Denney stated the engineering concerns. He said that .20CFS per acre should not be
exceeded in discharging into other points. He pointed out that the applicant has proposed a pond
area and some ways to detain the water on site. He said the calculations need to show that it is
big enough to detain the water.
Mr. Denney said the applicant has made the changes that the City has asked for. He
recommended approval of the proposed site plan.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain if he had any comments.
Mr. Despain said the annexation component is in process. He pointed out that the annexation
ordinance has been prepared by Richard Colborn. Mr. Despain pointed out that the annexation
agreement has been revised to include the specifics of the water rights to be conveyed.
Mr. Fleming asked Mr. Ellsworth what the height of the top of the covered storage is.
Mr. Ellsworth said that at the fence line the height is eight feet and sloping at a 1 to 4 slope,
which would be 12 feet at the far away side.
Mr. Fleming said the southbound lanes of I -15 are closet to the proposed building. He said the
northbound lanes are on the other side ofi-15. Mr. Fleming said it seems the back of the
building, which is the west elevation of the building is going to be facing the southbound lanes of
I -15. He pointed out that the beautiful facade on the east elevation is facing away from the
southbound lanes ofi-15 . Mr. Fleming said it would be better for Mr. Ellsworth's business to
turn the building around and have it face the other way. He said it looks like the building on the
east elevation is going to be nice looking and that side of the building is not facing anything. Mr
Fleming asked Mr. Ellsworth if he thought about the east elevation not facing the southbound
lanes ofi-15.
Mr. Ellsworth said the architect thought about the way the building is situated. He pointed out
that one thing nice is that on the south part they are getting fairly close to on grade. He said the
south part will be seen more prevalent coming from that direction. Mr. Ellsworth said that
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coming from the north, the building is a lot more hidden.
Mr. Despain asked what the character of the wall surface adjacent to the freeway is going to be.
He asked if the wall surface is going to be metal or block.
Mr. Ellsworth said the wall surface adjacent to the freeway will be split-face counter block.
Mr. Despain asked if the roof will be metal.
Mr. Ellsworth said the roof will be metal.

Councilman Taylor moved approval of the site plan for the Ellsworth-Peck Construction at
620 South 200 East.
Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
Mr. Georgeson asked if Councilman Taylor wanted to include in the motion subject to the
engineering concerns on drainage.

Councilmen Taylor amended his motion to include subject to the engineering concerns on
drainage.
Mr. Fleming seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Councilman
Taylor, and Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED SITE PLAN FOR A CONOCO GAS & FOOD
STORE AT 675 SOUTH 500 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He turned the time over to the applicant, Mr. Ludlow.
Mr. Ludlow said he met with the planning review committee and they presented six items, which
Mr. Ludlow has already addressed.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney to present the engineering concerns.
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The Planning Commission members had not received the memo from Mr. Ludlow.
Mr. Ludlow gave Chairman Hadfield a copy of the memo.

Chairman Hadfield said a copy of the memo will go with the official file.
Mr. Denney said he had three items that he wanted to address further. He said he discussed with
Mr. Ludlow the turning radius. Mr. Denney said the turn radius was less than the 15 foot 3 inch
radius ASHTO recommends. He said the radius is ok if the car is away from the building. Mr.
Denney pointed out that there is nothing confining a car. He said the curb radius have been taken
care of.
The second issue Mr. Denney discussed was the .2CFS drainage. He said .2CFS is the maximum
drainage that can leave the site using the standard of the 100-year runoff storm as the criteria.
Mr. Denney pointed out that the previous site plan was designed for a 10-year storm instead of a
100-year storm. Mr. Denney said the applicant is proposing to do an underground storage of
water through culverts. Mr. Denney asked Mr. Ludlow to explain the underground storage.
Mr. Ludlow said the proposed underground storage will be built with 48-inch ADS pipe. He
pointed out that the storage will store 18,885 cubic feet ofwater. Mr. Ludlow said the previous
site plan was approved with 10-year storm, but he was informed that the site needed to be
designed for a 100-year storm. Mr. Ludlow said he has given Mr. Denney the calculations for a
100-year storm. He said they are lowering the curbing, which will provide a pond area to handle
the additional 1600 cubic foot of water that will be required for a 100-year storm.
Mr. Denney said that the LDS Church was to sign off on the proposed building. He asked
Chairman Hadfield if he had heard from Mr. Wallace from the LDS Church.
Chairman Hadfield said that Mr. Ludlow has met with Mr. Wallace.
Mr. Ludlow said Mr. Wallace's main concern is the 100-year storm. He said Mr. Wallace also
expressed concern about oil separators. Mr. Ludlow said an additional oil separator has been put
in. He said one oil separator comes directly off the pump areas. He said the other oil separator
comes directly into the City's system. Mr. Ludlow explained that there is a shut off valve that will
prevent any gas or oil from escaping.
Mr. Ludlow said that he understood that as long as the 100-year storm requirement was met, Mr.
Wallace would not object to this project, which will be putting storm drainage into the storm
drain that crosses the LDS Church' s property
Mr. Denney said the plans show that the 48 inch storage area will be built with CMP. He
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recommended that the 48 inch storage area not be built with CMP because the site was stabilized
with slag and it also may be possible that there are hot soils that may corrode metal. Mr. Denney
said Mr. Ludlow has agreed to put in ADS pipe for the 48 inch storage unit, instead of the
corrugated metal pipe.
Mr. Ludlow said that he prefers ADS pipe. He pointed out that the earlier plans that were
approved required CMP. He said that he told Mr. Denney that ADS pipe would not be a problem
to use.
Chairman Hadfield said that knowing there is slag and knowing what slag does when it leaches
off, he cautioned Mr. Ludlow to be prepared to do some improvements to the utilities where the
water lines are serviced.
Mr. Ludlow said that whether there was a problem with soil or not, ADS pipe would be his
preference.
Mr. Richan asked what ADS means.
Mr. Ludlow said ADS is a corrugated, plastic pipe that the State Highway Department uses now.
Mr. Richan asked if the ADS pipe was going to be bedded in slag.

Mr. Ludlow explained that the site was stabilized with slag. He said that they may encounter slag,
but they are not proposing to use slag .
Mr. Despain said the sidewalk on the right-of-way adjacent to the west of the property indicates it
is to be a new 4-foot concrete sidewalk. He asked Mr. Ludlow if he is anticipating putting in the
new 4-foot concrete sidewalk on the right-of-way adjacent to the west property. He pointed out
that he is eligible for reimbursement for putting in the new sidewalk.
Mr. Ludlow said he is planning on putting in the new 4-foot concrete sidewalk.
Mr. Denney said the sidewalk will require an ADA ramp on the south end.
Chairman Hadfield said the rendering shows meandering sidewalks. He said most of the
sidewalks that are currently in place at the Utah Valley Business Park are straight.
Mr. Ludlow said he will put in whatever type of sidewalk the Planning Commission would like.

Mr. Despain said he prefers the informal or meandering sidewalks.
Chairman Hadfield said they need to look at what type of sidewalks are currently in place. He
said the other half of the project, which is the Taco Bell, has straight sidewalks. Chairman
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Hadfield said it may look foolish to have half the block with straight sidewalk and the bottom half
with meandering sidewalks.
Mr. Despain asked if there will be a bus stop facility at the south end of the property.
Chairman Hadfield said UTA currently stops at the corner of 620 South by Taco Bell. It was
discussed that a bus stop facility at the south end of the property was not an issue.
Mr. Despain said the site plan meets the parking requirements. He said the landscape provisions
also meet the statutory requirements. Mr. Despain said the plantings adjacent on 500 East do
conform to the landscape easements.
Mr. Georgeson pointed out that the dumpster will be located right next to 500 East, which is a
heavily traveled area. He said a berm or some plantings need to be around the dumpster. He said
the proposed location for the dumpster is tacky.
Mr. Ludlow said that the area the dumpster will be located is the most concealed area. He said
there will be a block wall around the dumpster.
Mr. Georgeson asked Mr. Ludlow why he would put the dumpster in an location that faces a
heavily traveled road and is the main entrance to the city.
Mr. Ludlow said the traffic on 500 East will be moving fairly rapidly.
Mr. Georgeson did not buy Mr. Ludlow's argument that the traffic on 500 East will be moving
rapidly as a good reason for the proposed dumpster location. He said if the planting remains alive
and the block wall maintained it's integrity and part of the wall was not broken when the
dumpster was put back in that would be fine, but he said the likelihood of the wall not being
broken and the planting staying alive is more than he would like to bear on one of the main
entrances to the city.
Mr. Fleming asked what kind of block will be around the dumpster.
Mr. Ludlow said the block will be a split or smooth block.
Mr. Fleming is concerned about graffiti on the block. He said the Planning Commission needs to
minimize any surfaces in the City that could possibly have graffiti. Mr. Fleming said it is better to
have textured or sloped block because textured or sloped block does not present a nice, flat
surface for an artist to draw on.
Mr. Ludlow said he does not have a problem with putting in textured or sloped block.
Mr. Despain suggested berming around the dumpster so most of the elevation around the

7

(

1
2

3
4
5
6
7

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
'"\')

)

dumpster is covered with raised grass and then tall planters would not be needed to hide the
dumpster.
Mr. Georgeson said he originally thought it was bermed.
Chairman Hadfield said the area around the dumpster will be bermed, but the berm was not going
to be the height of the dumpster. Chairman Hadfield said Mr. Ludlow could add to the height of
the berm.
Mr. Despain said there is 42 feet from the curb. He said in terms of slope, the berm does not have
to be abrupt. Mr. Despain said the berm could be quite gradual and the landscaping could be
quite natural.
Mr. Denney said he is also concerned about the trees around the corner of 680 South and the lane
that goes between Ernst and the proposed building because this intersection is a forty-five foot
triangle. He said the intersection around the corner of 680 South and the lane that goes between
Ernst and the proposed building is a full intersection with stop signs on it. Mr. Denney said this
intersection needs to be a clear vision intersection. He said the high planters on the corner need
to be pulled back.
Councilman Taylor asked Mr. Denney if he was talking about the south east corner.
Mr. Denney said he is talking about the south east corner.
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Mr. Despain said either the trees need to be moved back or they need to be pruned up so they do
not form an obstruction.
Mrs. Belmont said the proposed trees at this intersection are flowering thundercloud. She told
Mr. Ludlow that if he could choose a different kind of tree that is easily pruned up and will grow
much higher. Mrs. Belmont said thunderclouds are typically a shorter tree and are harder to trim
up. She said Mr. Ludlow could still have the landscaping, but with a different kind of tree.
Mr. Ludlow said maybe shrubs would be better around the corner of 680 South.
Mrs. Belmont said a lot of places use thornless Honey Locust, which grows fairly tall and you can
get the tree up 15 to 20 feet so the vision would not be obstructed.
After the discussion on the trees at the corner of 680 South, Chairman Hadfield asked if the
Planning Commission had any other comments.
Mrs. Belmont said she likes the meandering sidewalk.
Chairman Hadfield said the location of the monument sign that faces 500 East meets the
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Mr. Arbus moved to approve the revised plan for Conoco Gas & Food Store at 675 South
500 East with the following recommendations:
1.

ADS Pipe be used instead of CMP Pipe on the 100-year storm drain.

2.

The off-site sidewalk on 500 East will have an ADA ramp installed.

3.

There will be a berm as high as looks good around the trash enclosure.

4.

The trees on the south east corner will either be pulled back away from the corner of
the present location or a type of tree that can be pruned up will be planted so
that the side distances will be met.

Councilman Taylor seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Georgeson asked if there was an issue on the storm drains.
Mr. Denney said there was not an issue on the storm drains. He said Mr. Ludlow addressed how
the storm drains will be handled.
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Mr. Fleming said there will have to be a retaining wall around the berm.

Mr. Ludlow said there will be a retaining wall around the berm. He said it worries him to try to
berm to the top of the dumpster because it may not look good.
Mr. Arbus said he is also worried about berming to the top of the dumpster so that is why he said
in his motion "as high as looks good."
Councilman Taylor asked how high the wall is.
Mr. Ludlow said the wall is about 6 or 7 feet high.
Councilman Taylor said he thought the berm should be a minimum of 3 or 3 Yz feet high.
Mr. Fleming said if any of the surface is going to be exposed, it needs to be a split surface to help
discourage graffiti. He said it is going to be tough to keep the wall clean.
Mr. Arbus said he thinks once the Junipers start growing, it will not be a problem keeping the wall
clean.
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Mr. Fleming said that if the Planning Commission is going to require a deciduous tree on the
southeast corner, it needs to be a fairly large tree to begin with so there is the capacity to move up
and create enough space between the ground and the branching so it does not look weird and it
looks like a good size tree.
Mr. Arbus said he would rather leave the trees on the corner and go with something that is pruned
up .
Mr. Ludlow said side distance is a concern so smaller shrubs may be better.
Mr. Arbus pointed out that there are two trees on the corner. He said he would like to see one
tree stay fairly close to the corner, preferably the one on the 680 South and move the other tree
back. He said he would rather see the one big tree and one tree pruned up because he feels this
will really add to the site.
Mr. Ludlow said with the two trees on the corner, the side distance may be a problem.
Mr. Arb us asked Mrs. Belmont if she had any recommendations on the caliber of the tree.
Mrs. Belmont said there will be less problems if a bigger caliber is used. She suggested using a 2
or 2 1h inch caliber. She said a bigger caliber grows better and usually does not have to be
replaced.

"'1
+

25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

Mr. Fleming said if the Planning Commission is going to require that the tree be trimmed up, the
caliber needs to be bigger than 2 1h inches. He said either a substantial size tree needs to be put
on the corner so the branches can be trimmed and it looks good or they do not put a tree on that
corner at all.
Mrs. Belmont said it depends on the variety of the tree. She pointed out that some types of trees
will grow fairly rapidly with a 2 1h inch caliber.
Mr. Fleming said the problem with rapid is that for 2 or 10 years the tree is fairly low with
branches hanging over. He said if the tree was an older, more established tree it could be pushed
up higher so that the desired side distances would be achieved. Mr. Fleming said the Planning
Commission should either require a big tree so the branches are way off the ground or they
require shrubs.
Mr. Fleming said a 2 1h caliber tree is not big enough. He said he would rather see a 4-inch
caliber tree put in so that the tree is way up in the air. Mr. Fleming said for safety, a bigger tree
would be better.
Mr. Arbus suggested that the Planning Commission require a 4-inch caliber tree.
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Councilman Taylor said he is all in favor of the trees, but he cautioned the Planning Commission
to think about how high the tree really has to be so that the view is not obstructed. He pointed
out that if someone is driving a big truck or a suburban, the tree is going to have to be a
substantially large tree.
Councilman Taylor said that the whole equation needed to be looked out. He said that if there are
two mammoth trees on the southeast corner and the rest of the area does not have big trees, it
does not fit. He said he wants the trees on the corner, but one tree may need to be pulled farther
back and put another tree farther north.
Chairman Hadfield said another issue that needs to be considered is that the owner of the
property, Woodbury Corporation, may have some CC&R' s that outline the landscaping
requirements. He said that Mr. Ludlow needs to comply with the wishes of the Planning
Commission and the Woodbury Corporation and still have clear side distances.
After a lengthy discussion concerning the trees on the southeast corner, Chairman Hadfield called
for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, and Mr.
Richan. The motion passed unanimously.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED SITE PLAN FOR DOUG SMITH AUTO
DEALERSHIPS AT 505 WEST MAIN STREET TO ALLOW FOR THE RELOCATION OF
MONUMENT SIGNS
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He turned the time over to Deanne Leatherman from
Young Electric Signs.
Mrs. Leatherman explained that the sales person involved with Young Electric signs did not get
approval from all the people involved so when the people involved with Doug Smith Auto saw
the approved sign, they said that is not what they had in mind. She said they now have approval
from the people at Doug Smith Auto on an amended site plan for the monument signs.
Mrs. Leatherman said that she believes the amended site plan is a better plan than was originally
presented.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the Planning Commission approved Doug Smith Chrysler
Plymouth on West Main Street and the monument signs were rendered in different location on the
site plan. He said when they came back they encroached on 45 foot clear side distance. Chairman
Hadfield said that because they were dealing with two separate dealerships on one plat, the
Planning Commission thought the two dealerships had the potential of being sold off as two
different dealerships, so the Planning Commission wanted to see where the potential property line
would be so that there would be one monument sign associated with each dealership.
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Mr. Denney did not have any engineering concerns. He said the relocation of the
monument signs is a better location for visibility.
Chairman Hadfield ask if Mr. Despain had any concerns.
Mr. Despain said he also concurs that the relocation of the monument signs is a better location
than before. He pointed out that this is the third time the Planning Commission has looked at the
site plan for the monument signs. Mr. Despain recommended that the amended site plan move
forward.
Mrs. Belmont asked how tall the signs are going to be.
Mr. Despain said he does not have the information on how tall the signs will be, but the signs do
conform with the monument sign ordinance.

Councilman Taylor moved to approve the amended site plan for Doug Smith Auto
Dealerships at 505 West Main Street to allow for the relocation of monument signs.
Mr. Despain asked Councilman Taylor if he would include in his motion a finding that this
represents an insignificant amendment to the site plan.
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Councilman Taylor added to his motion the finding that the relocation of the monument
signs is an insignificant amendment.
Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
Mr. Fleming asked if the relocation of the monument signs has any baring on State Road.
Mr. Despain said the relocation of the monument signs does have a baring on State Road and this
is part of the reason the monument signs are being moved.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Councilman
Taylor and Mr. Richan. The motion passed unanimously.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISION TO THE PARKING STANDARDS IN THE
DEVELOPMENT CODE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain stated that at the last planning commission meeting he distributed a copy of the green
sheets, which deal with off-street parking. He pointed out that the primary portion of the green
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sheet provisions that are typically looked at is the number of parking spaces. Mr. Despain said
there are other provisions in the greens sheets that relate to whether remote parking is permitted
and whether or not the basis of square footage is gross area of net area. He said there are a lot of
questions that are asked about remote parking and about whether the bases of square footage is
gross area or net area.
Mr. Despain said the provisions in the green sheets have not been followed very well. He said the
parking standards have been in place for 20 years. Mr. Despain said in an effort to clarify the
parking requirements, he has given the Planning Commission the beginnings of a draft for a
resolution for revising the off-street parking standards. He pointed out that he also put a copy of
a discussion draft that further discusses the parking standards at each of the Planning
Commissioner's desks.
Mr. Despain stated that the discussion draft does two things: (1) it attempts to clarify some of the
questions raised with regards to certain uses and the parking requirements of certain uses,
specifically matters dealing with the gross or net leasable area as the basis for determining the
standard. Mr. Despain said there has also been some discussion in the past about the parking
requirements for motels with or without restaurants.

Mr. Despain said there has also been some discussion about the adequacy of parking requirements
for office spaces. He said that on Page 2 of Discussion Draft #2, it attempts to address the issue
of parking requirements for offices spaces by identifying office buildings with fixed interior walls
as one parking space for every two hundred square feet of gross floor area, which is the current
standard. Mr. Despain said the draft ordinance also address the parking requirement for office
buildings with movable interior walls.
Mr. Despain said the Discussion Draft #2 also attempts to address the parking requirement for
churches with single session occupancy and overlapping session occupancy.

Mr. Despain said there have also been some questions about what the required number of spaces
would be for a long term patient care facility.
Mr. Despain said the Discussion Draft #2 is similar to the parking standards the City has. He
pointed out that the Discussion Draft #2 also attempts to address the subject of the number or
parking spaces more clearly than what the current resolution does.
Mr. Despain referred the Planning Commission to Page 3, Item 4, which discusses other uses, of
Discussion Draft #2. He pointed out that the current resolution does not have a standard that
addresses the notion of uses that are not identified.
Mr. Despain that Item 4 on Page 3 of Discussion Draft #2 proposes for uses not identified there
be a determination by the Planning Commission. He said the current standard is for the Board of
Adjustments to make the determination with regards to other uses. Mr. Despain said he does not
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feel the Board of Adjustments are inclined to address the issue of what is an appropriate number
of parking spaces, which is a more detailed matter .
Mr. Despain pointed out that the determination of others uses will be based on the requirements
of the most comparable use specified herein, or upon an independent determination of parking
requirements for such use in other areas, at the discretion of the Planning Commission. He said
the reason for Item 4 in Draft Ordinance #2 is in case someone comes along with something that
is not in the resolution or is not comparable.
Mr. Despain said that Item 5 of Discussion Draft #2 addressed a new component, which is
adjustments permitted. He said there currently is not a provision that allows adjustments. Mr.
Despain said the dilemma is that the City is often approached on the notion that the initial tenants
do not need that certain parking requirement. He asked if the parking requirements should be set
at less than what it would be typically or should the parking requirements be set on the basis that
there is the likelihood that there will be a replacement tenant that may require a higher standard.
Mr. Despain said he can see some adjustment if there is some use that has a strong probability of a
long term occupancy. He said that retail/commercial should be looked at in the long haul, rather
than just looking at the initial tenant.
Mr. Despain said that if the adjustment provision is added, the Planning Commission will see a lot
of requests to make adjustments.
Chairman Hadfield said he encouraged Mr. Despain to put something in the proposed parking
requirements about adjustments because he wants to have some options so that the door is not
slammed on some projects right away. He said he can see the potential in certain areas to adjust
the parking requirements. Chairman Hadfield gave the example of a park-n-ride for a commuter
rail, most of the people are gone during normal working hours, but in the same location there may
be a multi-screen theater whose hours are other than normal working hours. Chairman Hadfield
said there may be some trade-offs.
Mr. Despain said the downside to having discretion built into the standard, is that there will be
increased requests to make adjustments to the parking requirements. He said what is clearly
evident on one person's part may not be clearly evident on the Planning Commission part, but that
does not deter people from making the request or adjustments.
Mr. Fleming asked if there is an option to petition to the City Council to override the Planning
Commission.
Mr. Despain said in almost all cases if the applicant does not like the Planning Commission' s
decision, the applicant can make a petition to the City Council. He explained that when the
Planning Commission is making the determinations, it is acting in an administrative capacity; not a
legislative capacity.
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Mr. Fleming asked Mr. Despain if he was saying that not only will the Planning Commission see
more petitions for deviance from the standard, but the City Council may also get more requests
for deviation from the standard.
Mr. Despain said the section that deals with adjustments is the same process that is used for
commercial site plans. He said the Planning Commission has the approval responsibility and the
City Council has the appellate authority.
Mr. Arbus asked if the clause that deals with adjustments is included in the parking requirements,
won't the Planning Commission be opening the box up to look at everything. He said the
adjustment clause on Page 3 of Draft #2 is opening the box up more than it is giving the Planning
Commission leeway. Mr. Arbus said the Planning Commission already has leeway to ask the City
Council to make adjustments.
Mr. Despain said anything that has a City Council approval already, such as a large scale
development or anything that is dealing with a legislative approval (i.e. PUDS, development plans
in the GC-2 Zone or P-I Zones) go automatically to the City Council, the parking requirements
would go in the form of a recommendation to the City Council. He said there may be an appeal
for commercial site plans and other site plans that do not automatically go to the City Council.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the Planning Commission does not have the authority to grant
changes to a planned unit development because the approval authority lies with the City Council
already and that will not change.
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Mr. Arbus said the adjustment clause is opening the door wider and making it so the applicant can
come back and ask for something different, instead of the Planning Commission being able to tell
the applicant that he or she does not have enough parking for the ordinance and will need to go
back to the drawing board and do what it says in the ordinance.
Mr. Despain said that if there is a justification or a felt justification for a modification, the
Planning Commission will get them. He said increased appeals and discretion are parallel
concepts. He said if the Planning Commission wants discretion, it will have to be willing to field
the people who want to take advantage of the discretion. Mr. Despain said the easiest ordinance
is one that says thou shall not. He said the minute discretion is included, the opportunity is
introduced for people to make an appeal to convince the Planning Commission.
Mr. Despain said that Mrs. Belmont has continually raised the notion of design review. He said
that one does not get any closer to discretionary use than design review. Mr. Despain said he has
sensed that the Planning Commission is headed into a more discretionary or general attitude
towards the approval process, so that is why he included the adjustment clause.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that the Planning Commission go over the entire Discussion Draft
#2 for parking requirements tonight and then have a further discussion of this draft on October
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Mr. Despain pointed out that Section 4 of Discussion Draft #2 addresses the notion of the
location of off-street parking areas. He said there has been some discussion about whether or not
remote parking spaces are permitted. Mr. Despain said that in the green sheets it says remote
parking spaces are permitted under certain circumstances.

Mr. Despain said the language in Section 4 of Discussion Draft #2 emulates the current parking
standard, but it does add one other provision that discusses that "the substitute location be equal
in convenience for access to the proposed project with other off-street parking provided in
support of adjacent development; or provide cross easement agreements authorizing the mutual
occupancy of the adjacent parking areas."
Mr. Despain said Item 3 of Section 4 on Page 4 of Discussion Draft #2 addresses the irreversible
commitment that the substitute lot is forever tied to parking, which is different than the current
parking requirements. He said the City has had some experience in regards to the substitute lot.
Mr. Despain pointed out that a subdivider some years ago came to the city and said he did not
have enough parking on site and asked to have some parking adjacent to the property. He
pointed out that over time the substitute lot ended up with four-plexes on it because the city had
forgotten the substitute lot was already committed for parking to another project. He said the
practical effect of the provision that discusses substitute lots, which is Item 3 under Section 4, is
that the development rights are given up for the substitute parking.
Mr. Despain pointed out that Section 6 of Discussion Draft #2 discusses vehicular access to
parking facilities and circulation. He said section 6 makes good sense because there has to be
internal circulation so that people do not have to drive out on the public street in order to re-enter
the parking lot.
Mr. Despain said Section 7 of Discussion Draft #2 discusses parking areas to be located within
the same zone as primary use. He pointed out that there have been circumstances along State
Street where the zone boundary is 150 feet deep and people have asked to be able to put all there
building in the commercial zone, which is adjacent and to be able to put the parking in the
residential zone.
Mr. Despain said section 10 of Discussion Draft #2 deals with the design standards, which have to
do with the size of spaces. He stated that the current standard for right angle parking requires a
20-foot depth and 9-foot width. Mr. Despain asked what the provision should be for right angle
parking. He suggested that the current standard of a 9-foot width for right angle parking is not
unrealistic, but the current length of 20 feet may be too long.
Mr. Despain suggested changing the depth dimension for right angle parking from 20 feet to 18
feet.
Mr. Denney pointed out that when the 45 degree parking was done at the temple there was a
problem. He said the depth dimension should start from at least the back of the curb, rather than
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Chairman Hadfield opened the discussion up for questions or comments.
Mr. Fleming referred the Planning Commission to Page 2 of Discussion Draft #2 where it
discusses office buildings moveable interior walls (cubicles). He pointed out that in the State of
Utah's office buildings, the minimum cubicle size is 64 square feet, which is 8' X 8'.
Mr. Despain said the 64 square feet cubicle does not meet the proposed standard for parking in
Discussion Draft #2. He explained that the 15 0 square feet of area comes by assuming a 10' X 12'
cubicle size and allowing 20% for the hallways.
Mr. Fleming questioned whether the proposed standard of parking spaces for office buildings with
moveable interior walls is too generous. He said if an office building has smaller cubicles than
10' X 12', there will not be enough parking.
Mr. Despain said he does not know what the magic number is for the number of parking spaces
for office buildings with moveable interior walls. He pointed out that the Planning Commission
needs to realize that one parking space for every 200 square feet is clearly not enough.
Mr. Georgeson asked Mr. Despain if he had done any research to find out if there are national
standards for the number of parking spaces required at office buildings.
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Mr. Despain said he had not done any research to find out if there are national standards for the
number of parking spaces required at office buildings.
Mr. Fleming suggested that Mr. Despain call DCFM to find out what the standard cubicle size is
so there will be some rationale for a standard number of parking spaces required at office
buildings with cubicles.
Mr. Despain said he will call DCFM. He said he will also visit Dentrix and Intel to see what
cubicle size they are using.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that one of the big suppliers of modular furniture is Herman
Miller. He suggested that Mr. Despain check with Herman Miller to find out the average cubicle
SIZe .

Chairman Hadfield asked the Planning Commission to take the time at home to review Discussion
Draft #2 in more detail. He said he will put it back on the agenda for further discussion.
Mr. Despain encouraged the Planning Commission to let him know of any specific use that needs
a standard by itself. He said one use that he has thought of is the stacking requirements for driveins. Mr. Despain said drive-ins refers to drive-up windows for fast-food restaurants, banks and
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There was no further discussion of Discussion Draft #2 concerning parking standards.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED SITE PLAN FOR ALPINE COURT AT 60 NORTH
GRANT AVENUE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He then turned the time over to Mr. Otterstrom, the
applicant for Alpine Court.
Mr. Otterstrom said he is present to request more square footage of the building.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney to present the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said one engineering concern is the design of the wall over the river. He pointed out
that Mr. Otterstrom is proposing to have a foundation wall for the proposed culvert and then
there will be staggering into the culvert to put the baring wall or column.
Mr. Denney said the headroom is being cut down in the culvert, so it will be difficult for Bobcats
to be able to get into the area needed to clean out the culvert. Mr. Denney said there cannot be
a protrusion into the top of the culvert.

Mr. Denney said he is also concerned with the grease trap and the 100-year storm calculations.
He said he has to make sure the velocities in the grease trap are not exceeded. Mr. Denney said
he also needs to be sure that .2CFS is the maximum discharge per acre.
Mr. Denney said that he also has some questions about off-street parking.
Mr. Despain expressed concern about the remote parking. He said he is not sure if the remote
parking will meet the 200-foot requirement.
Mr. Despain said he is concerned because the site plan shows Mr. Grant's property as part of the
proposed site plan, but Mr. Grant's property is not part of the site plan. He said the full extent of
the site plan should be where it says retail shops and what is defined at the Clement's property on
the site plan.
Mr. Despain questioned whether all of the Clement's property would be committed to the offstreet parking. He said he would not commit all of the Clements property to off-street parking.
Mrs. Belmont said she has an objection to the retail shops covering the American Fork River. She
said it looks like the applicant is now asking for more space across the river to the edge of the
road.
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Mr. Otterstrom said he is asking for more space in width going east, but not more space in depth
going south.
Mrs. Belmont asked Mr. Otterstrom how many shops he is planning on putting in.
Mr. Otterstrom said he was planning on putting in 6 shops.
Mr. Otterstrom said there is enough elevation to raise the box culvert so the beam will have the
proper head clearance for a Bobcat. He pointed out that the existing culvert is about 7 Y2 feet.
Mr. Otterstrom said there is another 1 Y2 feet of clearance that the box culvert could be raised,
which would cover the 100-year flood calculation.
Mr. Ric han said it seems like there are two issue (1) the volume of water and how to keep it
moving (2) the construction features ofthe building and how it is going to be sustained and
maintained.
Mr. Otterstrom said the culvert has been designed by a professional engineer. He said the design
and calculations have been submitted to the State Department of Natural Resources along with
the application to cover the canal. He pointed out that the design and calculations have been
reviewed by 26 points within the State and he has been granted an application to cover the canal.
There was some discussion as to whether Mr. Denney is trained to address all the issues regarding
the canal, the construction features of the building and how it is going to be maintained. Mr.
Denney said he is not well-trained to determine geo-technical matters, but the applicant is
required to submit a report that can be reviewed.
Mr. Denney said he would not want to put his building on something that is going to cave in. He
said it does not matter to him if the design was done professionally. He said the building should
not be put on top of the culvert.
Councilman Taylor said that the last time the Planning Commission saw the proposed site plan for
Alpine Court, it asked Mr. Otterstrom to show different treatments of the canal. He said he sees
not attempt to expose the creek at all.
Mr. Otterstrom said Councilman Taylor is correct that there is no attempt to expose the creek, He
said the Army Corps of Engineers agrees with him that there is a safety issue if the canal is left
exposed. He stated that the canal is 9 or 10 feet deep with shear sides. Mr. Otterstrom said the
Armory Corps ofEngineers also said the canal is a sanitation problem and that the best treatment
would be to cover the canal.
Councilman Taylor asked Mr. Otterstrom what reason the Army Corps gave for why the canal is
a sanitation problem.
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Mr. Otterstrom said the Army Corps said the canal is a sanitation problem because of it's
openness.
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Mrs. Belmont said she finds it ludicrous that the canal is a sanitation problem.
Mr. Otterstrom stated that the canal is completely overgrown with trees and there is a lot of
debris and tires in the canal.

Mr. Fleming said Mr. Otterstrom is using the sanitation issue as a way to get more retail space
over the river. He pointed out that this is the third or fourth time Mr. Otterstrom has been to the
Planning Commission and the Planning Commission still has seen nothing different in regards to
the treatment of the canal.
Mr. Otterstrom said the only treatment is to landscape the canal.
Mr. Fleming asked Mr. Otterstrom why he does not make some changes to the treatment of the
canal so that the Planning Commission has some different options to choose from.

Mr. Otterstrom said the last time the Planning Commission discussed the proposed site plan for
Alpine Court, it was agreed that he would put a fountain in or put in dry landscaping.
Mr. Fleming told Mr. Otterstrom that the Planning Commission is used to working with people
who are willing to make some changes and are willing to give and take. He said he feels like Mr, .
Otterstrom is dealing the same hand over and over. Mr. Fleming said no one is winning when Mr.
Otterstrom continues to bring back the same plan over and over.
Mr. Otterstrom said the last time the Planning Commission passed the site plan, it passed it with
coverage of the canal.

The Planning Commission Members told Mr. Otterstrom that they did not pass anything on
Alpine Court the last time they saw it.
Mr. Despain said there was an earlier version of the site plan subject to 10 or 12 items.
Mr. Fleming asked Mr. Despain if one of the conditions was to cover the river.
Mr. Despain said he does not remember the conditions.
Mrs. Belmont told Mr. Otterstrom that the Planning Commission has asked him not to cover the
nver.
Mr. Otterstrom said the Planning Commission asked him to meet with Central Bank to talk about
a treatment for the pathway. He said he has spoken with Matt Packer, Vice President of Central
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Bank. Mr. Otterstrom said Mr. Packer said he is aware that the City is going to do are-treatment
of the stream and there is a fountain issue. Mr. Otterstorm said Mr. Packer said he is going torelandscape at Central Bank. Mr. Otterstrom said he thought he would just re-landscape upon top
of the culvert.
Mrs. Belmont said she does not remember discussing landscaping upon top of the culvert. She
said the Planning Commission asked that the building be pulled back to allow the river to stay
exposed.
Mr. Otterstrom said the length of the building has not changed. He said he is asking to increase
the width.
Chairman Hadfield said the outside wall of the earlier proposed building stopped before it got to
the edge of the river.
Mr. Denney said the columns of the earlier proposed building were at the edge of the river, but
the foundation wall stopped before the edge of the river.
Chairman Hadfield said the building may have stayed the same, but it appears on the site plan that
the building has now shifted to the east so that now portions of the building are over the top of
the river.
Mr. Denney said that he can not distinguish the foundation wall of the building compared to the
wall of the creek and he would like some better detail in this area.
Mr. Otterstorm said the wall of the building has not changed at all. He said the setback has not
changed on each side. Mr. Otterstrom said the width is the only thing that has changed since it
was passed last time.
Mr. Arbus said that he does not remember passing anything last time.
Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission approved the building at 10,600 square feet or
something around that area.
Mr. Otterstorm suggested that the Planning Commission check what size the building was
approved at. He wanted the Planning Commission to check the size the building was approved so
that it can see that the building length has not changed.
Chairman Hadfield said the size of the building was approved at one meeting and then the site
plan came back again to the Planning Commission to discuss off-street parking.
Mr. Arbus said a smaller building was approved at one Planning Commission Meeting, but the last
time the Planning Commission saw the site plan nothing was passed.
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Mr. Arbus addressed the issue of remote parking. He said the green sheets suggest that the
property be adjacent for off-site parking, not something radically different. Mr. Arbus said the
proposed off-street parking deviates from the off-street parking standards .
Mr. Georgeson pointed out that the last time the Planning Commission reviewed the site plan, he
expressed that he has difficulty with the small amount of remote parking. He said he still has
difficulty with the small amount of remote parking. Mr. Georgeson said the remote parking is
further away from the building than he would like it.
Mr. Arbus asked where the line is drawn in regards to further away when discussing remote
parking. He pointed out that the green sheets suggest that the adjacent property should be used
for remote parking.
Mr. Georgeson said he understands what Mr. Arbus is saying about remote parking being
adjacent, but he said the adjacent property issue still leaves it as open as anything else. He said
that remote parking should be tied to a distance.
Mr. Despain said the current standard for remote parking is adjacent property or 200 feet.
Mr. Despain said the remote parking on the site plan is about 250 feet.
Mr. Georgeson said there seems to be some misunderstandings that need to be clarified. He said
he is unsure where the Planning Commission is right now. Mr. Georgeson said he understands
that according to Mr. Otterstrom the only thing that has changed is that the width of the building
has been increased and additional parking is now required because of the increase in square
footage in the retail shops. He said the additional parking required is to be on the Clements'
property.
Mr. Otterstrom said the culvert has been covered since the first version on. He pointed out that
the Planning Commission had eleven items that needed to be addressed and he said he has tried to
address all eleven items. Mr. Otterstrom said the eleventh item dealt with how the area would be
landscaped. He said the Planning Commission also asked him to study the area and contact
Central Bank .
Mr. Otterstrom said that it his property and he has obtained the permit to cover the canal. He
said he intends to follow the building code to cover the canal. Mr. Otterstrom said that even if the
building is pulled back, there is still the issue of sanitation. He said he wants the canal covered
because it is a safety issue. Mr. Otterstrom said there are people that walk and ride bikes close
the canal. He said he just wants to finish covering the 1/3 of the canal that is on his property.
Chairman Hadfield said there is some concern about what is in the previous minutes regarding the
proposed site plan for Alpine Court so he took a ten minute break to pull out and review the
previous minutes that discussed Alpine Court.
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After Chairman Hadfield reviewed the Planning Commission Minutes of July 16, 1997; which
discussed Alpine Court, a copy of the minutes were given to each Planning Commission Member
and to Mr. Otterstrom.
Mr. Otterstrom read the motion made by Mr. Fleming on Page 4 of the July 16, 1997 , Planning
Commission Minutes. He said he did try to address the issues set forth in the motion made on
July 16, 1997.
Mr. Fleming said the site plan that the Planning Commission originally discussed was a 10,000
square foot building and now the building is proposed at 13,000 square feet. He said he
remembers Mr. Denney talking about the columns coming down to support the roof overhang,
which were over the channel. He said now the building is located on the canal.

There was some discussion that Mr. Otterstrom never attended the RDA meeting.
Mr. Otterstrom said that his architect never heard back from Mayor Green that there was going to
be an RDA Meeting. He said his builder just told him that the building was lengthened a little bit,
but most of the 3,000 square feet came from widening the building. Mr. Otterstrom said the
proposed building at 13,000 square has moved onto the canal about two to three feet .

Chairman Hadfield said he remembers a discussion that the detail was not sufficient for the city
engineer to be able to tell the actual location of the foundation wall in relationship to the river
wall.
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Mr. Denney said he was concerned when the columns were located on top of the canal structure.
He said he is still concerned that the columns are still on top of the canal stucture. Mr. Denney
said now he is also concerned that there is a foundation wall on top of the canal.
Mr. Denney said at the last Planning Commission , there was discussion about loading on the river
and now everything is loaded over top of the river. He said he wanted to see no lateral pressure
put on the sidewalls.
Mr. Otterstrom said engineering wise the building on the river has been checked out and
everything is fine .

Mr. Denney said the building should not be on the river because sometime the top over the river
may have to be taken off to get a plug out. He said they do not want to have to tear down the
building plus the structure to get a plug out. Mr. Denney said there should be a free span across
the river.
Mr. Otterstrom pointed out that there are other buildings that span the river.
Mr. Denney said that buildings do not span the river since the current zoning ordinance.
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Mr. Fleming said the Planning Commission cannot correct a 40 to 50-year old building that is
already over the river. He said the Planning Commission would be remiss if they allowed the
building to span the river and there was a situation where they had to tear down the building to
get a plug out.
Mrs. Belmont told Mr. Otterstrom that he is missing the point. She pointed out that the Planning
Commission has asked him not to build over the river. Mrs. Belmont said the Planning
Commission has tried to beautify the City for several years. She said one of the Planning
Commission' s goals is to try to uncover the river as much as possible.
Mr. Otterstrom asked if the Planning Commission would allow him to divert the river back into
the setback space and call that his landscaping.
Mrs. Belmont told Mr. Otterstrom that he is ignoring the Planning Commission's suggestion
about not covering the river.
Mr. Otterstrom said he is now giving the Planning Commission an alternative in regards to
carving the river back. He said his permit from the State allows him to change the course of the
river on his property.
Mr. Denney asked Mr. Otterstrom how his permit from the State allows him to change the course
of the river. He said there is no detail on the proposed site plan that shows that the course of the
river is to be changed.
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Mr. Otterstrom said that the proposed site plan does not show that the course of the river will be
changed because he just made the proposal.
Mr. Otterstrom asked who is going to be responsible for the safety of people, if he pulls the
building back. He asked who was going to take liability if some child falls into the river.
Mr. Denney asked who is going to clean out the culvert if it plugs.
There was some discussion about who is responsible to clean out the culvert. Mr. Denney said he
did not know who is responsible to clean out the culvert.
Mr. Otterstrom wanted to know what redeeming value is it for the City to have the area around
the canal turned into a small60-foot park. He said he keeps hearing how beautiful the canal is,
but he does not see the beauty. Mr. Otterstrom said the canal is full of trees and it is filthy. He
said the Board of Health would probably want the river covered.
Mrs. Belmont said the redeeming value of having the canal opened and landscaped around is open
water and a walking path.
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Mr. Richan asked what Mrs. Belmont's rational is for keeping the canal open. Mr. Richan said
the walking path will not come down as far as Mr. Otterstrom's property.
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Mrs. Belmont said there is a way to get the walking path down from 300 North. She said anytime
planning is done, beauty ought to be a part of the planning. Mrs. Belmont said open water is
beautiful.
Mr. Richan pointed out that there is not always water in the canal.
Mrs. Belmont said she feels the canal should be left open. She said she would also like to see the
walkway come down as far as it can into town.
Mr. Otterstrom said that at the last Planning Commission Meeting, it was discussed that the
walking path terminates north of his property.
Mrs. Belmont said the walking path will continue clear down underneath the freeway and go to
the lake shore.
Councilman Taylor said what Juel is saying is that the Planning Commission is trying to provide a
path so people can have a walking experience. He pointed out that the Provo walking path was
not welcomed with open arms, but people now love the walking path.
Councilman Taylor said his biggest complaint with Mr. Otterstrom's proposal is that the Planning
Commission asked for a treatment of the canal and Mr. Otterstrom did not do anything different.
He pointed out that Mr. Otterstrom did not even bother to check into anything different and try to
explain why nothing can be done different with the canal.
Mr. Otterstrom said that he has met with Chairman Hadfield and discussed different options. He
said that he has not completly blown off the Planning Commission.
Mr. Otterstrom just kept bring up the safety issue and who is going to be responsible, if the canal
is left open. He said he does not want to be responsible for people's safety.
Mr. Fletning said there may be a point that the City may see it as a benefit to purchase some water
rights and try to keep more water in the canal on a year around basis.
Mr. Fleming said that the Planning Commission is used to dealing with people who will give and
take. He told Mr. Otterstrom that he is not making any compromises. Mr. Fleming asked Mr.
Otterstrom to come up with a solution in regards to the canal.
Mr. Otterstrom asked what is he going to do with the canal if he does not cover it.
Councilman Taylor said that there has been discussions about putting some fountains in, but
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Mr. Otterstrom said he is willing to do any type of landscaping.
Mr. Fleming said he does not want to approve the site plan for Alpine Court until he feels like
there is some compromise made by Mr. Otterstrom. He said he would like Mr. Otterstrom to
take the first step to come up with something to open the channel up and do some landscaping
around it. He said he would like to have a small ribbon park.

Mr. Arbus asked how far the building was widened on the new proposed site plan.
Mr. Otterstrom said the building was widened about 9 feet.
Mr. Arbus suggested that the width remain at the present width and go back to the original square
footage of 10, 000 square feet. He said if the square footage was only 10, 000 square feet, Mr.
Otterstrom would not have to buy extra property for parking. Mr. Arbus said smaller square
footage of the building would also pull the building back away from the river and allow some area
for treatment of the canal. He said if the building was pulled back away from the river, Mr.
Otterstrom would not have to spend extra money to cover up the river.

Lynn, who works with Mr. Otterstrom, suggested moving the whole building to the west.
Mr. Arbus asked what the side setback is.
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Lynn said Albertston's side setback is 7 feet.
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Lynn said if the whole building is moved to the west, there will be more room to work with the
nver.
Mr. Arbus said that if the building is brought back down to 10, 000 square feet and moved back,
there will be plenty of room to work with the river.
Councilman Taylor asked what the landscaping requirement is.
Mr. Despain said the landscaping requirement in this zone is whatever the applicant can talk the
Planning Commission into. He pointed out that the standard landscaping requirement in all zones,
where there is a standard, is 10 percent.
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Councilman Taylor said that he does not have a problem with moving the building west and
allowing the applicant to keep the building at 13, 000 square feet.
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Mr. Fleming told Mr. Otterstrom that if he would be willing to show a different treatment on the
river or come up with a ribbon park that would be an attraction to the development, the Planning
Commission will work with Central bank on their part. He said he just wants to come with
something that benefits Mr. Otterstrom's business and the City.
Mr. Georgeson said he would like to think of a way that the building can be worked with on the
east side. He said if the building can be moved away from the river that would be a lot easier.

Councilman Taylor asked Mr. Otterstrom and Lynn to bring the Planning Commission something
it can work with. He said there is something that will make the proposed area aesthetically
pleasing and that can tie into Central Bank.
Lynn asked what the Planning Commission is in visioning along the river.
Councilman Taylor said there could be a box culvert and on top of the box culvert there could be
some runoff for a little creek. He encouraged Mr. Otterstrom to set a high standard.
Mr. Fleming pointed out that there is a fountain representation of the Canyons of the Wasatch at
Liberty Park in Salt Lake that has water flowing through it. He said there still could be some
water in this area so that there is a representation of the historic significance of the American Fork
River.
Mr. Fleming suggested that Mr. Otterstrom get a landscape architect and come back to the
Planning Commission with a some different renditions. He asked Mr. Otterstrom to show the
Planning Commission a ribbon park with some water features.
Mr. Despain asked if Dr. Grant has given Mr. Otterstrom permission to box the river through his
property. He said from the site plan presented he assumes Dr. Grant has given Mr. Otterstrom
permission to box the river.
Mr. Otterstrom said that the architect made a mistake on the site plan with regards to boxing the
river on Dr. Grant's property. He said Dr. Grant has given his permission for him to work on his
property to do the interface, but the culvert is not like what is presented on the site plan.

Mr. Despain pointed out that when dealing with Dr. Grant's property only what is on the first
sheet of the site plan counts. He said the second sheet of the proposed site plan does not count.
Mr. Despain told Mr. Otterstrom that he is going to be accountable to do what is on the site plan.
He said the Planning Commission cannot approve the site plan because it shows things that the
applicant cannot do.
Mr. Fleming moved to table the revised site plan for Alpine Court at 60 North Grant
Avenue until the developer has time to work on some of the issues. Mr. Arb us seconded
the motion.
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Mr. Fleming said he thought the overall feeling of the Planning Commission regarding the remote
parking was ok.
Mr. Despain wanted the Planning Commission to be aware that the 200-foot standard for remote
parking cannot be met with what is proposed on the site plan for Alpine Court ..
Mr. Georgeson said there needs to be restrictions on what the remote parking can be used for.

Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Arbus, Mr. Richan, Mrs. Belmont,
and Councilman Taylor. The motion passed unanimously.
Mr. Georgeson was excused.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN INNER BLOCK ORDINANCE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain for discussion on
the proposed Inner Block Ordinance.
Mr. Despain said the proposed Inner Block Ordinance would not let the Chipman Village project
occur. He pointed out that when the City moved forward with an Inner Block Proposal 20 years
ago, it was with the notion that the City wanted to facilitate the development of inner block areas
and acknowledge that those areas are difficult to develop.
Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission has identified some critical parameters in regards to
the Inner Block Ordinance .. He said one parameter deals with density. He said initially the
density was set by the underlying zone. Mr. Despain said the proposed Inner Block Ordinance
suggests that the density should be consistent with the general character of the block.
Mr. Despain said the second parameter is the building types. He said that rather than putting
building types that would be based on the underlying zone, the building types have to also be
consistent with the surrounding block.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the third parameter used to come up with the proposed Inner Block
Ordinance is the general character, which means the architectural style.

Mr. Despain said another issue discussed by the Planning Commission is access. He said access is
a minor issue once the Planning Commission decides what the desired end result is.
Chairman Hadfield said that if the entire spectrum of the inner block is looked at on one hand the
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current Inner Block Ordinance encourages and allows the developer to try for maximum density.
He said on another hand there is the option to do away with any ordinance relative to the inner
block and let the underlying zone go.
Chairman Hadfield asked how far the pendulum is going to swing. He said the underlying zone
has to be included. Chairman Hadfield was concerned that the Planning Commission was getting
into a gray area and ripening the area for lawsuits because it is taking away the potential for the
property owner to develop his or her piece of property because requirements are being put in
place because of the issue of the underlying zone.
Mr. Arbus said he wants to see the Inner Block Ordinance modified so that both the developer
and the Planning Commission give something. He said that he is glad that the Planning
Commission went through the exercise of re-writing the Inner Block Ordinance because it shows
him that the Planning Commission has swung to far. Mr. Arbus said the bottom line is that the
existing neighborhood has more property than the underlying zone.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposed Inner Block Ordinance is really what the
preservationists want. He said any change from where the proposed Inner Block Ordinance is
currently at, is going to be viewed by the preservation advocates that the Planning Commission
has sold out.
Councilman Taylor pointed out that not everyone will be pleased with the Inner Block Ordinance.
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Mr. Despain asked where is the middle ground.

Mr. Fleming suggested doing an inventory of each of the blocks. He said when the Planning
Commission first started re-writing the Inner Block Ordinance, he had envisioned cataloging the
existing house stock on each block. Mr. Fleming said after the Planning Commission comes up
with a catalog of each of the existing houses on each block, it would then develop a standard for
the particular inner block based on the existing mix of housing and density. He said if a
developer makes a good proposal for an inner block development, the Planning Commission
could give credits.
Mr. Fleming said that he agrees with Mr. Arbus that the Planning Commission swung to far on the
first proposed Inner Block Ordinance, but there are a lot of good ideas in the proposed ordinance.
Mr. Arbus said one of the things the proposed Inner Block Ordinance is missing is the minuses.
He said the Planning Commission is always talking about the pluses. He said the minuses need to
be included so that there is some give and take.
Chairman Hadfield said he is uncomfortable with altering speculation in development. He said
that if the Planning Commission arbitrarily puts a design and number associated with a particular
block and the underlying zone still prevails, then all the work that has gone into coming up with
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Mr. Despain said the flexibility feature is what brings the life into most inner block projects.
Chairman Hadfield asked the Planning Commission to think more about the proposed Inner Block
Ordinance.
Mr. Richan said at one of the last couple of Planning Commission Meetings, there was a
discussion about affordable housing. He said he thinks that the Planning Commission has a real
opportunity to maintain the appearance of the neighborhood and provide affordable housing that
costs less than what it does to develop a home. Mr. Richan said there has to be some rental units.
Mr. Richan said the reality is that the property in the inner blocks is the most economical to
develop as far as the utilities are concerned, yet the Planning Commission wants to put restrictions
on the property so it is an exclusive situation. He said some people do not want to own houses.

Mr. Despain said he will take a different approach to the inner block ordinance, if the idea is that
the Planning Commission wants to take the compromise approach. He said he will come up with
some alternatives for the three blocks the Planning Commission has already looked at.
Chairman Hadfield asked the Planning Commission to fine tune it's philosophy concerning the
Inner Block Ordinance.
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Mr. Fleming said he believes the whole process is about compromise to be able to allow
development to occur, but at the same time being sensitive to the needs of existing home owners.
He said the Planning Commission needs to get to the middle, in regards to the proposed Inner
Block Ordinance.
Councilman Taylor was excused.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST AT 05 NORTH 700 EAST
FROM THE EXISTING PO-l AND Rl-7500 ZONE TO THE R-3 MULTIPLE FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL ZONE
Chairman Hadfield said this item was withdrawn at the petitioner's request.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON UTAH VALLEY BUSINESS PARK SUBDIVISION PLAT J AT
APPROXIMATELY 780 EAST QUALITY DRIVE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Stephenson.
Mr. Stephenson said that Plat J is the final plat of the property that he owns in the Utah Valley
Business Park.
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Mr. Stephenson said that he and Chairman Hadfield have had several discussions regarding some
of the street construction and design in the Utah Valley Business Park area. He pointed out that
Quality Drive is proposed to be constructed as a cul-de-sac at the east end of the cul-de-sac on
the east side of what is the Pen & Ink Property.
Mr. Stephenson pointed out that lot 36 is owned by Natura Pharma. He said lot 40 would be
accessed across lot 36.

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Stephenson said if Plat J includes new property, which is not
platted, and there-platting of some previous property.
Mr. Stephenson said Chairman Hadfield is correct that Plat J includes new property and replatting of some previous property. He pointed out that lot 32, lot 33, and lot 36 will be replatting of previous property.
Mr. Stephenson said that he is proposing a parameter roadway for the Utah Valley Business Park,
which would include 860 East and eventually the extension of 620 South. He said the parameter
roadway would properly service the property within the Utah Valley Business Park and also the
property to the east and to the north.
Mr. Stephenson said he is also proposing a series of pedestrian paths. He stated that he would
like to make the existing pond the central core of the pedestrian path.
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After Mr. Stephenson made his presentation, Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the Planning
Commission can look at there-platting of Plat J without the roads as have previously been
identified on some of the previous plats. He said the Utah Valley Business Park will have a
campus type appearance. Chairman Hadfield said the buildings can be accessed from many
different locations.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney to state the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said some easements for the ponds and the drainage easements need to be added to
the plat. He said the state plane coordinates need to be added the map. Mr. Denney said another
thing that needs to be added to the map are the two monuments in existing roadways. He said the
existing monuments can probably be used.

Mr. Woodbury said he would like to make the drainage easement a blanket drainage easement so
there is a right to re-locate ditches or drainage channels depending on the location of existing
buildings in the final site plan development.
Mr. Denney said it is possible to have a blanket drainage easement. He pointed out that part of
the area is already piped and that is the area where the easements need to be.
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Mr. Despain said the final plat needs to define the potential trail easements. He is concerned that
if the potential trail easements are not defined on the final plat, it may be difficult to deal with the
individual property owners one at a time because the property owners may not buy into the trail,
if there is no expectation that there is to be a trail.

Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.

Mr. Arbus moved to approve the final plat and recommendation to the City Council for
Utah Valley Business Park Subdivision Plat J at 780 East Quality Drive noting the
following three engineering concerns:
1.

State plane coordinates need to be labeled.

2.

Two monuments need to be added to the plat.

3.

The plat easements over the pond, the drainage easements, and easements for future
trails need to be added to the plat.

Mrs. Belmont seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Richan. Councilman
Taylor and Mr. Georgeson were absent. The motion carried.

SITE PLAN COl\1MITTEE REPORT
Mr. Despain had nothing to report.

OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Despain reported that Boyd Williams', who is the owner of a substantial chunk of land
between the freeway and the railroad tracks, asked him what the Planning Commission' s reaction
would be in regards to a request for annexation and re-zoning of his property. Mr. Despain
pointed out that the property is about 40 acres.

Chairman Hadfield clarified where Mr. Williams' property is located. He said the property is
adjacent to the Ellsworth-Peck annexation.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the General Plan show the property that goes over to Mr. Williams'
east boundary is in the Planned Industrial Zone. He said Mr. Williams asked if all 40 acres could
be zoned commercial. Mr. Despain pointed out that the General Plan shows that Mr. Williams'
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Mr. Despain asked if the Planning Commission is willing to look at Mr. Williams' property in a
Retail/Commercial Zone. He asked where the boundary would be changed if the Planning
Commission is willing to look at Mr. Williams' property in the Retail/Commercial Zone.
Mr. Arbus said if Mr. Williams is looking at putting in a strip mall, he would have hesitations in
changing the General Plan to allow Mr. Williams' property to be in the RetaiVCommercial Zone.
Mr. Fleming said that he would favor some type of commercial development rather than an
industrial development because commercial development is more beneficial to the City than
industrial development.
Mr. Despain said the frontage of Mr. Williams' property is adjacent to 500 East. He said there is
a tendency to go commercial because the property is adjacent to 500 East, but he said the City has
not gone commercial west of the tracks.
Mr. Despain pointed out that Mr. Williams's property is a confined space. He said it is not likely
that the railroad tracks will be breeched with any kind of additional access over the tracks. Mr.
Despain said there would be a single road and single intersection on the east. He asked the
Planning Commission what kind of traffic can go in and out of a single access. Mr. Despain said
that depending on how far the road goes, there may be access from 100 East. He asked if the
Planning Commission is really prepared to invite more traffic onto 100 East.
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Mr. Despain said he told Mr. Williams that the City may favor some commercial, but he did not
think the City would allow commercial all the way to 100 East.
Mr. Despain asked the Planning Commission what he should tell Mr. Williams.
Chairman Hadfield said the first thing that needs to be talked about with Mr. Williams is the
petition for annexation and then the zone can be determined.
Chairman Hadfield asked if there was any further business to discuss.
Mr. Richan pointed out that a survey was done several years ago that indicated, generally
everything south of the freeway and west of the freeway was not suitable for building houses. He
advised the Planning Commission to keep in mind what the survey said about building south and
west of the freeway.
Mrs. Belmont reported that the weeds are about five feet tall along the exit of the freeway.
Chairman Hadfield reported that he worked with the Beautification Committee to put some new
garbage receptacles on Main Street. He said he attended an AP A conference last Friday and
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Saturday, which he said was very good. Chairman Hadfield encouraged the Planning Commission
Members to attend an AP A conference.
Mr. Bennett said that the policy declaration for Jockey Hollow was never recorded in the early
1980's. He said that he found some drafts of the policy declaration, but there is not a signed
policy declaration. Mr. Bennett pointed out that the policy declaration is referenced in the
minutes.

There was no other business to discuss.
ADJOURNMENT
Mrs. Belmont moved to adjourn at 11:37 p.m. Mr. Arbus seconded the motion. Those
voting "Aye" as follows: Mr. Arbus, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Richan.
Councilman Taylor and Mr. Georgeson were absent. The motion carried.

Melanie Marsh
Secretary
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
OCTOBER 15, 1997
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on October 15, 1997, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m.
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

Review and action on remaining portions of the September 17,
1997, minutes.
Review and action on the October 1, 1997, minutes .
Review and action on the final approval of Legacy Estates
Subdivision 90 East 1120 North.
Review and action on the final approval of the Temple Meadows
PUD Plat A at 1250 East 550 North.
Review and action on the concept development plan for the
American Heritage Annexation at approximately 1175 East 700
North.
Review and action on the preliminary plat and final approval
of Jockey Hollow Estates Plat A at approximately 750 East 800
North .
Review and action on a zone change request at 05 North 700
East from the existing PO-l and Rl-7500 zone to the R-3
Multiple Family Residential zone and approval of the
preliminary plan for the Village Green Condominiums.
Review and action on a revision to the parking standards in
the Development Code.
Review and action on the inner block ordinance.
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
Adjournment.

Dated this 6 day of October, 1997 .

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman
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AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
OCTOBER 15, 1997
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on October 15, 1997, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:01 p.m .. Those present included Bill Arbus, Michael Georgeson, Juel
Belmont, J. H . Hadfield, Clark Taylor, and Keith Richan. Staff present included Rod Despain,
Howard Denney, Kevin Bennett, and Melanie Marsh. Patrick Fleming and Richard Colborn were
excused.
Others present included Barry Andreason, Barry Fullmer, John Gagon, Eileen Miller, Delana
Crocket, Lane Henage, Kyle Smith, Arnold Jeppson, Mark Bartholomew, Tiffany Statham, and
Ken Briggs.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON REMAINING PORTIONS OF THE SEPTEMBER 17; 1997;
MINUTES
Chairman Hadfield reported that he and Mr. Fleming met with Melanie Marsh to listen to the
tapes from the Planning Commission Meeting on September 17, 1997, and found that the minutes
as published were correct. He stated that the word "salvation of neighborhood" was the word
that was used and also the discussion regarding "it is not the intent of the Planning Commission to
discourage inner block development" was the discussion on the tape.
Chairman Hadfield asked for a motion to approve the above mentioned portions that were left
unapproved from the previous Planning Commission Meeting on October 1, 1997.

Councilman Taylor moved approval of the remaining portions of the September 17, 1997,
Planning Commission Minutes. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion. Those voting aye:
Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Councilman Taylor, and Mr. Richan. The
motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE OCTOBER 1; 1997; MINUTES
Chairman Hadfield reported that Mr. Richan has spent some time reviewing the minutes and has
found some spelling errors and some places where commas need to be added. He said he will
give Ms. Marsh a copy of Mr. Ric han's noted corrections so that she can make the changes to
the minutes.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the Planning Commission had any other concerns regarding the
October 1, 1997, Planning Commission Minutes ..
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Mr. Ric han asked if the statement on Page 19, Line 28 that reads " it does not matter to him if the
design was done professionally" is an accurate statement.
Mr. Arbus said that the minutes accurately reflect the impression that he received from Mr.
Denney' s statement on Page 19, Line 28, regarding whether the building is designed
professionally.
It was decided that the October 1, 1997, minutes will be put on the November 5. 1997, Planning
Commission Agenda for approval.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL APPROVAL OF LEGACY ESTATES
SUBDIVISION 90 EAST 1120 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He pointed out that the Planning Commission has seen
this item several times before. Chairman Hadfield stated that in the process of doing the legal
research, Knight-West Construction found that Alpine School District had established a fence line
on Knight-West's side of the property, which is different than what the plot showed.
Chairman Hadfield said that Mr. West did not choose to disrupt the people living in Country View
Estates and to disrupt their landscaping for him to get what Alpine School District supposedly
sold him. He said Mr. West went to Alpine School District to explain the problem regarding the
fence line. The District gave him an equal amount of property on the east side.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that in reality there is the same number of square feet from the
subdivision. He said in order for Knight-West Construction to get buildable lots, Knight-West
had to tweak the cul-de-sac slightly, as well as the lot lines on the west and the east.
Chairman Hadfield said one concern the Planning Commission needs to look at is how to account
for the piece of property that was not platted on Country View Estates.
John Gagon, partner of Knight-West Construction, said he has talked to the County Recorder to
see what the best way is to handle the slivers of property. He said that Dan and Roger Dudley
suggested that he get a legal description of the little sliver of property and quit-claim it to each
individual owner, rather than try to amend the previous plat.
Chairman Hadfield asked Kevin Bennett, City Attorney, if he agreed with the idea giving a
quit-claim to each individual owner, rather than trying to amend the previous plat.
Mr. Bennett said he does not know if he agrees with the idea of giving a quit-claim to each
individual owner. He said the easiest and cleanest way to deal with the slivers of property would
be to amend the plat.
Mr. Bennett stated that there is some concern whether or not the owner's of the property to the
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west might perceive this as something other than it is intended to be. He said that within a plat, a
lot line can be changed without any problem as long as a new lot is not created and it does not
result in violation of the zoning ordinance.
Mr. Bennett said when he first talked to Mr. West, he told him he was concerned how he was
going to get the slivers of property on the plat that is already recorded. He suggested that Mr.
West talk to the County Recorder's Office. Mr. Bennett said that after Mr. West went to the
County Recorder' s Office, he called him to let him know that the County Recorder' s Office said it
would not be a problem to amend the plat.
Mr. Bennett said the Planning Commission could go ahead with an approval conditioned on the
recording of the four or five lots. He explained that the statute does not talk in terms of one plat
to another plat. He said the statute talks in terms from lot to lot. Mr. Bennett said the statute
also talks in terms of an agreement from the parties. He said that when he looked at what the
statute said as far as lot line adjustments or those situations that do not constitute a subdivision, it
does not talk about giving a quit-claim deed. Mr. Bennett said the statue talks about a recorded
agreement between the owners.

Chairman Hadfield said that it is the Planning Commission' s responsibility to see that however the
small pieces of property are going to be handled, that they are taken care of at the same time
Legacy Estates Subdivision is recorded.
Mr. Gagon asked what would happen if he went with the original deed line and the slivers of
property were designated as different numbers of lots and were deeded as lots in the Legacy
Estates Subdivision to the property owners.
Mr. Bennett said that he brought up the idea of still including the property to the west in the plat
and having it individually conveyed. He said the difficulty with including the property to the west
in the plat is the difficulty with selling the lots. Mr. Bennett pointed out that everything could be
moved over. He pointed out that Mayor Green is concerned that if everything is moved over that
might result in some of the lots not being the right size.
Mr. Arbus asked if there is a dispute over the property.

Mr. Bennett said there is not a dispute over the property. He explained that when Knight-West
bought property from Alpine School district it actually encroached beyond the west side of the
fence .
Chairman Hadfield stated that the Planning Commission could have taken the original deed that
showed the boundary line, which is a survey line and not the fence line and accepted it. He said if
the Planning Commission accepted the original deed there would be a squabble between neighbors
as soon as someone wanted to buy or sell. Chairman Hadfield stated that there is currently only
one party that is controlling the potential of eight different conflicts.
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Mr. Georgeson said the slivers of property need to be tied to the lots in Country View because
when subsequent sales take place the slivers of property may never be transferred and there will
be a defacto derelict parcel.
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Mr. Gag on said that the County Recorder's office said that they can flag and tag the slivers of
property to the plat without amending the whole plat.
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Mr. Arbus said the person who owns Lot 3 of Country View Amended Plat could say that he or
she does not want the extra 14 feet. He pointed out that one reason the owner may not want the
extra 14 feet is because the owner may have to pay more property taxes.
Mr. Georgeson's concern is whether the county will really go with the idea of flagging and
tagging the slivers of property to the plat without amending the whole plat. .

Mr. Bennett said that he is also concerned with whether the County will go with the idea of not
amending the plat. He pointed out that he has gone to the County before to look up plats and the
plats are each on there own defined page. Mr. Bennett stated that Mr. West talked to the County
Recorder's Office and they told him there would be no problem with flagging and tagging the
slivers of property to the plat without amending the whole plat.
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Mr. Ric han said it looks like there is a legal question that could go on half the night.
Mr. Richan moved to approve this with the clearance of Mr. Bennett and the details to be
worked out on how this can be done in a safe way for everyone.
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Councilman Taylor asked Mr. Bennett if he was comfortable with Mr. Richan's motion.
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Mr. Bennett said that he was not comfortable with Mr. Richan's motion. He said he does not
know what else he can do . Mr. Bennett said he has reported to the Planning Commission what
the statute says. He said the issue is a mechanical issue, not a legal issue.
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Mr. Richan thought Mr. Bennett had not had enough time to look at this issue adequately.
No one seconded the motion. The motion died.
Mr. Arbus suggested discussing other concerns with the plat.

There was some discussion as to whether the people in Country View Estates were using the
sliver of property for their landscaping and grass. Mr. Gagon explained that because the people in
Country View Estates are using the sliver property in question that is the reason Knight-West
Construction did not want to take the property.
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Mr. Arbus said that the homeowner's in Country View Estates do not have to take the extra
property, but if they do not take the property a derelict parcel will be created. He said in theory,
Knight-West Construction should be able to tear out the backyards and move the fence to
increase the lot size.
There was some discussion that a signed agreement would be a good idea. Councilman Taylor
suggested that it would be good to have a signed agreement with the homeowner's in Country
View Estates. Mr. Bennett explained that a boundary line agreement has the consent of the
owner. He said that if a quit-claim deed is done, there is no consent of the owner. Mr. Bennett
expressed concern with doing a quit-claim deed because there is only one side saying take the
property.
Mr. Arbus said there needs to be a boundary line agreement on all parties. He said Plat a of
Country View needs to be amended.

There was some discussion as to whether Country View Estates Plat a needs to be amended.
Mr. Gag on said that according to the County Recorder's Office, Country View does not have to
be amended. Mr. Bennett said that as he read the statute, Country View does need to be
amended. He explained that the problem with the sliver of property is that it is affecting another
plat on another piece of land.
Chairman Hadfield said that to make Country View Estates re-plat is a financial burden that is
going to be put on someone and asked what is going to be gained.
Chairman Hadfield said he is concerned about finding the best way to fix the problem. He stated
that the County can tell the best way to fix the problem. Chairman Hadfield stated that when
Legacy Estates is recorded there should not be derelict parcels adjacent to Country View Estates.
Mr. Georgeson moved to approve Plat a of Legacy Estates at 90 East 1120 North upon the
condition that a boundary line agreement be achieved between the owners of property and
the owners of the adjacent lots in Plat a of Country View Estates.
Mr. Arbus seconded the motion .
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Denney said that when Knight-West took out the cul-de-sac in Legacy Estates, a monument
was lost. He said there needs to be another monument that is associated with the state plane
coordinates.
Chairman Hadfield explained that the City Ordinance requires two monuments per subdivision.
He pointed out that there is one monument on the plat that is out in the street.
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Mr. Georgeson amended his motion to include that another monument needs to be added
to the plat. Mr. Arbus seconded the amendment.
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Chairman Hadfield asked if anyone had concerns with the building envelopes on any of the lots.
Mr. Denney said the concern Chairman Hadfield is talking about regarding building envelopes is
with lot six because when the 30-foot setback is taken there are only certain styles of homes that
may fit into that lot. He said the question is whether the Planning Commission wants to include a
building envelope platted on Lot 6 of Legacy Estates.

Mr. Arbus asked if the Planning Commission wants a building envelope shown on the plat.

Mr. Georgeson said that he and Mr. Arbus would like to amend the motion to include that
the building envelope be shown on Lot 6 of the plat.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Bennett clarified whether the motion indicated a boundary line agreement, rather than just a
quit-claim deed.

Mr. Georgeson stated that the motion included a boundary line agreement.
Mr. Bennett said that by requiring a boundary line agreement this goes with the statute. He said
the quit-claim left him uncomfortable because the consent is only one way.

Mr. Arbus explained that the motion includes a boundary agreement between both parties on both
sides of the line and resolution of the derelict parcel.
Councilman Taylor asked if the Planning Commission is comfortable with the issue that the
County may not agree with the boundary line agreement. He asked if the quit-claim will now be
of no use?
Mr. Despain said that he would not automatically throw the quit-claim out.
Councilman Taylor pointed out that Chairman Hadfield said earlier in the meeting that the
Planning Commission would discuss the issue of how to handle the slivers of property, but
whatever way the County would recommend handling the derelict parcels without having a
derelict parcel is the direction the Planning Commission would go.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the derelict parcel concept is an issue that is of City interest. He
said the County Recorder does not care if there is a derelict parcel. Mr. Despain explained what
the Planning Commission is trying to do . He said the Planning Commission is trying to marry the
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lot with the unplatted parcel that is adjacent. He pointed out that the Planning Commission is
trying to get the title to pass and basically be content that a derelict parcel has not been created.
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Councilman Taylor, and Mr.
Richan. The motion passed unanimously.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL APPROVAL OF THE TEMPLE MEADOWS PUD
PLAT A AT 1250 EAST 550 NORTH
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Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He said the Planning Commission has seen Temple
Meadows several times.
Chairman Hadfield took public comment regarding Temple Meadows Plat a because the applicant
was not yet present.
Mr. Jeppson said that Mr. Henage spent about three hours with him today discussing a possible
agreement on putting the storm sewer line through his property.
Chairman Hadfield reminded the Planning Commission the issue with Temple Meadow is
drainage. He said the drainage issue involves the drainage generated on site as well as what has
traditionally come from the toe of the hill.
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Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission was shown a letter from the Pleasant Grove
Irrigation Company stating that they would accept the water from the proposed project. He said
the problem comes because Pleasant Grove City does not own the ditch until the ditch gets to 3 00
North.
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Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission has asked Temple Meadow's Engineers to
come up with some type of a process where the peak flows can be throttled and the water can be
slowed down.
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Mr. Jeppson said Temple Meadows does not represent the complete picture of the area. He said
there is a much larger area on the Pleasant Grove side that is being considered as development
area, which will have the drainage into the same system. Mr. Jeppson said that he was talking
with Mr. Henage about an agreement to allow for the area on the Pleasant Grove side with
regards to the drainage system.
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Mr. Jeppson said that he suggested to Mr. Henage that he should have a complete study done on
the whole area so that there could be a picture presented to him on what he would be up against.
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Mark Bartholomew said that he has had a lot of water problems. He stated that the reason he
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connected to the City sewer and water from the north side of 300 North was because the septic
systems were being flooded and the water was coming to the surface.
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Mr. Bartholomew said the surface water is dropped into the irrigation system and the irrigation
system functions with three second feet of water. He said there is no diversion that has ever been
made or engineered that has been Mr. Jeppson's responsibility. He said Mr. Jeppson has created
a diversion so all this water goes into the system. Mr. Bartholomew said there is continually a
washing problem because people are trying to get all the water they can through the ditch and the
grade is not large enough to carry a large stream of water.
Mr. Bartholomew said that he has not noticed Pleasant Grove or anyone else taking very good
care ofthe drainage system for those south of300 North. He said that the ditch at Mr. Jeppson' s
property sometimes almost runs over the road.
After the neighbors in the area of the proposed Temple Meadows PUD Subdivision expressed
there concerns regarding the drainage system, Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney to present
the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney stated that he has a list of about 20 engineering concerns that mostly deal with plats.
He said the drainage problem is not discussed very well on the plats. He suggested that because
the applicant is not present tonight that this item be tabled and that he be directed to get with the
applicant to discuss the 20 items that he is concerned about.
Chairman Hadfield said that after going through the proposed plan for Temple Meadows PUD
Plat a, he stated that there are a number of things on the plat that he is concerned about. He said
if the Planning Commission will give Chairman Hadfield the authority to work with Mr. Denney,
he will be happy to go over his concerns with Mr. Denney.
Mr. Henage arrived.

Chairman Hadfield explained to Mr. Henage that the Planning Commission has already been
discussing Temple Meadows in great detail. He pointed out that the Planning Commission has
heard comments from the neighbors and was just getting ready to make some actions. He asked if
Mr. Henage was ready to make his presentation.
Mr. Henage explained why the neighbors in the area of the proposed Temple Meadows
Subdivision are currently having drainage problems. He said there is a layer of silty sand that the
water travels through and it does not go down through the ground because there is a layer of clay
right under the silty sand. He explained that there is a break in the layer of clay down at the
bottom of Temple Meadows. He said along the bottom of Temple Meadows all the way from
Lehi to Pleasant Grove there is a break in the clay layer and the water comes out and surfaces
there and causes some bogs in the property.
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Mr. Henage said he is proposing to have a pipe that intersects some of the underground water
that is traveling in the silty soils. He said he wants to bring the proposed pipe and the Hansen
pipe to a pond. He said the pond is to be layered with cement at the bottom and the sides will be
made of clay.
Mr. Henage said by having the pipes go into a pond it will cut down on the layer of water that is
surfacing and it will cut down on the water that is running on top of the ground. He said there is
an 8-inch pipe that is sometimes runs full. He said the water that runs on top of the pipe just runs
out onto the ground. He said he would also like to bring that water also to the pond.
Mr. Henage said that most of the objections he has heard from some of the neighbors is that there
is too much water and that they sometimes get water in their basements.

Mr. Henage said there will be a 50-foot ground area that is 2 feet deep with cement and the rest
of the area, which is about 3/4 of an acre will be grass and used as a park. He said under grass
there, it will be lined with a foot of clay soil. Mr. Henage said the reason for the clay is because
it is not intended to be a pond other than if there was a storm and there was too much water to go
down the ditch without washing part of the ditch out so that water is to retain so that the water is
not released over .020 cubic feet per second per acre, which is the guideline Pleasant Grove gave
to him.
Mr. Henage said that this water would only fill up the rest of the pond if there was a big storm.
He said there could be some seepage through the clay, but not as much seepage is there is now.
Mr. Henage said he is proposing to pipe Mr. Hansen's pipe into the pond. He said the sprinklers
for his park could be switched to the pond rather than to the City water for sprinkling so that
some of the surface run-off water could be used.
Mr. Henage explained the Hansen's have a 10-foot deep by 4-foot round manhole that the water
will go to . He said that as soon as Hansen's manhole fills up there will be an automatic switch to
turn on so he can sprinkle his ground with the water that is there. He said the only water that will
go into the ditch is water that was not utilized by the sprinklers.
Mr. Henage said overall when there is a big storm they retain water so that it does not get into the
soil and go to the people down below and end up in their basements. Mr. Henage said that they
put some of water onto the ground and then when there is a situation where there is a lot of water
that overflows the ditches, he said he will retain the water first. He said that every bit of water
that goes into the pond, that if they do not do the subdivision, it is water that now goes into the
layer of sand.

Mr. Bartholomew asked if the pipe on Hansen's property is a closed system or a perforated
system.
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Mr. Henage said the pipe on Hansen's property is a closed system.

Mr. Bartholomew asked which portion ofMr. Hansen's property is the pipe on?
Mr. Henage said the pipe is on about the center ofMr. Hansen's property from east to west on
the north side.

Mr. Bartholomew said where Mr. Jeppson's property starts there is a head gate that runs to the
west. He said at the headgate it is supposed to be the irrigation system. He said the ditch is
supposed to carry 3 second feet of water, not a surplus of water.
Mr. Bartholomew said he has a nine-foot fall on a 14-inch pipe in 360 feet and it is filled with
water.
Mr. Henage explained that if there was a heavy rain, instead of all the water running out and
soaking into the ground and overflowing the ditches as it runs, it will first fill up the pond and
then be released slowly so that after the rainstorm it is still being released for a few days and the
water does not come all at once.
Mr. Henage said that he will not be releasing water at .2CFS. He said the letter states that the
calculations are below .2CFS. He said he is going to only be going out of the box with a 12-inch
pipe. Mr. Henage said that water that currently flows in this area would fill an 18-inch pipe. He
said there is other water than their water that flows through.

Mr. Georgeson moved to table the final approval of Temple Meadows PUD Plat a at 1250
East 550 North until Mr. Henage has an opportunity to further explain his solution to the
groundwater problems to the neighbors and can resolve the drainage problem and Mr.
Denney has 20 issues with respective to plat and that he may have an opportunity to
explore with surrounding developers an opportunity to plan the drainage for the entire
area.
Councilman Taylor seconded the motion.
Mr. Denney stated that some of the detail that has been given to him is in a conceptual form and
he does not have the final plan. He said that he needs to have the final plans detailed before the
Planning Commission can proceed.
Mr. Denney said he needs the final plans of the conduits, valving systems, slopes, cross-sections
through the pond, concrete treatments.
Mr. Henage asked if he could get the issues or concerns a few days before the meeting so he can
get them to his engineer to try to resolve the issues before the meeting.
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Mr. Arbus told Mr. Henage, at this stage he should not feel bad about the things that still need to
be completed.
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Mr. Henage said that if they build Temple Meadows as proposed with the retention pond and with
some of the wet areas turned into dry areas that between the two of them with the evaporation
from the pond it will be less water than is currently moving through.
Mr. Arbus pointed out that the property as it sits now is causing a problem. He said that Mr.
Henage is adding non-permeable surfaces, which will create more storm run-off Mr. Arbus said
it looks like Mr. Henage is addressing the storm run-off issue. Mr. Arbus stated that what he
thinks is of concern to the neighbors is the focus of the underground water, which the neighbors
think is going somewhere under their property. He said the water will now have a chance to go
over the top of their property.
Mr. Bartholomew said theoretically Mr. Arbus is correct with regards to the neighbor's concerns.
Mr. Henage said that he cannot fix what some of the neighbors are doing, but he can give them
less water than what they are getting now at any one time.
Mr. Arbus said that if the water is taken out from the ground and put it in the ditch, there will be
more water in the ditch and less water in the ground. He said he thinks that the neighbors are
concerned that there is more water in the ditch and less water in the ground.
Mr. Henage said the solution is putting more water in the ditch and having less water in the
ground. He said the water in the ground that runs out onto the ground seeps into the ground and
then creates a high water level that puts water in basements. Mr. Henage said if the water is
running through a ditch there is much less water absorbed.
Mr. Jeppson said all the drain water comes through his property and the existing ditches are not
adequate to properly take care of the drain water in a decent manner. He said the drain water is
cutting the banks down of the ditch. Mr. Jeppson said that he has to shore the ditches up with
rocks, gravel, and slag to keep from washing his whole area out.
Mr. Henage said that he has talked with Mr. Jeppson several times. He asked if Mr. Jeppson
thought the pond would be a benefit to the current situation.
Mr. Jeppson said that he understand the proposed pond to be a catch pond for storm water. He
said if the pond is built so that if flares out wide out the top with the normal water level in it. Mr.
Jeppson said that there is a small stream out the bottom of the pond where the water can be
released, which he said sounds like a good idea.

Chairman Hadfield directed Mr. Denney to contact the Pleasant Grove City Engineer to see what
he knows about the adjacent developments on the Pleasant Grove side. He said if Mr. Denney
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contacts the Pleasant Grove City Engineer, it may gave the Planning Commission some insight
into whether the problem is being compounded or if they have a solution that American Fork City
could tie into. He said if Pleasant Grove City has a plan in place to accept the run-off from the
Patterson Development and the parcel of property above the Patterson Development, which has
traditionally compounded the problem with the run-off. He said maybe there is a solution that is
an easy fix.
Mr. Jeppson said most of the ground on the Pleasant Grove side is wet ground. He said this
ground is the worst kind to build on. Mr. Jeppson said that is why he suggested that a real study
should be done.
Chairman Hadfield said that Pleasant Grove City is aware that the ground is wet. He said by the
time the drainage gets down to Pleasant Grove's 11 00 North, which is the street below the
hospital, all of that is in Pleasant Grove. He said there has been a lot of complaints from people in
that area because there has been some indication that American Fork has contributed to the
problem.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Councilman Taylor, and Mr.
Richan. The motion passed unanimously.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR AMERICAN
HERITAGE ANNEXATION AT APPROXIMATELY 1175 EAST 700 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that part of the property is already annexed into the City as part of
the American Heritage Footprint and Concept Plan.

Mr. Despain said what is fostering this is the terms and conditions associated with the annexation
of what has been called the American Heritage School Annexation. He said the applicant has
acquired land that has already been annexed with the expectation of adding additional territory.
Mr. Despain said an annexation agreement has to be generated. He said there is no specific
criteria that has to be included in the annexation agreement, typically the annexation agreement
addresses the issues of water rights, matters associated with zoning. He said for this instance, the
annexation agreement should include something about an anticipated development scheme or an
annexation concept plan, which will go beyond the boundaries of the annexation.
Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission is looking at a concurrent zone change or at least a
parallel zone change because what the applicant has proposed will not go in the Rl-15,000 Zone.
He said another issue that needs to be looked at is that schools are entitled to be in virtually all
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residential zones. Mr. Despain said it does not really matter where the school goes.
Mr. Despain said the real issue has to do with private open space and public open space
requirements. He said the annexation is proposing that some how the school and the housing
development are going to be part of the same planned development, which he finds a little strange.
Mr. Despain said he suspects that the school will not want the citizens in the housing development
to dictate how the school uses it's play area as if it were common property to the whole
development. Mr. Despain believes that the school will want sole control over the play area. He
said there is a lot to be worked out on the detailed planned, but at this point there is a school and
a twin home project. Mr. Despain said twin homes are permitted in the PR-15, 000. He said he
has not yet determined if the twin homes will meet the PR-15,000 requirement.

Mr. Despain said the proposal would be attached to the annexation as a concept plan. He said if
it is expected that attaching this plan to the annexation agreements means that the Planning
Commission buys into the proposed plan, then the Planning Commission will need a lot more
detail to make sure the proposed plan will comply with the ordinance. He said if the purpose is to
set forth the idea that there will be a school in a twin home project without attaching the precise
number of dwelling units, he said he does not have any problem with the proposed plan going
forward as long as it is the notion that the plan is twin home project and a school.
Mr. Despain said he believes that the housing will be developed independent of the school.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns regarding the concept plan or annexation.
Mr. Denney said the proposed plan does not meet setback lines. He said he is not sure about the
density. Mr. Denney said that if the proposed plan is just to show that there will be school and
it's associated properties of athletic fields and some twin home project, he said he recommends
that the Planning Commission proceed with the proposed plan as a concept plan. He stated that
the proposed plan is not a detailed plan guaranteeing a certain number of units or guaranteeing a
certain density.

Mr. Despain said if the applicant wants to bind the city with regard to the concept plan in the
same way the city wants to bind the developer to substantial compliance with that plan that is a
two-way street. He said if this is the way the applicant wants to move forward, the Planning
Commission needs to look at it as if it were going to be an approved project.
Mr. Despain said if the Planning Commission is going to look at the proposed plan as an approved
project, the Planning Commission needs to go back and look at some more details. He said if the
full expectation is that this is not the final plan for the housing, the Planning Commission can go
forward with what is presented.

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Sowby for his comments. He also congratulated Mr. Sowby for the
treatment of the intersection on 700 East 1100 North with the road coming in on existing roads
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and the way the difference in grade is handled.
Chairman Hadfield said the City has some responsibility to the LDS Church to put something
across from the Mount Timpanogos Temple as equally appealing. Chairman Hadfield said the
American Heritage School appears to be as equally as appealing as the temple.
Chairman Hadfield asked for Mr. Sowby' s comments.
Mr. Sowby said the architect is the one who should receive credit for the design of the
intersection at 700 North. He said the architect paid close attention to the intersection.
Mr. Sowby said the PR-15,000 Zone takes 20 acres minimum. He said that is why they have to
include everything that is proposed on the plat because it is 20.51 acres. He said they could not
get by with anything less than the whole site that is proposed so that they can get the PR-15,000
Zone. He said the proposed plan meets the requirements of the PR-15,000. He said that he
would like the PR-15,000 Zone in the annexation.
Mr. Sowby said they have tried to meet the requirements of the PR-15,000 Zone with plenty of
density to spare. He said Mr. Denney is correct in saying that there are one or two lots that do
not meet the setback requirements, but he said those lots that do not meet the setback
requirements can be adjusted.
Mr. Sowby said the owner's would like this project to go forward as a twin-home project with a
school in the PR-15,000 Zone at approximately the proposed configuration and density. He said
there is nothing in the code that requires that the open space be public or private. Mr. Sowby said
the owners of the property have got together and figured out how they can, buy, sell, save, and
swap the properties to make the project work. He said the owners would have liked to have
made the project work in the PR-9000, but the Planning Commission did not want the PR-9000.

Mr. Georgeson said that he has three concerns. He is concerned about the density showed for the
twin-home portion of the project. He asked if the whole project is contemplated to be a Planned
Unit Developed, the school property included. Mr. Georgeson said if the school property is to be
part of the planned unit development how would the responsibility for maintaining the area be
divided up between the school and the property owners. He asked if the twin home owners
would have rights to the open space. He said (3) how does this conform to the master road plan
ofthe city.
Mr. Sowby said when he applied for annexation in December 1996, he worked out what the
master road plan would be with Rod. He said the master road plan has been carefully considered
and should be ok.

Mr. Sowby said there is nothing in the City Code with regards to the disposition or use of the
open space property. He said the City Code just says that there has to be open space. Mr. Sowby
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said that there is twice the amount of open space required with the proposed project.
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Mr. Sowby said the proposed plan has to be treated as one project because it has to be twenty
acres. He said the project cannot be broken up.
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Mr. Georgeson asked Mr. Sowby if he is counting the athletic fields as part of the open space for
the twin home development.
Mr. Sowby said part of the athletic fields are being counted as part of the open space. He said the
athletic fields are also being used to calculate part of the density.

Chairman Hadfield asked if the Planning Commission has any other questions.
Mr. Richan asked what type of school it will be.

Mr. Sowby said the school will be a private elementary school owned by American Heritage
Schools. He said the proposed school will just be for elementary, but it could be expanded up
through 8th grade. He said there will be approximately 250 students.
Councilman Taylor said that a higher density than there typically would be if there were no school
and athletic playing fields, has been achieved in the area where the twin homes are to be located
because the school and twin home project are together and it provides more open space and there
is nothing in the code that says whether the open space has to be public or private.
Councilman Taylor said if the proper setback on the twin homes can be met, he does not have
much of a problem with the density and the open space.
Mr. Richan asked if the project is a PUD.
Mr. Sowby said the proposed project is a PUD.
Mr. Richan asked if there will be restrictive covenants and a homeowner's association.
Mr. Sowby said there will be restrictive covenants and there will be a homeowner's association.

Chairman Hadfield said there is a lot of detail to work out as they look at placing the utilities. He
pointed out that 770 North Street is something that has been platted in a previous platting from
Autumn Crest South. He said 770 North Street is a public street with three homes on it.
Chairman Hadfield said the three homes that face 770 North Street are going to expect the snow
plow to plow the snow. He said at some point in time, the street is left and then they are on
private property. He asked if there is a turn around for the public street. He said this is a
concept plan.
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He said at some point, the Planning Commission will have to decide whether each project should
stand on it's own merit. Chairman Hadfield asked if the school is the owner of the open space,
does the homeowner's association have claim to the open space that it is claiming as it's share of
the open space requirement for the proposed density.
Chairman Hadfield said the question that the Planning Commission needs to address at this point
is whether it is comfortable with the concept plan. He said this is a potential annexation.
Mr. Arbus said in the PR Zone the perimeter of the property has to match the zone outside the
unannexed land. He said the Planning Commission determined that the unannexed land would
come in at an R-15,000 not a PR-15,000. He said there would be no twin homes on the
perimeter.
He said the property to the west is in the R1-9000 zone, therefore, the property on the perimeter
has to match the R1-9000 zone.
Mr. Arbus said the concept plan is not accurate.
Mr. Sowby said the property to the north, to the east, and to the south is unannexed

Mr. Arbus said because the property to the north, to the east, and to the south is not annexed the
zone has to meet the R1-15 ,000.
Mr. Sowby asked why it can't be a PR-15,000.
Mr. Arbus said in the ordinance it says that if the property is on unincorporated ground, it would
be an R1-15,000 Zone.
Mr. Richan said Chairman Hadfield raised a good point with regards to whether 770 North is
rendered as an acceptable situation. He said it would bother him if there were lots on 770 North
that would have problems with service like garbage, snow removal, and fire protection. He asked
whether there would be a turn-around required on 770 North.
Chairman Hadfield said that wherever possible the homes would not be backing or accessing onto
11 00 East. He said the transition road between 11 00 East and 900 East, homes would not be able
to back into that because of the fast moving traffic.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that in Autumn Crest South the homes were set back to put a 6foot wall along 900 East because of the 45 mph speed limit.
Mr. Sovvby said that because of the homes on 770 North that is why the parking lot has been
proposed where it is. He pointed out that the parking lot has a minimum of a 120 foot diameter
turn around.
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He said the school is fine with not putting in a gate so that people can turn around.
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Mr. Sowby said the school will control the parking lot. He said a portion of 830 North through
Autumn Crest South will be dedicated as part of the plat approval.
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Chairman Hadfield said that would be one of the off-site requirements that the city would have to
have at the time the development started.
Mr. Sowby said he is prepared to indicate to Rod which water rights are available to tender to the
city.
Mr. Despain read the provision regarding which states, "the project providing a variety of housing
types shall be designed to provide adequate buffering of incongruence uses and building styles
with development on adjacent properties for adjacent properties that are undeveloped the plan
shall assume the eventual development as a single family subdivision project.
Mr. Despain said the question comes in the term of what is designed to provide adequate
buffering with incongruence uses and building style.
Chairman Hadfield asked if this proposed project is in substantial compliance.
Mr. Despain said in order for the proposed plan to be in substantial compliance, the Planning
Commission has to make a finding that the twin home boundary, particularly on the north and east
side meets the threshold of providing adequate buffering of incongruence uses and building styles.
He said if the assumption is that the rear lot line of a twin home and the rear lot line of a singlefamily home are incongruence and require some sort of buffering, the proposed plan is not going
to work.
Mr. Sowby pointed out that the proposed plan shows a walking trail, landscaping, more than the
20-foot required setback.
Mr. Georgeson asked how to buffer between twin homes and single-family homes. He said you
either have twin homes or single-family homes.
Mrs. Belmont said when they decided on the R1-15,000 there was a lot of debate and thinking
because there is so much density in so many places. She stated that when the Planning
Commission came up with the R1-15,000 it felt that there should be places for people who want a
bigger home, especially in the area for the proposed project because it is so lovely.
Mrs. Belmont said the proposed project is not unlovely, but the density is too high. She said
American Fork is filled with smaller homes and when people outgrow their space, the people are
moving to Highland and Alpine.
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Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission should stick to the language in the ordinance, which
Mr. Despain read earlier.
Mr. Sowby said the interpretation of the ordinance could go the other way. He said by
interpreting the ordinance to say that it will all be single-family homes on the perimeter is basically
defacto zoning causing whoever annexes on the perimeter to have to go with the single-family
zone, which basically makes the PR-15,000 useless.

Mr. Sowby said the proposed project is less than two homes per acre. He said there will a
wonderful school. Mr. Sowby said the twin homes will be great for retired, temple-going people.
He said there will be a lot of open space and beautiful landscaping. He said that he hoped that if
this proposed project were allowed, there could also be a similar type of project built near this
proposed project.
Mr. Sowby said the City does not have 20-acre parcels that will make use of the PR-15,000 and
this will cause a defacto zone and eliminate this type of project from the whole City. He said he is
just trying to have a nice project.
Mrs. Belmont said that her quarrel is that the playing field from the school is being used as part of
the open space requirement.
Mr. Sowby said the ordinance will allow the playing field to be used as part of the open space
requirement.
Mrs. Belmont expressed concern about the density. She pointed out that there is only 41 feet
behind the building to the next building lot. She said the open space including the playing field is
good, but where the housing units are there is not much open space. Mrs. Belmont said she is not
opposed to having places for people to live who do not want a huge lot, but this project looks like
the open space is being used from the school to achieve the density for the twin home project.
Mr. Sowby said Mrs. Belmont is exactly right in regards to this proposed project using the open
space from the school to get the higher density for the twin home project. He pointed out that
they have 86% open space an only 25% is required.
Mrs. Belmont said she is very much in approval of the school, but she thinks the density is too
high for the twin home project.
Mr. Sowby argued again that the City Code permits the density because there is enough open
space.

Mr. Arbus said the code says that there will be a perimeter and that this project will not set the
tone for the rest of the way the land develops. He said each 20-acre parcel, in a PR Zone will set
it's own tone. Mr. Arbus said the whole idea is that this proposed project will not dictate how the
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town develops.
Mr. Sowby said the proposed project will have 40 homes on 21 acres, which is less than 2 homes
per acre.
Mr. Arbus said if the school property is included, that is how Mr. Sowby gets the density for the
twin home project.
Mr. Sowby said if the school building is thrown out, he still meets the requirement for open space
for the density proposed for the twin home project.

Mr. Arbus said the proposed project does not meet the perimeter of the PR Zone.
Mr. Sowby agreed that the perimeter of the project might have to be adjusted.

Chairman Hadfield asked where the Planning Commission was headed. He reminded the Planning
Commission that this is just a concept plan. Chairman Hadfield stated that if there is a motion
made to include the concept plan, there needs to be some language that discusses the concept plan
and what the Planning Commission is comfortable with. He said that he does not want a motion
that will tie approval to the proposed plan whereby the proposed plan is construed as an approved
plan that will come back and bind the City some time in the future.
Chairman Hadfield said he thinks the proposed plan makes wonderful use of the property. He
again expressed his appreciation for the design of the road net and intersection on 700 North 1100
East. Chairman Hadfield said there are some issues regarding city streets, widths, some radiuses,
some setbacks that he has some concerns on that need to be worked out in some future time.
Mr. Georgeson asked what does approval of a concept plan mean. He said if the Planning
Commission approves the proposed plan as a concept plan, would the approval negate any further
considerations relative to the perimeter of the development.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain to explain substantial compliance.
Mr Despain said if the Planning Commission does not like the proposed design, it cannot say that
further planning has to be done in substantial compliance with the proposed plan. He pointed out
that Mr. Arb us has raised the issue regarding the buffering zone on the perimeter of the
development. Mr. Despain said ifthe Planning Commission's interpretation of adequate buffering
means only single-family dwellings can go adjacent to the outer perimeter of the proposed
development, one may ask whether the school is an appropriate use or if the consideration of the
buffering issue is just restricted to housing. He explained that if the interpretation of the buffering
issue is just restricted to housing, then the proposed concept plan does not meet the interpretation
as to what would be adequate buffering because it does not provide a mechanism that shows
single-family ~djacent to the outer part of the project.
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Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission has looked at the notion that the attached housing
needs to be to the interior of the projects. He said the question is how incongruence is the
attached housing to twin homes from single-family homes.
Mr. Despain said he takes exception with how Mr. Sowby interprets the ordinance regarding how
the open space might work. He said clearly a project has to have 25% open space. Mr. Despain
stated that if the school is included in the 25% open space requirement that is fine, but the open
space has to be accessible and owned by the City or the homeowner's association. He said if the
owner' s of the proposed school are willing to let the homeowner's own the play land and dictate
how it is used, legally that can be done. Mr. Despain said that to assume the 25% requirement of
open space is met and it does not matter who owns the open space or who has access to it is a
mistake.

Mr. Georgeson stated that he is not comfortable with the proposed concept plan at this point in
time.

Mr. Georgeson moved to table the concept development plan for the American Heritage
Annexation at approximately 1175 East 700 North for further consideration until Mr.
Sow by can provide the Planning Commission with a concept of what the relationship
between the school and twin home owners will be and that the Planning Commission
review the buffer zone and consider the concept plan at the next planning commission
meeting.
Mrs. Belmont seconded the motion.
Mr. Denney recommended leaving the setback values off the concept plan for American Heritage
Annexation.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Richan stated that he would look at the cost of moving into a project like this. He said the
more open space there is, the more it will cost to maintain it. He said that he has a problem
following a percentage for open space because there could be a project with 50% open space that
is lousy and there could be another project with 25% open space that is good and well maintained.
Mr. Richan said he would not look at percentages, but he would look at results.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Councilman Taylor, and Mr.
Rich an. The motion passed unanimously.
Mr. Sowby asked if he has to put single-family on the perimeter of the development. He asked if
he could put roads or landscaping on the perimeter of the development for the buffer zone. Mr.
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Sowby asked for advice on what is an adequate buffer zone.
Mr. Georgeson said they already addressed the issue of what type ofbuffer should be on the
perimeter.
Mr. Richan asked if the development will have a solid wall.

Mr. Sowby said there will be a decorative perimeter fence, but doubts that it will be a solid wall.
Mr. Arbus told Mr. Sowby that he is to dictate his own project, but he is not to dictate what his
neighbor does nor should his neighbor assume that he gets to do what you do. He said the nuts
and bolts of the PR Zone is that the applicant is to only dictate what his or her project is and
nothing more.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT AND FINAL APPROVAL OF
JOCKEY HOLLOW ESTATES PLAT A AT APPROXIMATELY 750 EAST 800 NORTH
Mr. Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to the applicant, Mr. Andreason.
Mr. Andreason was present to request preliminary and final approval of Jockey Hollow Estates
Plat a. He stated that when he came to the Planning Commission last time he had a derelict
parcel. Mr. Andreason said that he has now included the derelict parcel into two large lots. He
said the entire piece of property has been subdivided.
Mr. Andreason stated that he has met with the Irrigation Board and the only concern they had
was with the ability to divert the water. He said the Irrigation Board wants a watering gate so
that the water can be diverted into the storm drain system and out of the upper ditch so that there
is not an excessive amount of water running through the ditch. Mr. Andreason said that he needs
to meet with the engineering staff to decide how they would like to satisfy the irrigation and city
needs.

Mr. Andreason said the Irrigation Board was going to send a letter regarding their approval of
Jockey Hollow to the Planning Commission. Chairman Hadfield said he had not received a letter
from the Irrigation Board.
After Mr. Andreason finished discussing the irrigation issues, Chairman Hadfield turned the time
over to Mr. Denney to present the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney stated that the preliminary plat shows the storm drain laterals are included in almost
the same trench area as the sewer. He recommended separating the sewer laterals and storm drain
laterals by 5 or 10 feet.
Mr. Andreason said that he thought he already had clearance on the sewer laterals and storm drain
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laterals. He explained that he has already separated the sewer laterals, but stated that he may have
got the sewer laterals too close to the storm drain laterals. Mr. Andreason said that he will make
the adjustment on the sewer laterals and storm drain laterals.
Mr. Denney stated that he has some concerns regarding the Peterson Property. He said there is
access given to the back lot, but there is no frontage . Mr. Denney said the lot could not be a
developed lot with the way the road is. Mr. Denney said Mr. Andreason needs to make sure that
the Peterson Property shown on the preliminary plan is not land-locked.

Chairman Hadfield stated that Mr. Olpin met with him yesterday and he expressed that he could
not be at tonight's Planning Commission Meeting, but he wanted the records to reflect he has
concerns with the proposed plan for Jockey Hollow Subdivision.
Mr. Richan asked if 750 North Street that comes down to the Peterson Property gives the people
access to the back lot.

Chairman Hadfield said there is access as far as a driveway is concerned, but it doesn't give them
sufficient frontage to subdivide their property and put a lot in.
Chairman Hadfield said that when he spoke with Mr. Olpin yesterday there was some discussion
relative to the letter Mr. Olpin had from the Peterson's when Mr. Dalton did the original
subdivision and gave the Peterson's access. He stated that access and frontage are two distinct
things. Chairman Hadfield said 750 North Street probably gives the Peterson's access, but not
frontage.
Mr. Bennett said the policy declaration that was approved years ago and made part of the minutes
does not talk in terms of frontage or access.
Mr. Denney said the preliminary plat needs to show that 750 North continues to provide some
sort of cul-de-sac that can be part of a phase and avoided in the final plat. He said the
preliminary plat has to show some legal terminus of the road.
Councilman Taylor said if 750 North was brought to the west boundary of the Peterson Property,
there would have to be a cul-de-sac to push snow or do anything.
Chairman Hadfield said the cul-de-sac is one of many options should the current property owner
wish to extend the road and tie it back to 650 East.
Mr. Despain stated that there have been comments regarding certain promises that have been
made with regards to the Peterson Property, but the City's obligation is to preserve the ability for
access to the Peterson Property from the north. He pointed out that the access to the Peterson
Property does not have to be provided at someone else's expense. Mr. Despain said Mr. Olpin
may think it is the burden of Mr. Andreason to preserve access to the Peterson Property, but he
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After a great deal of discussion regarding how to handle 750 North, Mr. Arbus said he feels Mr.
Olpin should have adequate city access to the Peterson Property. Mr. Arbus asked if Mr.
Andreason and Mr. Thomson would be willing to extend the west boundary to the west end of the
Peterson Property on the preliminary and final plat.
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Mr. Thomson said that he does not see a problem with extending the boundary to the west end of
the Peterson Property on the preliminary and final plat. He said the only permanent structure they
would like to preserve are the trees.
Mr. Arbus said that having limited access on 750 North and a cul-de-sac will be financially better
for Mr. Olpin and Mr. Andreason will be better served by providing the whole street and selling
the lots.
Mr. Arbus stated that at the last Planning Commission Meeting when Jockey Hollow Estates was
looked at, he made a motion to table Jockey Hollow because of a derelict parcel and he asked
whether the derelict parcel was taken care of now.

Chairman Hadfield said the derelict parcel is now included in lots 3 and 4.
Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission can approve the preliminary plat for Jockey
Hollow subject to the ghost cul-de-sac on 750 North or the terminus of the road at the west
property line of the Peterson Property.

Mr. Arbus moved approval and made recommendation to the City Council on the
preliminary plan of Jockey Hollow Estates Subdivision at 750 East 800 North with the
Engineering concerns of the separation of the sewer laterals and storm drain laterals, the
cul-de-sac laterals are fixed, that 750 North to the west be terminated in a cul-de-sac on the
preliminary plan with the bulge of the cul-de-sac to be on the Ruth and Dell Peterson
Property and the cul-de-sac to encompass the western boundary of the Peterson Property.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
All voted in favor. The motion carried.
Mr. Andreason presented the final plat for Jockey Hollow Estates. He pointed out that he failed
to put the monuments on the final plat. Mr. Andreason said he will add the monuments to the
final plat and will also add the state plane coordinates for the monuments.
Mr. Andreason pointed out where he will put the diversion box with the watering gate. He said
he also needs to meet with the city staff to design how they would like the diversion box.
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Chairman Hadfield asked the Planning Commission to keep in mind that the number of the lot
sequence on the preliminary plat does not match with the lot sequence on the final plat. He
pointed out that the change in the numbering sequence is the applicant's prerogative.
Mr. Richan aksed Mr. Fullmer if the disclaimer disuccussing that the owners will be responsible
for soil investigations will be put on the plat, will be in the CC&R' s, and also will be included on
the sales contract. Mr. Fullmer stated that the disclaimer regarding the soil investigations will be
included on the plat, will be in the CC&R' s, and also will be included on the sales contract.
Mr. Denney said that the Planning Commission can approve the final plat for Jockey Hollow
Estates Subdivision subject to the things Mr. Andreason discussed and receiving a letter from the
irrigation company talking about drainage disposal.

Councilman Taylor moved final approval of Jockey Hollow Estates Plat "A" subject to the
following:
1.

Placement of the monuments.

2.

State plane coordinates to be included on the final plat.

3.

Storm drain water to the McArthur Ditch with a gate.

4.

Letter from the irrigation company with the agreement of the disposal

5.

Extend 750 North to a cul-de-sac to the west border of the Peterson Property, not
involving Lot 1.

Mr. Arbus seconded the motion.

All voted in favor of the motion. The motion passed unanimously.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST AT 05 NORTH 700 EAST
FROM THE EXISTING PO-l AND Rl-7500 ZONE TO THE R-3 MULTIPLE FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL ZONE AND APPROVAL OF THE PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR THE
VILLAGE GREEN CONDOMINIUMS
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
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Kenneth Briggs, the applicant was in attendance to present the proposed plan. Mr. Briggs pointed
out that he is not the owner of the property, but is the planner working on the project.
Mr. Briggs explained that when he first looked at the property for the proposed project, he knew
that the property had been badly damaged and a lot of things had been done to the property that
were not appropriate.
Mr. Briggs said that about two years ago he spoke with Mr. Kirkham, who was at that time the
representative of the neighbors in the surrounding area of the property for the proposed project.
He said that Mr. Kirkham expressed several concerns regarding what type of development the
owners would like to see on the property. He read a list ofMr. Kirkham's concerns regarding
development of the property at OS North 700 East.
After he read some of Mr. Kirkham's concerns, he explained that he took the concerns of the
neighbors into consideration to come up with the proposed development. He said that he talked
with the Utah County Housing Authority and found out that elderly housing is the type of housing
most needed.
Mr. Briggs said he is proposing to put elderly housing on the property under a condominium
association. He said the elderly housing will not devalue the adjacent neighborhoods. Mr. Briggs
showed a rendering of the proposed elderly housing . He stated that there will be two-plexes and
four-plexes .
After Mr. Briggs explained what he is proposing to develop~ Chairman Hadfield asked Mr.
Despain to explain the complexities of the property and the processes that need to take place
regarding this proposal.
Mr. Despain said there are four tasks that need to be done concurrently with regards to the
proposed project. Following is list of the tasks:

1.

The property has to be rezoned because currently the property is a combination of
R1-7500 and PO Zones.

2.

There has to be a plat vacation because the parcel of land sits on what is currently Plat C
of Woodridge PUD.

3.

There has to be approval of the final plat, which requires a hearing and action by
the City Council.

4.

The city's role regarding the storm water needs to be firmed up.
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Mr. Despain said the above listed tasks have to be completed as a package.
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Chairman Hadfield asked for concerns from the Planning Commission.
Mrs. Belmont stated that the town is buried in the parcel of land for the proposed project. She
said that the parcel of land was to be a park. Mrs. Belmont said the owners of the land said that
they would never build on the property and that they would make it into a park. She asked if the
owner of the land is Panda Homes, who is the one who promised to build a park.
Mr. Briggs said that Panda Homes is the owner of the land. He stated that the owners claim that
they talked about a developing a park, but that there was never a finalized commitment with the
city to develop a park.
Mrs. Belmont said that she does not like the idea of changing the zone.
Mr. Briggs pointed out that the proposed project will be 32 units.
Mrs. Belmont said that she would not want to build a home on this land because of what has been
dumped into the ground.
Mr. Briggs said that there are buildings, schools, trees, and all kinds of materials that have been
dumped into the land of the proposed project, but none of the materials are considered hazardous
waste.

')1

·--'

24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

Councilman Taylor said that he is also not in favor of changing the zone. He also said that he
would not want to build a home on this land. He said the land is only suitable for a park.
Mr. Briggs earlier stated that the proposed project would be for elderly people. There was some
discussion on how the project would be restricted for elderly housing without running into
problems with the Fair Housing Act.
Mr. Briggs explained that there can be restrictions in the CC&R' s if the housing is designated for
people age 55 and older without running into problems with the Fair Housing Act.
Chairman Hadfield opened the discussion up to the citizens.
Many of the neighbors expressed their concerns that the owner of the land for the proposed
project is the same owner that did not follow through with the park and many other things. The
neighbors expressed that they would still like to have the park developed.
Eileen Miller, a neighbor, showed the Planning Commission pictures of the materials that were
dumped into the property. Ms. Miller said the feasibility study showed that there was asbestos in
the Old High School, which was dumped into this piece of land.
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Ms. Miller read some newspaper articles from 1989 and 1992 that discussed developers whose
proposals were turned down to develop this land. She is worried about the safety of people if
houses are developed on this property and pointed out that two other proposals have already been
turned down by the city.
Ms. Miller said the homeowner's would like to see the park developed like Mitchell Dean
promised years ago.
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After a lengthy discussion regarding the neighbors concerns and Mr. Briggs trying to explain
more about the proposed project and studies that he has done to try and make a good project,
Councilman Taylor said that he is not comfortable with the proposed project.
Councilman Taylor moved to table Village Green Condominiums until Mr. Briggs can go
back and talk with the homeowners in the surrounding area of the proposed project and
discuss their concerns that have been discussed tonight and come back to the Planning
Commission with an agreement that is pleasing to the parties involved

17

18
19
20
21
22
23
24

Mr. Arbus seconded the motion.
Mr. Briggs said that this area will be developed some time. He stated that he can develop the
property better than most because he does not have any financial connection.

Mr. Arbus said that he is not against the project, but the concerns of the neighbors need to be
met.
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Councilman Taylor, and Mr.
Richan. The motion passed unanimously.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISION TO THE PARKING STANDARDS IN THE
DEVELOPMENT CODE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
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Mr. Despain reported that he tried to call DCFM, but has not been able to talk with the person he
needs to talk to get the information regarding building standards. He said he will call DCFM
agam.
Mr. Despain stated that other concerns regarding parking standards that have been brought up are
in regards to the telemarketing category or small service facilities.
Mr. Richan stated that he has a problem with the 9-foot width for the parking standard. He said
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that after taking some measurement of different sizes of cars, he has decided that the 9-foot width
for parking standard is too narrow.
After a brief discussion regarding the parking standards, the Planning Commission decided to put
the parking standards on the next Planning Commission Agenda.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE INNER BLOCK ORDINANCE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the real dilemma the Planning Commission is having is with regards
to what it can do to entice development of large parcels of ground in the inner block with getting
something less than the maximum density.
Mr. Arbus said the Planning Commission has swung to far with the proposed Inner Block
Development Ordinance. He said through the process of coming up with a new Inner Block
Development Ordinance, he has learned that there has to be give and take from both the Planning
Commission and the developer.
Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission has to realize there is a uniqueness with every
parcel of property and make sure there is some design flexibility to exploit the uniqueness of the
property. He also stated that the Planning Commission needs to start looking at projects on its
own merit, rather than basing the project on the presenter or developer.
Mr. Despain said the focus of the proposed Inner Block Ordinance has been on preserving the
neighborhoods. He said that he will try to come up with some ideas that are more middle ground
to help make the proposed Inner Block Ordinance more middle ground.
Chairman Hadfield said he will put the proposed Inner Block Ordinance back on the agenda for he
next Planning Commission Meeting.
SITE PLAN COMMITTE REPORT
Mr. Despain had nothing to report.

OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Richan pointed out that there will be a Meet the Candidate Night on October 18, 1997, and
invited those interested to attend.

Chairman Hadfield reported that there will be a Utah Valley Transportation and Planning Open
House in Orem on October 22, 1997. He said American Fork City will have a table at the open
house.

28

...,

(

(

1
2
3
4

5

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Arbus moved to adjourn at 12:07 p.m. Mrs. Belmont seconded the motion. Those
voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Richan, Councilman Taylor, and Mr.
Georgeson. The motion carried.
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Melanie Marsh
Administrative Secretary
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
NOVEMBER 5, 1997
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on November 5, 1997, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m.
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M.
1.
2.
3.

4.
5.
6.

7.
8.
9.
10.

11.
. 12.
13.
14.

- REGULAR SESSION

Review and action on the 06tober 1, 1997, minutes.
Review and action on the October 15, 1997, minutes.
Review and action on the plan for the Dentrix Building at 727
East 930 south in the Utah Valley Business Park.
Review and action on the preliminary and final plans for the
Bramblewood Subdivision Plat B at approximately 50 South 900
East.
Review and action on the revised preliminary plans for Alpine
Court at 50 North Grant Avenue.
·
Review and action on the preliminary plans for the Tri-City
Twin Homes at 1120 North 200 East. ·
Review and action on the concept development plan for the
American Heritage Annexation at approximately 1175 East 700
North.
Review and action on a determination of eligibility for an
inner-block development for property located at approximately
1050 North 150 West.
Review and action on an annexation concept plan and annexation
agreement for the RHJ Annexation at approximately 740 East 350
South. ·
Site Plan Committee report.
a.
Discussion of land use element of the General Plan
concerning property located at approximately 300 East 620
South.
Review and action on a revision to the parking standards in
the Development Code .
Review and action on the Inner Block Ordinance.
Other business.
Adjournment.

Dated this 27 day of October, 1997.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
NOVEMBER 5, 1997
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The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on November 5, 1997, in
the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Bill Arbus, *Michael Georgeson,
Juel Belmont, J.H. Hadfield, Pat Fleming, Clark Taylor, and Keith Richan. Staff present included
Rod Despain, Howard Denney, Kevin Bennett, and Melanie Marsh.
Others present included Ned Stephenson, Sara Jane Stephenson, David Stephenson, Gary
Otterstrom, Lynn Hawkins, Mike Raymond, Reece Johnson, Steve Sowby, Chad Robinson,
Gaylord Swin, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE OCTOBER 1: 1997: MINUTES

Mr. Richan moved to approve the corrected October 1, 1997, minutes. Pat Fleming
seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont,
Councilman Taylor, and Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE OCTOBER 15: 1997: MINUTES
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Mr. Richan noted the following corrections that need to be made to the October 15, 1997,
Planning Commission Minutes:
Several places where Plat A needs to be capitalized. On Page 5, Line 38 "state plan" needs to be
changed to "state plane." On Page 6, Line 8 "want" should be changed to "wants". On Page 13,
Line 7 where it reads "the school uses it's play area as it were common" needs to be changed to
"the school uses it's play area as if it were common." On Page 15, Line 1 the word "number"
needs to be changed to amount. On Page 17, Line 41 "there" should be changed to their. On
Page 21 , Line 39 where it reads "Mr Denney stated that the preliminary plat shows the sewer
laterals and the storm drain laterals into the lots in almost the same trench area" should be
changed to "Mr. Denney stated that the preliminary plat shows the storm drain laterals are
included in almost the same trench as the sewer." On Page 22, Line 1 should be changed to read
as follows : "He explained that he has already separated the sewer laterals, but stated that he may
have got the sewer laterals too close to the storm drain laterals." On Page 22, Line 40 where it
reads "regarding certain promises have been made" should be changed to "regarding certain
promises that have been made." On Page 22, Line 41 "for access" needs to be deleted because it
is already on Line 42. On Page 26, Line 27 where it reads "people age 55 and older with
running" should be changed to "people age 55 and older without running ."
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Mr. Richan stated that Barry Fullmer said the disclaimer will be put on the Jockey Hollow Plat, in
the CC&R' s and also will be included on the sales contract should be added to the October 15,
1997, minutes.

Mr. Arbus noted that on Page 19, Line 6 it should be changed from "school building" to "school
building property."

Mr. Arb us moved approval of the October 15, 1997, minutes with the noted corrections.
Mrs. Belmont seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mrs. Belmont, Councilman Taylor and Mr. Richan. Mr.
Fleming abstained. Mr. Georgeson was absent. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PLAN FOR THE DENTRIX BUILDING AT 727 EAST
930 SOUTH IN THE UTAH VALLEY BUSINESS PARK
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to the applicant, Ned
Stephenson.
Ned Stephenson pointed out that the proposed Dentrix building is a three-story building. He said
the building will be just over 54,000 gross square feet. He stated that there will be 5.4 parking
stalls per 1, 000 square feet, which is more than ample parking under the current parking
ordinance.
Mr. Stephenson pointed out that the proposed Dentrix building may have subtenants until Dentrix
grows into the office space. He stated that he is aware that the proposed addition will have to
come back through the Planning Commission before the addition is built. Mr. Stephenson said the
main material that will be used for the proposed building is stucco.
Mr. Stephenson pointed out that the site plan shows that there will be a pedestrian path
constructed along the north property line of the Dentrix building out to Utah Valley Drive. He
said that he would like to see if the RDA will help with the costs of the sidewalk along the north
property line of the Dentrix building out to Utah Valley Drive.
There was some question on what the landscape percentage is. Mr. Stephenson stated that the
landscaping percentage is 3 8% of the total site.
Mr. Despain stated that the parking complies with the current ordinance.
Mr. Arbus stated his concern that the proposed warehouse space could be converted into an
office space. Mr. Stephenson stated that the warehouse space could be easily converted into
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office space, but he pointed out that the calculation for parking includes the warehouse space as
part of the overall calculation and there still would be plenty of parking.
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Mr. Denney stated the following engineering concerns:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

There needs to be a legal description on the site plan.
The zones need to be identified.
He needs to know the lowest elevation of the building to ensure that it will fit the flow line
ofthe sewer systems.
The downstream water users still need to sign off.
A copy of the soils report needs to be submitted.

After Mr. Denney stated the engineering concerns, Mr. Despain said the easements relative to the
trails need to be addressed. He said the easement should be a written easement.
Chairman Hadfield reminded Mr. Stephenson that if the proposed plan for the Dentrix building is
approved, it does not give him automatic approval for the proposed addition.
Mr. Fleming moved to approve the site plan for the Dentrix building at 727 East 930 South
in the Utah Valley Business Park not to include the proposed addition as shown on the site
plan, subject to engineering concerns as specified by Mr. Denney, and providing the
easements for the trail system. Councilman Taylor seconded the motion.

7'")
._ , ..)

Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Councilman Taylor, and Mr.
Richan. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLANS FOR THE
BRAMBLEWOOD SUBDIVISION PLAT B AT APPROXIMATELY 50 SOUTH 900 EAST
Chairman Hadfield stated that the Bramblewood Subdivision Plat B at approximately 50 South
900 East was withdrawn at the petitioner's request.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE REVISED PRELIMINARY PLANS FOR ALPINE COURT
AT 50 NORTH GRANT AVENUE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the reason the prelminary plans for Alpine Court are before the
Planning Commission again are because the Planning Commission directed the developers to
extend the building to the west to open up the American Fork River Channel. He said that the
Planning Commission needs to decide if it wants the American Fork River opened or not.
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Chairman Hadfield asked Dr. Grant, a neighbor to the north of the proposed development, to
express his feelings regarding the American Fork River.
Dr. Grant stated that he believes the river would serve the community best if it was covered
completely between 100 North and Main Street.
After Dr. Grant expressed his feelings regarding the American Fork River, Chairman Hadfield
asked for discussion from the Planning Commission relative to leaving the river channel open or
covering the river channel.
Mrs. Belmont said that her feelings about leaving the river channel open have not changed. She
said cities that cover rivers are doing harm to the city. Mrs. Belmont stated that it is her desire to
have the walking path throughout American Fork continue along the edge of the American Fork
River.
Mr. Arbus stated that his feelings about leaving the river open have not changed either. He said
that he would like to leave things as natural as possible and that he would like to be able to see
some water.
Councilman Taylor said that he has tried to keep an open mind with regards to the treatment of
the American Fork River. He said that his main problem with the proposed development is that
there has been no treatment of the American Fork River. Councilman Taylor stated that he does
not want to just have the river covered up, but does not see any reason to leave the American
Fork River opened. He stated that he would like to have fountains or some type of treatment that
is aesthetically pleasing and that promotes some type of parkway.
Mr. Richan said that he also does not see any reason to keep the river opened because when the
water runs through the river it is uncontrollable. He stated another reason that he would have
trouble leaving the river uncovered is because so much of the river is already covered.
Mr. Fleming stated that the American Fork River has played a significant role in American Fork's
History. He said that he would like Councilman Taylor to ask the City Council what role the
American Fork River will play in American Fork City. Mr. Fleming expressed his opinion that the
Planning Commission missed a golden opportunity when Checker Auto was approved two years
ago and it did not require Checker Auto to do anything with the river.
Mr. Fleming said that he would like to see a significant treatment of fountains that represent the
historical significance of the American Fork River. He stated that leaving the river open may not
be a good idea, but he would like to see some type of treatment of the river by the developers of
Alpine Court. Mr. Fleming said that Central Bank should also be contacted to participate in the
treatment of the river.
Councilman Taylor said that the City already has a commitment from Central Bank that when
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State Street changes, it will landscape and follow through with some type of treatment of the
nver.
Mr. Richan raised the issue of who will maintain the landscaping and monuments if they are put
in. He stated that it will cost a lot of money to maintain the landscaping and monuments. Mr.
Fleming said the Planning Commission does not know yet who will maintain the landscaping and
monuments. Mr. Fleming stated that if there is a monument that is of historical value to the City
in the area of the proposed Alpine Court development, the City should help maintain it.
Mr. Richan was concerned about whether he should vote for the idea of requiring the developer
to have a monument and landscaping, if he does not know who will maintain it.
Councilman Taylor stated that the City maintains a lot of different places throughout the City
because it is beneficial to the citizens of American Fork. He said that he would encourage the
City to help maintain the area if a monument and landscaping are put in. Mrs. Belmont pointed
out that there is also a new surge of volunteerism and she believes that there will be some people
who will be willing to help maintain the monument and landscaping, if it is developed.
Mr. Fleming moved to allow the covering of the American Fork River from 100 North to
the south property line of Checker Auto and would like to have permission from the City
Council to develop a plan to offer an aesthetically pleasing rendition of the significance of
the American Fork River to the development of American Fork and that the rendition
partially be located on the Central Bank property and some of the rendition be located on
the Alpine Court property and if it is possible, that it be designed to continue somewhat
north and offer a pedestrian and community park area. Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Councilman Taylor asked if the motion is putting the City in charge of the design for the proposed
development of the monument and landscaping for Alpine Court and Central Bank or is the
developer still required to come up with some type of parkway design.
Mr. Fleming stated that the motion is not putting the City in charge of the design for the proposed
development of the monument and landscaping. He explained that he would like to get
permission from the City Council to work with the developers on a design and that the current
developer of Alpine Court would help with the design and costs. He stated that he is basically
asking the City Council's permission to see if it is interested in some type of treatment of the
American Fork River.
Mrs. Belmont suggested that a professional landscaping architect be hired so that there is
continuity in the landscape design.
Councilman Taylor stated that he needs to know what role the developer will take in the proposed
rendition of the river in the area of the proposed Alpine Court building. He said that he does not
feel the City should take over for Mr. Otterstrom in regards to the treatment of the river and the
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landscaping design.
Mr. Arbus pointed out that the City's role will depend on what is built in the proposed area. He
said if a massive fountain is built, Mr. Otterstrom may want some help in designing it and funding
it. Mr. Arbus said that if something is built to just set the area a part, it may easily be handled
under Mr. Otterstrom's maintenance agreement and the City many not need to get involved.
Mr. Fleming explained that his motion is to basically get a feel from the City Council as to
whether it would like the idea of doing something to show the significance of the American Fork
River. He said if the City Council likes the idea of doing something to show the significance of
the American Fork River, he would like the City Council to be asked if it is willing to hire a
professional landscape architect so that there is a plan that is laid out for future development and
so there is continuity in the landscape design.

After the motion was explained in more detail, Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Councilman Taylor, and Mr.
Richan. The motion carried.
After the Planning Commission decided the direction it would like to take with regards to the
American Fork River, Chairman Hadfield turned the time over to Mr. Raymond to make his
presentation on Alpine Court.
Mr. Raymond said that the proposed Alpine Court building has been moved to the west and the
river has been opened at the Planning Commission's request. He stated that they are seeking
approval for the site plan so that they can move ahead with the project.
After Mr. Raymond made his presentation, Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney to state the
eng1neenng concerns.
Mr. Denney stated that he still needs the American Fork Irrigation Company's acceptance of the
treatment on Grant Avenue of the proposed piping of the irrigation ditch.
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Mr. Raymond stated that he has already submitted a copy of the acceptance from the American
Fork Irrigation Company regarding the proposed piping of the irrigation ditch.
Mr. Denney said the plan does not propose to have ditching in front of the new parking. He
stated that the remote parking lot also needs ditch treatment.
Mr. Denney stated that there needs to be consideration as to where the water will go now that
there will be a long stretch of curb and gutter in front of the Clement's home.
Mr. Denney also pointed out that now the cross sections of the river have changed, the treatment
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of the cross section may have to go back through the State Engineer' s process for stream
alteration approval. Mr. Denney stated that he has some apprehension that the cross sections do
not have the capacity that is needed.
Mr. Denney stated the following things that need to be added to the plat:
1.
2.

3.
4.

There needs to be a written boundary in a legal form.
There needs to be a note added that there will be night lighting provided for the
Central Bank parking lot and that there will be some lighting on the Alpine Court
Building.
There needs to be a note regarding the monument sign locations.
The out parking lot property needs to be tied to the property for the proposed Alpine
Court development.

Mr. Despain explained that there has to be an execution of a legal document that combines the
two parcels of land. He stated that the two parcels have to be bound together and have to be in
the same ownership. Mr. Despain said that he has provided some suggestions to the city attorney
regarding the legal document that needs to be made to bind the two parcels together. Mr.
Despain said that he sees the legal document in the form of some type of certificate or zone lot,
which combines the two parcels as a single lot for zoning purposes and also as a waiver for the
right to develop the lot that the remote parking will be on. He stated that Mr. Bennett is working
on the legal document that will tie the two parcels of land together.
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There was a brief discussion regarding the landscaping requirement for the proposed Alpine Court
development. Mr. Despain stated that there is not a specific landscaping requirement in the zone
for the proposed development. He said the standard landscaping requirement in other zones is
10% and that is the standard that has been used for the proposed Alpine Court project. Mr.
Raymond pointed out that the landscaping percentage is 11.4%.
Mr. Arbus said that a 200-foot distance between the remote parking and the property is required
and said that needs to be shown physically on the plat. Lynn Hawkins pointed out that the
distance between the property and the remote parking is already shown on the plat. Mr. Arbus
said the parking footage should be described on the plat.
Mr. Richan asked the developers what type of commitment they are willing to make in regards to
doing something to show the significance of the American Fork River. Mr. Hawkins said they are
willing to work with the City to a certain point, but are concerned about the costs associated with
doing something to show the significance of the American Fork River.
Mr. Grant stated his concern regarding the setback of the proposed Alpine Court building. He
thought that the proposed Alpine Court development required a 30-foot setback. Mr. Despain
explained that the zone the proposed Alpine Court building will be located in does not require a
30-foot setback. Mr. Grant stated that he has difficulty with the fact that a 30-foot setback is not
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required of Alpine Court because years ago he had to have a 30-foot setback for his building ..
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Mr. Fleming asked if the building could be moved to the east and move the plaza area so that it
extends over the covered area of the river so that whatever design that is aesthetically pleasing
can be incorporated.
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Mr. Denney said that if the building is to be moved to the east, the columns will have to be on the
river. Mr. Raymond said that the columns have a light load and that it would not be a difficult
structural solution. Mr. Arbus stated that he is concerned about having the columns over the river
because they may have to take the cover off the river to get a plug out and it may compromise
the structure of the building. Mr. Raymond pointed out that the columns are just decorative, not
weight bearing.

Mr. Fleming moved to approve the preliminary plan approval for Alpine Court at 50 North
Grant Avenue allowing the developer to move the building no more than 10 feet to the east,
subject to proper engineering of the river channel wing wall and the canopy supports,
subject to other engineering concerns as outlined by Mr. Denney, and the City reserves the
right to work with the developer in the potential construction of the treatment of the
American Fork River Fountain/Monument Park. Councilman Taylor seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield stated that he would provide Mr. Otterstrom a copy of the engineering
concerns.
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Mr. Denney stated that the legal document that ties the remote parking lot should be included in
the motion. Mr. Bennett stated that he was glad Mr. Denney brought up the issue of the remote
parking lot. He pointed out that the developers have a one month lease on the remote parking lot
and do not own the remote parking lot. Mr. Bennett stated that the developers have to own the
property for the remote parking lot or have a definite easement in conjunction with the proposed
development of Alpine Court.
Mr. Hawkins stated that they have an option to purchase the Clement's property for the remote
parking, but the option is contingent upon the approval of Alpine Court. He stated Mr. Despain
told him he will put something together for the legal document that ties the property for the
remote parking lot to the property for the Alpine Court development.
Mr. Bennett stated that Alpine Court was noticed improperly on the agenda and advised the
Planning Commission to put Alpine Court back on the agenda for the November 19, 1997,
Planning Commission Meeting. He stated that Alpine Court was noticed as a preliminary plan
when it should have been noticed on the agenda as a commercial site plan.
Mr. Fleming said that now he wants to see the modified site plan with the river closed and the
building moved to the east. He said that he also needs to see the document that ties the remote
parking to the proposed Alpine Court development. Mr. Fleming withdrew his motion.
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Mr. Fleming moved to table and have this put on the November 19, 1997, Planning
Commission Agenda. Councilman Taylor seconded the motion.
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Councilman Taylor, and Mr.
Richan. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLANS FOR THE TRI-CITY TWIN
HOMES AT 1120 NORTH 200 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the City Council is comfortable with allowing 32 units for the
proposed development located at 1120 North 200 East.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposed development is in the PR-9000 Zone and typically
requires 15 acres to make a design unit. He stated that the Planning Commission has to make a
finding that the proposed preliminary plans represent a logical design unit that will be less than 15
acres and the City Council has to concur with the finding.
Mr. Despain stated that the common open space is 25%, which is 1. 72 acres. He said that the
proposed development is proposed as a foot print project, which means that there are no
individual lots. He stated that there is a separation requirement, which is 15 feet from the
adjacent building, 25 feet from the front setback easement, and 25 feet from the rear property line.
He pointed out that the open space area does not include the setbacks.
Mr. Despain said that additional water rights will be required . He said the amount of the
additional water rights will depend on when the property was annexed. He stated that if the
property was annexed after 1980, the amount of additional water rights will be 30 acre feet.
After Mr. Despain presented the background information on the proposed project, Chairman
Hadfield turned the time over to Mr. Sowby.
Mr. Sowby stated that they have been working on fixing the property boundary and all the
engineering concerns. He said they have also worked on figuring out what property the
Robinson' s will have to deed to the City to make the golf course and 200 East whole.
After Mr. Sowby, finished his presentation, Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney to state the
eng1neenng concerns.
Mr. Denney stated the following engineering concerns:
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1.
2.
3.
4.

5.
6.
7.

The setback needs to be changed from the sidewalk to the lot line along 200 East so that
the sidewalk is not in the right-a-way.
An additional right-a-way is required on the south side of 1120 North.
There needs to be a letter from the irrigation company that discusses that
they have reviewed and approved the proposal for the drainage system.
The area shown on the plat that has high ground water potential should be
on the plat and also included in the CC&R' s. The plat should have a
note that discloses that there should be foundation and groundwater examinations
done by the prospective homeowners at the time the prospective homeowners develop.
There needs to be sumps at the top of the hill to capture as much water as possible.
There needs to be the same spacing on the catch basins and sumps.
There is concern from the street department that it may be difficult to snow plow
around the planter strips.

After Mr. Denney presented the engineering concerns, the Chairman asked for discussion from the
Planning Commission.
Mrs. Belmont asked what the actual acreage is for the common area. Mr. Despain said the
acreage for the common area is roughly 1. 6 acres.
Chairman Hadfield complimented Mr. Robinson for the way he handled the different elevations.
He stated that he was concerned about the homes that front on 100 East and the homes at the top
of the hill with regards to the different elevations.
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Councilman Taylor appreciated Mr. Denney stating the street department's concern regarding the
difficulty of snow plowing around the planter strips, but said that he wished there was another
planter strip in the area of the proposed development. He said he would also like to see more
planter strips throughout the City.
Mr. Georgeson stated his concern about the on-street parking around the planter strips. Mr.
Despain said the street is the standard 36 feet width and he did not think there would be a
problem with on-street parking. Mr. Denney recommend that the developer submit a striping
scheme with the final plat so that there is a way to handle the one-way traffic.

Councilman Taylor moved to approve the preliminary plan for the Tri-City Twin Homes at
1120 North 200 East noting the following engineering concerns:
1.

2.
3.
4.
5.

The setback from the sidewalk to the lot line along 200 East needs to be changed.
There needs to be a claim on the plat about the foundation and groundwater.
There needs to be a sump at the top hill that will go to 100 East and 1120 North.
There needs to be spacing of the other sumps.
There needs to be a letter from the irrigation company.
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Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
Mr. Richan raised the issue that there also needs to be a disclaimer on the sales contract regarding
the high groundwater. Mr. Robinson said that they can put a disclaimer on the sales contract
regarding the high groundwater.
Councilman Taylor amended his motion to include that the disclaimer regarding the high
groundwater be included on the plat, CC&R' s, and also on the sales contract.
Mr. Fleming seconded the amended motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Councilman Taylor, and Mr.
Richan. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE
AMERICAN HERITAGE ANNEXATION AT APPROXIMATELY 1175 EAST 700 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Sowby.
Mr. Sowby introduced Gaylord Swin, Chairman of the Board of Trustees from American
Heritage Schools, and stated that he is present to answer any questions the Planning Commission
may have pertaining to the proposed American Heritage School.
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Mr. Sowby stated that the proposed project has been re-designed to put single-family homes on
the exterior of the project. He pointed out that the last time the Planning Commission looked at
this proposed project, it was concerned that there was not a cul-de-sac or turn around at the end
of the proposed school parking lot. He said to alleviate the concern regarding there not being a
cul-de-sac or turn around, he is now suggesting that an easement be granted to the City across the
proposed American Heritage School's parking lot for the turn around of fire trucks or other
emergency vehicles.
Mr. Sowby stated that the proposed concept plan now has less density than was proposed earlier.
Chairman Hadfield turned the time over to Mr. Denney to state the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney pointed out that the proposed plan is just a conceptual plan to support the annexation
and he has not gone into a lot of detail to review the facilities and the utilities.
Mr. Denney stated that the last time the concept plan for American Heritage was discussed, he
expressed concern about the turn around and the snow plow not being able to get through.
Mr. Denney stated that the majority of the roads, entrances and parking lots around the school
will be private in nature and will not be maintained and repaired by the City. He said that 770
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North will be a public street. He pointed out that Mr. Sowby is now proposing that the turn
around will be a public-use easement for snow plowing.
Mr. Denney said Mr. Sowby has made the changes that were asked for at the last Planning
Commision Meeting.

Mr. Despain said that the proposed concept plan for American Heritage raises a lot of issues. He
said the proposed project really is two projects (1) residential component and (2) school
component.
Mr. Despain pointed out that schools are permitted in all residential zones. He said the issue is
not whether the American Heritage School is permitted in the PUD or not. Mr. Despain asked
what project area is being discussed. He asked whether the project area is a residential project or
a residential-school project. He asked how the residential project and school project come
together. He said the proposed school is not the issue.
Mr. Despain pointed out that typically there is a play area associated with the school, but typically
a school's play area is not used for open space for a residential development. He said that he
struggles with marrying the school play area with the residential development because the
school's play area is designed for where the kids play and not where the residents will go for their
common area.
Mr. Despain said technically the school's play area could be used for the residents, but the play
area would have to belong to the homeowner's association and it has to be for the benefit of the
residents. He said there is nothing illegal about having a school involved in a residential PUD. He
said a residential PUD and school are compatible, but they are dissimilar in their demands. Mr.
Despain said that he has taken a narrow perspective in terms of the PUD that it is a 9.55 acre
PUD and not a 20 acre PUD. He said the density should be predicated on the 9. 55 acres and
should not involve the school.

Mr. Despain said the area densities, depending on the zone it goes to, will be 21 or 31.9 units.
He said the open space area would be 1. 8 5 acres.
Mr. Despain is concerned that if the Planning Commission lets this proposed project borrow open
space from adjacent property to increase the density, there will be the risk that others will try to
borrow open space from adjacent property to increase the density. He gave the example of
someone requesting that they be allowed a greater density because there is a park in the
neighborhood.

Chairman Hadfield said that he does not mind waving the minimum open space requirement, if
there is superior design or the project meets all the requirements. He said the uniqueness of the
property needs to be looked at.
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Mr. Swin asked if the common area is more for visual relief than use. Mr. Despain said that open
space is for visual relief and common areas are for use.
Councilman Taylor asked Mr. Swin if the open space on the school property will be fenced.
Mr. Swin said that he has not gotten to the point of whether the open space on the school
property will be fenced . He said probably during school the open space will be gated. Mr. Swin
did not really know if the playground area on the school property will be fenced.
Mr. Fleming said that he does not like the idea of trying to satisfy the open space requirement by
using the proposed school's play area. He said if the open space on the school property is going
to be satisfying the open space requirement for the residential component, the open space has to
be more centrally located inside the residential component and there needs to be creative design.

Mr. Richan asked Mr. Swin if the proposed school is year around.
Mr. Swin said that the proposed school is not year around, but there may be other youth activities
during the summer.
Mr. Ric han asked if the proposed school will just be utilizing the daylight hours.
Mr. Swin said that the proposed school will be utilizing mostly the daylight hours, but pointed out
that they are envisioning that there may be another building built in the future that is accessible to
the public as a resource , such as a library that could have extended hours. He said there also
maybe school plays in the evenings.
Mr. Richan asked if he is correct saying that during the summer the proposed American Heritage
School would not be utilizing the open space to a great extent.

Mr. Swin said that he does not anticipate that the open space will be utilized to as great of extent
as it is used in during the school year.
Mr. Richan said the proposed concept plan for American Heritage presents some intriguing
things. He stated that he likes the concept of mixing projects to utilize ground to a better extent.
Mr. Richan said that the time when the homeowner's would want the open space is during the
summer and in the evenings.

Mr. Arbus pointed out that the proposed American Heritage School does not serve the proposed
PUD, rather the American Heritage School serves the community as a whole.
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Mr. Richan said not many people will really come to utilize the play area on the proposed school ' s
property. He said if anyone can use the play area it will be the people in the proposed PUD.
Mr. Arbus did not agree with Mr Richan regarding who will utilize the play area.
Mr. Fleming said that he sees the proposed school's open space relative to the school and not
relative to the residential development. He pointed out that for the amount of acreage that the
residential development has there should only be a maximum 31 units if it is in the PR-9000 Zone,
instead of the proposed 39.
There was some discussion that the zoning should be PR-15,000. Mr. Despain pointed out that
the zoning is immaterial to the school. He said that a school has to have a minimum of a 5-acre
site.
Mr. Bennett pointed out that schools are constantly watching people coming onto the property
during school areas. He raised the question of whether the people in the residential development
will really have access to the school's play area any time they want or will the people in the
residential development be restricted to when they can use the open space on the school's
property.
Councilman Taylor said that he would not put his child in a school where the playground is not
fenced. He said he does not think it is realistic to think that there may not be a fence around the
playground of the school. Councilman Taylor said that he has a problem with marrying the
proposed school and the proposed residential development because if the open space is fenced, it
is not to the benefit of the people in the housing development.
Mr. Bennett raised the issue of who is liable if someone gets hurts on the school's property. He
asked whether the school is going to have insurance for not only the patrons of the school, but
anybody who comes on it.
Mr. Fleming asked Mr. Sowby what zone is being proposed with the concept plan.
Mr. Sowby said that the Planning Commission asked that the zone be PR-15,000. He said the
density is matched to the PR-15,000 Zone using the open space of the proposed school.

Mr. Sowby said if the proposed concept plan cannot be approved, he will have to go back to Mr.
Patterson and see if the project can be done with 21 units in a PR-15,000 or if it could be done
with 32 units if the Planning Commission would allow them to use the PR-9000 Zone. He asked
the Planning Commission to give him some direction. Mr. Sowby said that he wants to go ahead
with the annexation. He said that he really thought that the proposed American Heritage project
complied with the code.
Mr. Sowby said that he would like the opportunity to make the proposed American Heritage
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Chairman Hadfield said that the Planning Commission is not yet able to commit to the PR-9000
because of what action has gone on by the City Council previously.
Chairman Hadfield stated that there is sufficient acreage and the Planning Commission is looking
at two separate entities and if some of the play field can be shaved off of the school and put into
open space for the PUD so there are two separate distinct elements, the Planning Commission has
the latitude to wave the minimum requirements on open space for the PUD. He asked Mr. Sowby
not to ask the Planning Commission to wave the density and zoning requirements. Chairman
Hadfield said he thinks the project could be a positive venture and a great part of the community.

Mr. Arbus moved to table the concept development plan for the American Heritage
Annexation at approximately 1175 East 700 North. Councilman Taylor seconded the
motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Councilman Taylor, and Mr.
Richan.
*Mr. Georgeson was excused.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A DETERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY FOR AN INNERBLOCK DEVELOPMENT FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY 1050
NORTH 150 WEST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and asked Mr. Despain to discuss what constitutes
eligibility for inner block developments.
Mr. Despain discussed some of the things that constitute eligibility for inner block developments.
He stated that conventional techniques will greatly limit the capability of developing the property
located at approximately 1050 North 150 West.
Councilman Taylor stated his conflict of interest because his father owns the property. He also
stated that his uncle owns the property north of the proposed development.
Mr. Despain said that the Martin's have expressed interest in developing their property. He stated
that the Martin property should be included in the inner block development.
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Chairman Hadfield stated that part of the proposed property has gone forth with previous
approval in what was called the Larson Subdivision. He wanted to know if the approval is now
vacated. There was some discussion as to whether the Larson Subdivision was ever recorded.
Mr. Despain did not think that the Larson Subdivision had ever gotten to final approval.
There ·was a discussion that the proposed property is located in the RA-1 Zone. Chairman
Hadfield asked what size of lots are allowed in the RA-1 Zone. Mr. Despain said the minimum lot
size in the RA-1 zone is 30,000 square feet. Mr. Sowby felt that he maybe could get four lots in
the RA-1 Zone, but felt that the owner's may want to request that the zone be changed to the R19000.
Councilman Taylor thought Mr. Frandsen had already requested that the zone be changed from
the RA-1 Zone to the R1-9000 Zone. Mr. Sowby also thought that the zone had already been
changed to the R1-9000. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the zoning map is 6 months old and
he will look into whether the zone has already been changed.
There was no action taken on this item because the issue regarding which zone the property is
located in needs to be resolved.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION CONCEPT PLAN AND ANNEXATION
AGREEMENT FOR THE RHJ ANNEXATION AT APPROXIMATELY 740 EAST 350
SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
Mr. Despain stated that the proposed annexation concept plan has gone through the required
protest period and was not protested. He said once the annexation agreement has been prepared
the City Council will hold a public hearing to complete the annexation process. Mr. Despain
stated that the role of the Planning Commission is to come up with the parameters to put in the
annexation agreement.
Mr. Despain stated a number of issues that need to be addressed. He said the conveyance of title
and the required street right-a-ways for 400 South and 740 East need to be addressed. He said
the roads are a critical issue and the sewer needs to be protected. Mr. Despain stated that the
water rights need to be conveyed. He said normally commercial developments require 2 acre feet
of water per acre of land annexed, but the water required is typically less for a residential
development. He stated that the necessity for the accommodation of irrigation and drainage
channels and the sewage system easements needs to be addressed. He said there is question about
impact fees.

Mr. Despain said another issue is the zone classification. He said the General Plan splits the
property into two zones. The northern portion of the property is in the GC-2 Zone and the lower
portion is in the Planned Industrial Zone. He said part of the question with regards to the
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There was some discussion about whether the General Plan should be changed so that the
property is in one zone. Mr. Johnson said that logically the property should all be in one zone.
Mr. Fleming stated that there might be more flexibility if the property is located in two different
zones.
Chairman Hadfield said the issue the Planning Commission is looking at is the annexation. He
said the Planning Commission needs to let Mr. Despain know what needs to be put in the
annexation agreement.
After more discussion about whether the zones should be changed, Chairman Hadfield stated that
it might be best to annex the property with the way the zones are on the General Plan and see
what happens.
Mr. Johnson asked about street widths and sidewalks. Chairman Hadfield stated that the street
width should be about 66 feet and sidewalks and curb and gutter could be put in as needed .
Mr. Fleming moved that the Planning Commission finds the concept plan in compliance
with the General Plan and zoning and directed the planner to prepare the terms of
annexation agreement. Mr. Arbus seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Mr Arbus,
Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Councilman Taylor, and Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
A. Discussion On Land Use Element of the General Plan Concerning Property Located at
Approximately 300 East 620 South
Chairman Hadfield reported that he was petitioned by someone who wants to do something with
Boyd William's property. He said that the person wants to extend the commercial zone. He said
that he told him that the Planning Commission would want to see how far west he wants the
commercial zone to extend.
Mr. Despain said the person called him and told him he would not be able to attend the meeting
tonight to discuss Boyd William's property.
B. OTHER ANNEXATIONS
Mr. Despain stated that the time frame on the Harbor Road Annexation has passed and there was
no protests. He said Mr. Frandsen has indicated that they would like to develop 4 units per acre
in the R1-9000 Zone. Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission will likely be asked by Mr.
Frandsen to modify the General Plan.
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Chairman Hadfield said that the larger area needs to be looked at when they are getting ready to
modify the General Plan as there are other changes throughout the City that should be changed.
He suggested that the City Council approve of hiring an independent person to look at the
General Plan and make some recommendations. Mr. Despain stated that the City Council first
needs to decide whether it is going to buy into Mr. Frandsen' s request.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISION TO THE PARKING STANDARDS IN THE
DEVELOPMENT CODE
Chairman Hadfield asked the Planning Commission to take the time to review the parking
standards in the development code and he will put it back on the November 19, 1997, Planning
Commission Agenda.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE INNER BLOCK ORDINANCE
Chairman Hadfield asked the Planning Commission to take the time to review the Inner Block
Ordinance and he will put it back on the November 19, 1997, Planning Commission Agenda.
OTHER BUSINESS
Chairman Hadfield reported that Mr. Richan went to the UVSC Citizen Planner Meeting this past
week. He also directed the Planning Commission Members to fill out the conflict of interest
statement and return it to Mr. Colborn.
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There was no other business.
ADJOURNMENT

Councilman Taylor moved to adjourn at 11:46 p.m. Mrs. Belmont seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mrs, Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Councilman Taylor, and Mr.
Richan. The motion carried.

il/4~1~
Melanie Marsh
Administrative Secretary
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
NOVEMBER 19, 1997
NOTICE AND AGENDA

1

Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on November 19, 1997, in
the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00p.m. The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

I

8.
9.
10.

11.

Review and action on the placement of signs for the business
at 502 West Main Street.
Discussion and action on a proposed change to the standards
for off-street parking .
Review and action on a revised commercial plan for Alpine
Court at 50 North Grant Avenue.
Review and action on the preliminary and final plat of the
Preece Subdivision located at approximately 150 West 640
North.
Review and action on a revised concept development plan for
the American Heritage Annexation at approximately 1175 East
700 North.
Discussion and action on the proposed change to the innerblock development ordinance.
Review and action on the annexation agreement for the RHJ
Annexation at approximately 740 East 350 South.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the approval of the November 5, 1997,
minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 10 day of November, 1997.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman
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REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on November 19, 1997, in
the City Hall, commencing at 7:05p.m. Those present included Bill Arbus, Michael Georgeson,
Juel Belmont, Pat Fleming, and Keith Richan. Staff present included Rod Despain, Howard
Denney, and Melanie Marsh.
Others present included Gary Otterstrom, Lynn Hawkins, Steve Sowby, Dan Richards, Kevin
Stika, Mathew Georgeson of Troop 826, Dr. J. Mark Grant, Bob Kunz, Trulan Preece, Tiffany
Statham, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
Councilman Taylor and Chairman Hadfield were excused. Mr. Fleming conducted the meeting.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PLACEMENT OF SIGNS FOR THE BUSINESS AT 502
WEST MAIN STREET
Mr. Fleming introduced this item.
Mr. Fleming said the proposed placement of signs at 502 West Main Street is in compliance with
the Sign Ordinance.
Mr. Arbus asked if there is a site plan for parking. He also asked what Mr. Stika plans to do to
clean-up the site. Mr. Stika said that there is 80 feet of paved frontage where people can park.
He said that they have cut down the weeds and he has been painting the exterior of the building.
Mr. Stika said that because of the cold weather he will have to finish painting the exterior of the
building in the spring.
Mrs. Belmont asked if the sign is going to be a monument sign in front of the building. Mr.
Stika said that the sign will not be a monument sign. He said the sign will be on the facia .
Mr. Fleming had a question about the overall site plan for the establishment since there is no
change in the zone, but there is a change in the type of business. He asked what the procedure is
in terms of the original site plan. Mr. Despain said the City has the original site plan and the site
plan remains valid because it is just a change in the tenant.
Mr. Georgeson moved approval of the placement of the signs for the business at 502 West
Main Street. Mrs. Belmont seconded the motion.
Mr. Fleming asked for any further discussion. There being no further discussion, Mr. Fleming
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called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, and Mr. Richan. The motion
carried.
DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON A PROPOSED CHANGE TO THE STANDARDS FOR
OFF-STREET PARKING
Mr. Fleming introduced this item.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the burden is on the Planning Commission for uses that are not
listed in the proposed Parking Ordinance.
Mr. Arbus wondered if there needs to be wording in the ordinance that discusses what zone the
property is located in. He wanted to know if the parking requirement increases or decreases
based on what zone the property is located in. Mr. Despain pointed out that parking is a function
of a use provision, rather than a function of a zone provision.
Mr. Despain said that Chairman Hadfield brought it to his attention that Section 5 of the proposed
Parking Ordinance does not address the issue of primary occupancy and secondary occupancy
requiring the same amount of parking. He said he does not know if the Planning Commission
wants to deal with the issue of the same amount of parking spaces for two different uses.
Mr. Arbus said that the substitute parking requirement should be limited to access to access. He
said that access to access means from the main parking lot to the other inlet of the adjacent
parking lot. Mr. Arbus said his question is whether the requirement for substitute parking is just
being met or is there really a viable use of the parking.

Mr. Richan asked how the 200 feet for the substitute parking location is determined. Mr. Despain
said 200 feet is an estimate of how far away people are willing to park. He said 200 feet is the
requirement for substitute parking in the current Parking Ordinance.
Mr. Georgeson said that his concern is that the proposed ordinance says the remote parking is on
an adjacent parcel and is within 200 lineal feet from the main use.
Mr. Fleming stated that to him adjacent means somewhere in the vicinity of.

Mr. Richan asked what is the purpose for having the 200 feet requirement for remote parking in
the ordinance for remote parking. Mr. Despain said the purpose for having 200 feet is that the
City either has or does not have a substitute parking requirement. He pointed out that historically
off-street parking was not an issue. Mr. Despain said that now off-street parking is an issue.
Mr. Despain said that with regards to parking for proposed Alpine Court project, it is not a matter
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of hardship . He stated that the developer for Alpine Court wanted a bigger building, so that is
what is the motivator for additional parking spaces. He said if there was a hardship issue, the
building would have been required to be smaller and that would have been the end of it. Mr.
Despain said the substitute parking requirement for Alpine Court is not a hardship, but is a matter
of convenience.
Mr. Fleming said that if it says 200 feet in the proposed Parking Ordinance, it does not need to
say adjacent parking. Mr. Georgeson said that he would be in favor of striking the word adjacent.
Mr. Arbus said that substitute parking is usually used for undue hardships. He asked how to
show the hardship issue in the proposed Parking Ordinance. Mr. Georgeson said that he
sympathizes with the hardship issue, but struggles with how to measure a hardship . Mr. Fleming
said that he is against putting something in the proposed Parking Ordinance about the hardship
issue because he does not want to make things any more subjective. He expressed that he would
like to make the ordinance as objective as possible.
Mr. Despain pointed out that in a discussion that he has had with Mr. Denney, the city prefers to
keep the 9-foot width for parking spaces. He said the proposed ordinance reduces the length
from 20 feet to 18 feet. He stated that the proposed ordinance keeps the 20-foot length for
parallel parking and for parking spaces that are opposite of each other in a herringbone pattern
because an 18-foot length is not sufficient. He said the parking stalls that are opposite each other
will remain the 20-foot length.

Mr. Despain said the amount of space between parking stalls has been 26 feet, but the proposed
ordinance states that the amount of space between parking stalls shall not be less than 24 feet. He
said that if there are aisles of parking where the aisles function as through routes, the Planning
Commission may want to require the amount of space between parking stalls to be wider because
there is a higher speed that may be achieved when people are heading from one place to another.
Mr. Fleming asked if the design standards are actually addressed in the proposed parking
ordinance. Mr. Despain said that he has thought about including the design standards in the
proposed parking ordinance. He suggested that the Planning Commission go forward with the
proposed parking ordinance and at a later time address the issue of including design standards in
the parking ordinance.
Mr. Despain said that one thing to think about with regards to design standards for parking is
what the Planning Commission's intent is with regards to landscaping.
Mr. Richan said that at one point he thought a 9-foot width was inadequate for angle parking, but
he now feels that a 9-foot width is adequate for 45 degree parking. He said that he feels a 9-foot
width is too narrow for 90 degree parking.
Mr. Georgeson moved that the Planning Commission recommends that the City Council
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adopt Draft Ordinance #2 in regards to parking standards with striking the words on an
adjacent parcel in Section 4, Line 1 to now read " The substitute location is within 200
lineal feet from vehicle access to vehicle access. Mrs. Belmont seconded the motion.
Mr. Fleming asked if there was any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Mr. Fleming called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, and Mr. Richan. The motion
carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED COMMERCIAL PLAN FOR ALPINE COURT AT
50 NORTH GRANT AVENUE
Mr. Fleming pointed out that the letter Mr. Otterstrom received from the State Engineer
regarding the stream alteration permit is dated August 4, 1997. He stated that the Planning
Commission has seen Alpine Court several times since August 4, 1997 and he wondered why the
Planning Commission has never seen the letter from the State Engineer before now.
Mr. Denney pointed out that the site plan that was included in the Planning Commission packet is
not the same site plan that went through the technical review process and came out of the
technical review process with four items that need to be addressed. He said the plan that went
through technical review showed a culvert over the canal and there was a note that there will be a
water feature designed. Mr. Denney stated that some sheets are missing from the plan that was
submitted to the Planning Commission.
Mr. Otterstrom said that when the Utah Department ofNatural Resources granted the covering of
the canal there was a caveat in the permit. He said they are limited to covering the culvert. Mr.
Otterstrom said that he cannot cover the culvert any further to the north. He said that someone
from the Utah Department ofNatural Resources came down to the site to clarify what the permit
will allow him to do with regards to the canal. Mr. Otterstrom said that the Utah Department of
Natural Resources wants the canal left open. He said the Utah Department ofNatural Resources
also asked that the building be pulled back 10 feet from the bank.
Mr. Otterstrom stated that the architect moved the building back 10 feet from the bank and left
the canal open on the site plan that was submitted to the Planning Commission. He said that
Chairman Hadfield gave him permission to submit the plan with the changes that the architect
made. Mr. Otterstrom said the primary difference in the plan that went through technical is that
the canal was covered and the canal is not covered in the plan that was submitted to the Planning
Commission.
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Mr. Fleming asked why the Planning Commission has not heard anything about the Utah
Department ofNatural Resources requiring Mr. Otterstrom to cover the canal before now. Mr.
Otterstrom explained that when he received the letter around August 4, 1997, he did not
understand the letter.
Mr. Denney pointed out that the proposed plan that has been submitted to the Planning
Commission shows a slightly different river treatment than was submitted before. He said that he
suspects that the river treatment is also different than what was submitted for the stream alteration
permit. Mr. Denney stated that he thought the stream alteration permit would have to be reapproved by the state. He also pointed out that the walls along side of the river are encroaching
upon the stream.
Mr. Otterstrom said the permit states that he can cover the stream to gain access, but the permit
will not let him cover the canal anywhere else unless it is to gain access.
Mr. Arbus asked Mr. Otterstrom if he is going to loose two parking spaces where the debris rack
is located. Mr. Otterstrom stated that no parking spaces will be lost.
Mr. Otterstrom said that he has to get a permit from the State regarding landscaping. He said the
State wants him to submit a permit to show how he is going to cover the banks of the canal with
trees and shrubs.
Mr. Otterstrom explained that when he first applied for the permit with the State, the plan he
submitted showed the whole canal covered. He said that when he received the permit back from
the State, he thought the State approved what he submitted~ but the State only approved part of
what he had submitted.
Mr. Denney stated that he would like to meet with the State Engineer to go over the treatment of
the river. He also stated that the grease trap detail is important detail that needs to be on the plan.
Mr. Fleming said that he does not feel comfortable having the technical review done on a different
plan that is presented to the Planning Commission. He said that he also wants to make sure that
Mr. Denney meets with the State Engineer on site before any action is taken.
Dr. Grant stated that Mr. Otterstrom has requested that he be able to build the box on his
property, but he does not want any debris on his property. Mr. Hawkins said the debris rack will
not be on Dr. Grant's property.
Mr. Arb us moved to table the revised commercial site plan for Alpine Court at 50 North
Grant Avenue and directed staff to meet with the State of Utah Engineers regarding the
treatment of the canal and that the applicant submit the revised plans with the canal now
open to the site plan committee. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
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Mr. Richan suggested that when Mr. Denney meets with the State, ask the State to keep the City
informed when it makes recommendations within the City' s jurisdiction by at least sending a copy
of the recommendation.
Mr. Fleming asked if there was any further discussion from the Planning Commission on the
motion.
There was no further discussion on the motion ..
Mr. Fleming called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, and Mr. Richan. The motion
carried.
Mr. Despain asked what position the city should take when it talks to the state regarding the
treatment of the canal. He pointed out that the Planning Commission is basically getting a report
from the applicant as to what the interpretation states. Mr. Despain said the answers are different
depending on how the question is asked. He asked what the Planning Commission's true
preference is with regards to the treatment of the canal.
Mr. Fleming said the Planning Commission originally felt that it would be nice to leave the canal
open, but when the applicant proposed the idea that the canal be covered because of safety and
sanitation reasons the Planning Commission decided to allow the canal to be covered as long as
there was some treatment of the canal.
Mr. Fleming asked if the Planning Commission would like to direct staff on what position staff
should take when it talks to the State regarding the treatment of the canal.
Mr. Arbus said that he would still like to see the canal left open. Mr. Georgeson said that the
position of the Planning Commission at the last Planning Commission Meeting was that it would
really like the possibility of leaving the canal open. He said that he likes the idea of doing some
type of treatment of the canal, but has reservations because the building will be pushed out to the
sidewalk. He said that his concern is with what is the concern of the stream alteration group
regarding the landscape area. Mr. Georgeson said that he does not have an adequate
understanding of the stream alteration group's position to articulate a treatment of the stream.
Mrs. Belmont said that it is her preference to leave the canal open. She said that she has never
been for closing the canal. Mrs. Belmont said it is an asset to leave the canal open.
Mr. Richan said that in the past meetings Mr. Despain said that there is no requirement for Mr.
Otterstrom to landscape anything. Mr. Despain said there is no specific standard or percentage
for landscaping, but that does not mean there is not a requirement for landscaping for the Alpine
Court project.
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Mr. Richan stated that he is not in favor of leaving the canal open because he feels there are too
many unanswered questions. He said some of the questions are who is going to maintain it and
who is going to design it. He said that he feels leaving the river open is unfair to the applicant
because there is a lot of money that will have to go into the treatment of the river and Checker
Auto and Central Bank were not required to open the canal.
Mr. Arbus said that the canal on Checker Auto ' s property and the canal on Central Bank' s
property was already covered. Mrs. Belmont pointed out that when Central Bank came through
the Planning Commission for site plan approval, it was willing to open the canal.
Mr. Despain said that after hearing the comments from the Planning Commission regarding the
canal, staff should take a neutral position when it talks to the State about the treatment of the
canal.
Mr. Despain asked Dr. Grant if it is still his preference to cover the canal. Dr. Grant stated that it
is still his preference to have the canal covered.
Dr. Grant pointed out that beyond Main Street the canal has been boxed. He said that the
Planning Commission's purpose is to make a community that is aesthetically pleasant. Dr. Grant
stated that Grant Avenue has the highest concentration of population of any geographical area in
American Fork. He said Grant Avenue has been a problem since the new light has been put in.
Dr. Grant said Grant Avenue is a very narrow street. Dr. Grant said that when he built his
building he was required to have a 20-foot setback from the sidewalk. He said that he is opposed
to other people not having to follow the same ordinances that he was required to follow. Dr.
Grant said that he does not want to see anyone build 2 feet or 7 feet from the sidewalk because it
will damage his property and also Grant Avenue.
Mr. Otterstrom stated that the State has jurisdiction in the law in terms of the canal. He said the
State's purpose is to keep the canal open, so he does not think that the City will have a say in the
way the canal will be done.
Mr. Richan asked Mr. Denney to ask the State what the City needs to do in regards to the length
of the whole river.
In response to Dr. Grants comments about the 20-foot setback requirements that he was required
when he built his building, Mr. Hawkins stated that the proposed Alpine Court Building is within
the zoning requirements. He said the building is not to the sidewal, but that it is actually 14 feet
off of the property line. Mr. Hawkins pointed out that Albertson's is 7 feet off the sidewalk. He
questions why Dr. Grant was required a 20-foot setback.
Mr. Otterstrom asked how he is going to know if the State is through asking questions of the
state.
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Mr. Georgeson said the goal is to put this item back on the agenda for December 3, 1997.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLAT OF THE PREECE
SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY 150 WEST 640 NORTH
Mr. Fleming introduced this item.
Mr. Denney stated the engineering concerns. He said he recommends that the applicant (1)
extend the sewer on the drawing (2) that there needs to be a lot line on Lot 4 and (3) that the
sewer line needs to be 30 feet instead of20 feet because of the grade. Mr. Denney said the City
also needs the irrigation sign-off. He said there needs to be a catch basin between Lots 3 and 4 to
provide storm drainage ..
Mr. Denney said the proposed treatment is that the applicant will put in a 12-inch berm along the
property line to try to contain the water. Mr. Kunz said that in regards to the 100-year storm
calculation, there are 3 existing catch basins on 640 North. He said there is more than enough
capacity to protect the whole storm drain.
Mr. Fleming expressed concern about the prospective owner's having problems with their
basements flooding. Mr. Preece said that the issue of flooding was also a concern expressed in
technical review, so that is why they decided on 8 foot garages. He said that if the homeowners
do get flooded the water cannot go into the garages and get into the basements. Mr. Preece said
they are planning on purposely funneling the water into the backyards.
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Mr. Denney said that with the 12-inch berm along the property line there will have to be a
drainage type easement imposed. He said that he does not know if the percolation rate is going
to be good. He said he does not know if it is going to be a retention pond, instead of a detention
pond. Mr. Denney said the drain easements are needed so that the berm stays intact and so that
the area is reserved for where water can go to and does not do damage to personal property.
Mr. Denney said there is also a provision that needs to be satisfied with regards to the drainage
requirement, which includes erosion both on and off the property. Mr. Denney read the provision
from the Development Code that discusses the drainage requirement. The provision said "the
surface water produced from the subdivision development should be properly disposed of in the
subdivision or should be drained into natural channels in a matter that reduces the exposure of
flood hazards and will prevent the soil within and outside the subdivision from eroding and will
not produce an undue flood hazard." Mr. Preece said they have tried to design things so that
erosion will not take place.
Mrs. Belmont stated that she is happy with the way the applicant is proposing to use the lay of the
land. Mr. Preece said that the neighbors are excited about the proposed development.
Mr. Fleming asked if there will be a drop box over the irrigation ditch so that anything that is

8

(

(

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
?'"'
~-'

24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

caught will go right into the ditch. Mr. Kunz said there will be a catch basin.
Mr. Denney said the applicant needs to formally dedicate on the plats an access drainage.
Mr. Georgeson asked what the slope of the cul-de-sac is. Mr. Denney said that slope of the culde-sac is 8 percent. Mr. Kunz said there is a pretty good slope as one comes out of the cul-desac. He said there does need to be some treatment on the slope to keep the erosion down.

Mr. Arbus asked about the radius of the cul-de-sac. Mr. Preece said the bigger the radius of the
cul-de-sac, the more they will have to encroach upon Mrs. Argyle's property and Mr. Bowes
property. He said they are trying to stay off the neighboring properties as much as possible. Mr.
Preece said it was suggested by the City that they go with the smaller radius. He said the cul-desac is only servicing two homes. He stated that a fire truck can easily pull in and back out.
Mr. Denney pointed out that eyebrow has now grown to a cul-de-sac. Mr. Kunz said that the
reason they had to go to a cul-de-sac is because they could not get the setback requirements.
Mr. Arbus asked if there is enough frontage . Mr. Despain said there is enough frontage . He said
there ability to get frontage is what shaped the design of the cul-de-sac.
Mr. Denney said that to clear up the non-conformacy of Lot #2, the technical review committee
required that it be added to the subdivision plat. In requiring Lot #2 to be added to the
subdivision plat, it falls into the subdivision requirements. He stated that on 200 West curb,
gutter, and sidewalk is for only 80 feet, which would be Lot 1. Mr. Denney said that for future
construction curb, gutter, and sidewalk should be 92.8 feet. He said there is only one section to
the school that is missing curb, gutter, and sidewalk and a concrete walk. He suggested that an
entire sidewalk treatment be done for the kids that are accessing from Rosecrest down to Shelley
Elementary.
Mr. Preece asked if he is going to be required to do a sidewalk treatment on someone else's
property. He wondered why the property owner would not be responsible to put in the sidewalk
in front of the school. Mr. Despain said that Mr. Preece will be required to do the sidewalk
treatment in front of the school. He explained that the property owner is part of the subdivision
and has to sign the plat.
Mr. Preece explained that he is proposing to sell the property owner 25 feet of property because
property owner has a shed that he does not want to tear down. He said that if the owner is not
willing to put in the curb and gutter, he will just keep the 25 feet pf property that he was going to
sell to the property owner. Mr. Preece said it will cost him a lot of money to put nearly 92 feet of
curb and gutter in.
Mr. Despain explained that everyone who owns a piece of property in the subdivision has to sign
the plat. He said the bond that comes to the City will include the cost of the 92 feet of curb,
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gutter, and sidewalk.
Mr. Arbus asked if Mr. Preece is the only one required to put the bond up .
Mr. Despain said if the owner will not put in the sidewalk treatment, then it defaults to Mr.
Preece. He said the City will not get involved with coercing people to put up the bond. Mr.
Despain said the City only says the subdivision will not be recorded until the bond is in place.

Mr. Preece stated that he is just trying to get an understanding of what is required of him so that
he can negotiate with the property owner that he will be selling the 25 feet of property to .
Mr. Arbus pointed out that Mr. Preece could ask the property owner for a percentage of the bond
for the sidewalk, curb, and gutter that will be required.
Mr. Denney said that a sump needs to be placed on 200 West between Lot 1 and Lot 2.
Mr. Richan asked what is the condition of the subsurface groundwater. He said that he knows
that the whole area has water problems. Mr. Preece said that the homes will have walk-out
basements. He said that there may possibly be a problem with subsurface groundwater on the
lower lots.
Mr. Denney said another finding the Planning Commission needs to make is that the width of Lot
1 is 82 feet based on the approval granted from the Board of Adjustments.
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Mr. Arb us moved to approve the preliminary plat of the Preece Subdivision located at
approximately 640 North 150 West with the finding that Lot 1 is an abnormal size that has
already been approved by the Board of Adjustments and that the cul-de-sac is 50 feet and
found that the cul-de-sac is really an eyebrow. Mrs. Belmont seconded the motion.
Mr. Fleming asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Mr. Fleming called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, and Mr. Richan. The motion
carried.
Mr. Arb us moved to approve the final plat of Preece Subdivision located at approximately
640 North 150 West noting the following conditions: (1) there needs to be a drainage
easement running between the property lines of Lots 3 and 4 from the eyebrow down to
and including the retention basin as shown (2) that there be erosion treatment from where
it leaves the driveway to the retention basin and that the erosion criteria include more than
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off sites (3) that there be curb, gutter, and sidewalk fronting on Lots 1 and 2, (4) that there
be a sump installed between Lots 1 and 2 and (5)that there be new sidewalk, curb and
gutter installed from Shelley School to the north lot per the subdivision on 200 West. Mr.
Georgeson seconded the motion.
Mr. Fleming asked for any further discussion.

Mr. Arbus amended his motion to leave the sewer easements as shown and move the
manhole to the east side of the eyebrow. Mr. Georgeson seconded the amended motion.
Mr. Fleming asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Mr. Fleming called for a vote on the amended motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, and Mr. Richan. The motion
carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE
AMERICAN HERITAGE ANNEXATION AT APPROXIMATELY 1175 EAST 700 NORTH
Mr. Fleming introduced this item.
Mr. Fleming stated that the Planning Commission wanted to see plans for both the PR-15,000 and
PR-9000 Zones and all the Planning Commission received is plans for the PR-9000. He asked
why Mr. Sowby did not submit both plans for PR-15,000 and PR-9000 Zones.
Mr. Sowby stated that the owner did not want to submit plans for PR-15,000 Zone. He said that
the owner would like the Planning Commission to look at the plans for the PR-9000 Zone to see
if that is something the Planning Commission is willing to work with. Mr. Sowby said the only
difference between the PR-9000 and the PR-15,000 is that there will be 31 units allowed in the
PR-9000 and 21 units allowed in the PR-15,000. He said the owners are asking for approval of
the proposed concept plan in the PR-9000 Zone. He said the proposed concept plan meets the
requirements of the PR-9000 Zone.
Mr. Despain explained that PUD's can go passed zone boundaries. He said one criteria for
combined projects is that the character of the housing styles be applicable within the various zones
and cannot be different. Mr. Despain said if the proposed project is allowed in the PR-9000
Zone, 29.74 units would be allowed. He said there is the issue as to whether the open space is in
the right place in relationship to the whole project.
Mr. Fleming pointed out that Val Vista is to the north of the proposed development. He felt that
11
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the Planning Commission would want to keep the Val Vista Park going to the south because it
will eventually connect onto Temple Meadows Subdivision. He said the reason for keeping the
Val Vista Park going to the south is because it will set a distinctive boundary between American
Fork and Pleasant Grove. Mr. Fleming said the Planning Commission needs to think about the
location of the open space for the proposed American Heritage Project.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the there is a collector class road going north to Val Vista and it is
proposed that the alignment of the road continue to the south. He said the setbacks conform.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the project is a combination of twin homes and single family homes.
He stated that RV storage is not required because the project is proposed as a twin home project.
He also pointed out the issue of private streets in single family and duplex projects. Mr. Despain
stated that the current ordinance does not permit private streets in single family and duplex
projects. He said that there has been some casual comments that the loop road may be a private
street as opposed to a public street.

Mr. Fleming asked if the Planning Commission makes the proposed project a combined project,
will the project be within one unit. Mr. Sowby said that he would not object to removing one unit
or changing the location of the open space. He stated that he did think a lot about the location of
the open space.
Mr. Fleming said the Planning Commission needs to think about the issue of gated communities.
He said that he does not like gated communities and feels that they do not do much for the
community. Mr. Fleming wondered if the width of the private streets would be built to the
standard width.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the private streets in gated communities are typically built to the
PUD standard. He stated that he is aware of some PUD' s in Orem where the owners constantly
go to the Orem City Council to ask the City to take the road over. Mr. Despain said that if a
private road is allowed in American F ark, he feels that the City will eventually take over
maintaining the road.

Mrs. Belmont stated that she was expecting to see a proposal for the PR-15,000. She said that
she would still like to see a proposal for the PR-15,000 Zone.
Mr. Georgeson expressed his comments regarding gated communities. He said that gated
communities create "them" and "us" in the community. Mr. Georgeson said that he is not in favor
of gated communities.
Mr. Sowby said that he never implied that the proposed twin home project would be a gated
community. Mr. Despain stated that the summary on the plat indicated public streets verses
private streets.

Mr. Georgeson said that he wonders why the open space is on the west side of the development.
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Mr. Sowby stated that the reason the open space is proposed on the west side of the development
is so that it would be a continuous north-south access through the school and throughout. He
said that he will move the open space, if the Planning Commission would like.
Mr. Georgeson asked how the proposed project works with the master road plan. Mr. Despain
said the proposed project generally works with the master road plan with the exception of the
proposed project potentially lining up with 1190 East.
Mr. Fleming said that the Planning Commission also needs to see some park space.
Mr. Despain said that if plans were submitted for the PR-15,000 Zone, the plans would look
similar to the plans proposed for the PR-9000 Zone; but the plans would be more open.
Mr. Richan asked what the reason is for wanting the project developed in the PR-15,000 Zone,
rather than the PR-9000 Zone. Mrs. Belmont said the Planning Commission worked on the PR15, 000 Zone for years and thought it would be a good zone for the outer part of town. She said
that no one is wanting to build in the PR-15,000 Zone.

Mr. Richards stated that the PR-15,000 Zone is working for his development. He stated his
feelings regarding the proposed American Heritage Twin Project. Mr. Richards said that he really
dislikes the piggybacking of the proposed twin home project. Mr. Richards said that he really
likes the school portion of the project. He said he thinks the zone should be a PR-15,000.
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Mr. Sowby said the market for the 15,000 square feet lots is not there. He said that the proposed
project is just a reaction to the market.
Mr. Georgeson said that he feels the proposed twin project is an asset to the community, but is
concerned about the precedent that will be set if the proposed project is allowed in the PR-9000
Zone.
Mr. Fleming said he would like to address the issue of setting the boundary. He said that he
would like Mr. Despain to blow up the whole north east side including the green space and the
zone density. He said that the Planning Commission needs to look at the whole north east side
together. He said the Planning Commission can't just look at the property for the proposed
development. Mr. Fleming said that the Planning Commission would still like to see the concept
plan for the PR-15,000 Zone. He asked if Mr. Despain would prepare a concept plan for the PR15,000 Zone.
Mr. Despain said that he would be happy to prepare a concept plan for the PR-15000 Zone, but
pointed out that the owner of the property is not interested in developing the property in a PR15,000 Zone. He said that he is aware of the issue that one development may set a tone for the
rest of the development that takes place.
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Mr. Arb us stated that he is not completely convinced that PR-15,000 is the zone that is needed in
the proposed area, but he is not impressed that PR-9000 is the zone that should be used.
Mr. Arbus suggested that this item be table until the Planning Commission can take a look at the
concept plan in the PR-15,000 Zone.
Mr. Despain said that it may be unfair to ask Mr. Sowby to prepare a concept plan for the PR15,000 Zone because he is acting as an agent for his client and the client is not interested in
preparing a concept plan for the PR-15,000 Zone.
Mr. Sowby that it is fair to have Mr. Despain prepare a concept plan for the PR-15,000 and he
will be happy to get with Mr. Despain and Mr. Denney, but he does not think his client will ask
him to prepare a concept plan for the PR-15,000 Zone.
Mr. Sowby said his client wants to provide a product that does not exist now in American Fork
and that is in high demand. He said his client already has 100 lots that are in the PR-15,000 Zone
and they are not selling very fast.

Mr. Georgeson moved to continue the review and action of the revised concept plan for
American Heritage. Mr. Arbus seconded the motion.
Mr. Fleming asked for any further discussion.
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There was no further discussion.
Mr. Fleming called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Richan. The motion
carried.
DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON THE PROPOSED CHANGE TO THE INNER-BLOCK
DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE
Mr. Sowby said the proposed inner-block ordinance requires that the density in the inner-block be
compatible with what is in the surrounding area, which creates defacto zoning. He suggested that
the Planning Commission still look at the underlying zone in regards to inner-blocks.
Mr. Despain stated three primary issues that he has heard from several of the discussions on the
proposed Inner-block Ordinance (1) Determination of dwelling type (2) Determination of lot size
or density and (3) Placement of access streets.
Mr. Despain said there are two issues that need to be considered when looking at the Inner-block
Ordinance (1) the maximization issue and (2) the residents do not want a development that
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preservationists mind set or go back to the notion which does not consider the present use in the
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Mr. Despain stated that the inner-block areas do not really have tiny lots as was originally
thought. He stated that the inner blocks are full of some narrow lots, which are largely deep lots.
Mr. Despain said that there was the belief that the Central Residential area is a lot of small lots,
but it really is not a lot of small lots.
Mr. Despain said the option is to leave the inner-block amendment as proposed, which is the propreservationist option. He said another option is to go back to the previous requirement which
sets the density by a specific density schedule. Mr. Despain said another option is to determine
the allowable density based on the character of the existing development and permit some increase
in density based on superior design, which would make the assignment of determining which of
the inner-block properties get the benefit of the bonus more difficult. He said that another option
could be to establish an exclusive standard for maximum density and minimum lot size in inner
blocks, rather than relying on the general standard. Mr. Despain said the option dealing with an
exclusive standard for maximum density would be an objective standard.

In regards to Mr. Sowby's comment about de facto zoning, Mr. Despain said that it is de facto
zoning if the developer chooses the PUD option. He pointed out that the developer may not get
as much density if the developer choose the lot by lot option, but the developer still has that
option. Mr. Despain said the down side of choosing the lot by lot option is that it is difficult to
get a 60-foot road in the middle of the block and to get a 120-foot cul-de-sac.
Mr. Despain said he suspects the Planning Commission likes the flexibility of the inner-block
project, but it does not like the density of the inner-block project. He said that inner-block
development does not need to be perceived as a right. Mr. Despain said the inner block
development is a privilege.

Mr. Arb us said that the thing that concerns him is that the inner blocks are less populated than
perceived. He said the initial criteria for an inner-block project should be an absolute in between
the current zone an what is in the block. Mr. Arbus said there does not need to be any flexibility
involved. He said there needs to be some compromise in the inner-block ordinance, so that the
developer is not always at the top and the residents in the neighborhood of the inner-block project
are always at the bottom.
Mr. Fleming said that each block needs to be looked at separately. Mr. Richards said that every
block does need to be reviewed based on it's own merit. He said there cannot be a steadfast rule
for every inner-block project. Mr. Arbus agreed that the inner-block projects should be viewed
on a case by case basis. Mr. Fleming said a block by block analysis needs to be done. He said the
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block analysis needs to look at what already exists in the neighborhood, look at what can be done
in the current zone, and look at the maximum number of units allowed .
Mr. Despain asked if the Planning Commission buys the notion that the Planning Commission
should be more sensitive to the setbacks of the home from the perspective street than it is to the
widths of the residual lots. Mr. Fleming said that the Planning Commission should be more
sensitive in regards to the setbacks of the home from the perspective street than it is to the widths
of the residual lots.
Mr. Richan asked why the inner-block ordinance cannot be left open and looked at on a case by
case basis. He said he would like to minimize the parameters and let the developers show the
Planning Commission what they can do in an inner-block.

Mr. Despain said if the inner-block ordinance is conditional, the Planning Commission cannot
arbitrarily say that it does not like something. He explained that if the inner-block ordinance is left
open to suggestions, the burden is on the City and it will not work. Mr. Richards said that there
have to be some parameters in the inner-block ordinance because if it is left wide open the City
could face numerous lawsuits.
Mr. Despain pointed out that every inner-block project the Planning Commission has seen
recently has focused on maximum density, except one. He said that he will try to come up with
some language that gives the ability to have some discretion for superior design. Mr. Despain
said that if he can come up with some language that allows discretion for superior design, it will
be a good way to reward people for good design.
Mr. Georgeson expressed concern that minimum street widths and minimum lot widths need to be
set.
Mr. Richan said that he would really like some flexibility in the Inner-block Ordinance to let the
developers or people in the block suggest ways to develop the inner-block.

Ms. Statham said it is a good idea to get the citizens involved with inner-block projects because
then they fee] a part of the project and do not feel that something is being slid into their
neighborhood without their knowledge.
Mr. Despain said that he will continue to work on the proposed inner-block ordinance.
DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE RHJ
ANNEXATION AT APPROXIMATELY 740 EAST 350 SOUTH
Mr. Fleming introduced this item.

Mr. Despain stated that he talked to the surveyor today and he told him that he is still working on
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the draft plan and will get the draft plan to the Planning Commission as soon as it is done. He
stated that the annexation agreement for the RHJ Annexation should be discussed at the next
Planning Commission Meeting.

Mr. Arb us moved to roll the discussion of the annexation agreement for the RHJ
Annexation over to the next Planning Commission Meeting. Mrs. Belmont seconded the
motion.
Mr. Fleming asked if there was any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Mr. Fleming called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, and Mr. Richan. All voted in
favor. The motion carried.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Despain stated that the Planning Commission has a letter from Questar in regards to a
problem with the location of the covered storage. He pointed out that subsequent to the
annexation and site plan approval of the Ellsworth-Peck Building, Ellsworth-Peck submitted their
plan to Questar. Mr. Despain stated that Questar has a gas line easement that parallels the
freeway and is within 30 feet inside of Ellsworth-Peck's property. He said the covered storage
needs to be moved back to the east to get past the gas line easement. Mr. Despain said that
Ellsworth-Peck has indicated the movement of the covered storage building back to the east on
the site plan and he stated that this is an insignificant change to the site plan.

Mr. Georgeson moved that the Planning Commission has found that moving the covered
storage building back to the east is an insignificant change to the Ellsworth-Peck Site Plan.
Mr. Arbus seconded the motion.
Mr. Fleming asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Mr. Fleming called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Richan. All voted in
favor. The motion carried.
Mr. Despain stated that the Site Plan Committee was approached from representatives from
OfficeMax to make some changes to the sign ordinance. He said one change the representatives
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from OfficeMax wanted to change was in regards to the size of the facia sign and the letters on
the front of the building. He said the second request the representatives from OfficeMax
requested is in regards to an expansion or an enlargement of the project identification sign that is
already in existence in the Utah Valley Business Park. Mr. Despain stated that the third request
OfficeMax made was to go away from the pylon sign requirements of the I -15 corridor sign and
allow them to have an independent pylon sign located on 500 East.
Mr. Despain said there are two other issues relative to signs that the Planning Commission needs
to discuss (1) Pylon signs with regards to Doug Smith and (2) Directional signs throughout the
City. He suggested that there could possibly be a temporary sign ordinance to deal with the
directional signs throughout the City.
After Mr. Despain stated the three changes that OfficeMax would like to have made to the sign
ordinance, he turned the time over to Cary Dunn, a representative from OfficeMax. Mr. Dunn
stated that OfficeMax feels it is very important to have a larger sign above their entry. He said
OfficeMax is requesting a canopy sign with 72 inch letters and a total sign area of 294.49 square
feet. In regards to the existing Utah Valley Business Park pylon sign, he said that currently W almart is the only name on the sign. Mr. Despain stated that OfficeMax would like to make the
pylon sign larger so that their sign is equal to Wal-mart's sign. Mr. Dunn said that none of the
players who are involved with pylon sign would be unhappy if OfficeMax were to increase the
size of the pylon sign. He said the problem is that if OfficeMax enlarges the pylon sign, it would
not meet he sign ordinance.
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Mrs. Belmont said that she is not agreeable to changing the sign ordinance. She said that if one
person wants a change made to the sign ordinance, someone else will request a change to the sign
ordinance.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the current ordinance states that there can be only one project
identification sign. He also pointed out that the sign face cannot be larger than 450 square feet
regardless of the size of the project.
Mr. Fleming stated that he is not going to vote in favor of changing the sign ordinance to increase
the pylon sign to be more than 450 square feet. He suggested that OfficeMax should work with
Wal-mart to see if they will make their sign smaller so that OfficeMax can get a bigger sign.
Mr. Arbus pointed out that the project identification sign is supposed to be a project identification
sign and not an equal building sign.
In regards to the request for the second project identification sign on 500 East, Mr. Georgeson
said more than one pylon sign may be acceptable if it were located on major streets. Mrs.
Belmont expressed her concern that another pylon sign may not look good because there would
be too many signs and it would start to look like Las Vegas.
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The Planning Commission was not in favor of changing the sign ordinance to grant OfficeMax' s
three requests in regards to their signs.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Richan suggested that the Planning Commission adopt a policy that there would not be an
item put on the Planning Commission Agenda when it has more than four items that are left
unfinished. He said that by adopting a policy that would not let an item on the Planning
Commission Agenda if it has more than four unfinished items, would give staff a guideline to
follow and staff would not have to be put in a tough position because there would be a formal
policy in place.

Mr. Georgeson suggested that the Planning Commission discuss possibly having a policy that
limits discussion on projects. He pointed out that the Salt Lake City Planning Commission has a
time limit of two minutes for people to address the Planning Commission.
Mr. Fleming asked that there be an item put on the next Planning Commission Agenda that
discusses limiting discussion on projects.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE NOVEMBER

5~ 1997~

MINUTES

Mr. Richan noted the following corrections that need to be made to the November 5, 1997,
minutes:
On Page 2, Line 1 it should read "Mr. Richan stated that Barry Fullmer said the disclaimer will be
put on the Jockey Hollow Plat, in the CC&R's and also will be included in the sales contract
should be added to the October 15, 1997, minutes. On Page 6, Line 37 it should read "He sated
that the remote parking lot also needs ditch treatment." On Page 7, Line 8 it should read as
follows: "There needs to be a note added that there will be night lighting provided for the Central
Bank parking lot and that there will be some lighting on the Alpine Court Building. On Page 8,
Line 8 "comprise" should be changed to compromise. On Page 10, Line 7 it should be changed
to read "note that discloses that there should be foundation and groundwater examinations done
by the prospective homeowners at the time the prospective homeowners develop." On Page 10,
Line 14, it should read "After Mr. Denney presented the engineering concerns, the Chairman
asked for discussion from the Planning Commission." On Page 11, Line 24 it should be changed
from "it was concerned that there was not a cul-de-sac or turn around" to "it was concerned that
there was not a cul-de-sac or turn around at the end of the proposed school parking lot. On Page
12, Line 17 "there" should be changed to their. On Page 13, Line 31 the word "in" should be
deleted.
Mr. Richan moved approval of the November 5, 1997, minutes with the noted corrections.
Mr. Arbus seconded the motion.
Mr. Fleming called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mrs. Belmont, and Mr. Richan. Mr. Georgeson abstained.
The motion carried.
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Mr. Georgeson moved to adjourn at 12:05 a.m. Mr. Arbus seconded the motion. Those
voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, and Mr. Richan. The motion
carried.

Melanie Marsh
Administrative Secretary
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
DECEMBER 3, 1997
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on December 3, 1997, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m .
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

(

9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

14.
15 .
16 .

Discussion and action on the allotted time for discussion of
agenda items.
Review and action on the site plan for the American Fork
Library at 64 South 100 East.
Review and action on a revised commercial plan for Alpine
Court at 50 North Grant Avenue.
Discussion and action on the proposed change to the innerblock development ordinance.
Review and action on the annexation agreement for the RHJ
Annexation at approximately 740 East 350 South.
Review and action on the Mt. Timpanogos Office Plaza at 35
North 300 East.
Review of the revised preliminary plans of Temple Meadows PUD
at 550 North 1200 East for compliance.
Review and action on the final plans for Temple Meadows PUD
Phase I and Phase II at 550 North 1200 East.
Review and action on a commercial project at 275 South 740
East.
Review and action on the annexation concept development plan
and the annexation agreement for the Pajela Plat B Annexation
at approximately 1075 East 400 South.
Review and action on the annexation concept development plan
for the Holindrake Annexation at 475 North 560 West.
Review and action on the annexation concept development plan
for the Hunter Annexation at 750 West 500 North .
Site Plan Committee report.
a.
Discussion to allow private streets in the PR zones.
b.
Discussion of the General Plan in the area south of
American Fork.
c.
Discussion on the concept plan for Hill Bench Subdivision
at 1360 North 40 West.
Other business .
Review and action on the approval of the November 19, 1997,
minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 24 day of November, 1997.

J . H. Hadfield, Chairman
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
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REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on December 3, 1997, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:05p.m. Those present included Bill Arbus, Michael Georgeson, Juel
Belmont, Chairman Hadfield, *Pat Fleming, and Keith Richan. Staff present included Rod
Despain, Howard Denney, and Melanie Marsh.
Councilman Taylor was excused.
Others present included Gary Otterstrom, Barry Fullmer, Steve Sowby, Mike Raymond, Stanley
Grant, Paul Washburn, Reece Johnson, Don Gates, Gary Smith, Christie Reimchussel, and Stan
Smith. Also present were the following scouts from Troop 17: Dan Wood, Anthony Brown, John
Jensen, Nathan Crump, Dustin Crump, and Scout Leader Randy Mott.
DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON THE ALLOTTED TIME FOR DISCUSSION OF AGENDA
ITEMS
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Michael Georgeson to lead
the discussion.
Mr. Georgeson said that he has been concerned about the amount of time that the Planning
Commission is spending discussing some of the agenda items. He suggested that the discussion on
any one agenda item be limited to 45 minutes. He suggested that if an item cannot be resolved
within 45 minutes, that particular item be tabled or there be a special meeting held to discuss that
particular agenda item.
Mr. Arbus said he thinks the Planning Commission spends a lot of time talking back and forth and
does not really come to a conclusion. He suggested that the discussion time be limited to 30
minutes and if it starts to carry longer than 30 minutes, the item should be tabled to the end of the
meeting. Mr. Arbus said that after all the other items have been discussed the Planning
Commission can decide if it wants to finish discussing the item that it tabled earlier or have the
applicant re-work the item. He suggested that if a particular item has more than 5 subject to's, it
should automatically be tabled.
Chairman Hadfield explained the process an item has to go through before it is put on the
Planning Commission Agenda. He said that all of the hidden things should be identified and
based upon the recommendation of the staff, the Planning Commission should have already
looked over the agenda items and each member of the Planning Commission should pretty much
have decided how he or she will vote on an item.
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Chairman Hadfield said that some of the items that take a great deal of time are the items that fall
in the site plan area or other business area . He suggested that maybe the discussion items need
to be put on a workshop agenda and make the Planning Commission Meetings shorter, but more
frequently hold work sessions where the Planning Commission can focus on one or two issues.
Mrs. Belmont said that she has found that the items that take a great deal of time are the items
that focus on wants verses needs. She said some applicants just want to be able to get on the
Planning Commission Agenda to show there plans and the applicant will try to work the plans
around to try to get the Planning Commission to give the applicant what he or she wants. She
said that she agrees with Mr. Arbus and Mr. Georgeson that sometimes an item needs to be
tabled.
Mr. Richan said that he expressed at the last Planning Commission Meeting that he thought a lot
of pressure might be put on staff and Chairman Hadfield to put things on the agenda with some
promises made by the applicant to have things fixed before the Planning Commission Meeting.
He pointed out that there was an item on the Planning Commission Agenda a few meetings ago
that had 20 unresolved issues. Mr. Richan said that if an item has 20 unresolved issues, it should
not be on the agenda. Mr. Richan suggested that some pressure may be taken off the Planning
Commission Chairman and staff by setting some rules that staff can follow so that if there are
more than 4 unresolved issues, the item automatically gets taken off the agenda.

Mr. Georgeson moved to adopt a interim policy that the Planning Commission limit
discussion on individual items to 30 minutes the first time around and if the Planning
Commission is not able to come to a decision within 30 minutes, the item will move to the
bottom of the agenda and if after further discussion the Planning Commission is still not
able to come to a decision within 15 minutes, the item will have to be continued at a future
meeting and take into consideration the number of subject to's, if there are too many
subject to's in regards to policy issues the item will have to be continued to a future
Planning Commission Meeting. Mr. Arbus seconded the motion.
*Mr. Fleming arrived.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any discussion on the motion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Richan. Mr. Fleming
abstained.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE SITE PLAN FOR THE AMERICAN FORK LIBRARY AT
64 SOUTH 100 EAST
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Christie Reimchussel, Librarian, introduced Don Gates and Gary Smith of Hart Smith Fisher.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney to present the engineering concerns relative to the site plan
for the library.
Mr. Denney said that he still does not have the irrigation sign-off. He pointed out that there is a
change in the irrigation ditch. Mr. Denney said that he also needs the 100-year storm calculations
to make sure the site is planned to contain a 100-year storm. Mr. Denney said the sidewalk that
was added needs to be included on sheet P-1 01. He said there needs to be a note that the
proposed site plan is contingent upon two conditions (1) purchase of the parking lot area (2) with
the purchase of the property there will have to be arrangements to have a vacation of the
easements for the proposed site plan. Mrs. Reimchussel pointed out that the City Council agreed
to buy the property at the last City Council Meeting.
Chairman Hadfield asked for Mr. Despain's comments regarding the site plan.
Mr. Despain stated that he did not have any comments.
Mr. Gates said that Hart Smith Fisher is in the process of finishing the engineering concerns that
Mr. Denney previously stated.
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Mrs. Belmont asked how many parking spaces are required for the proposed library. Mr. Despain
said there are no parking requirements in the city code for libraries. He explained that in an effort
to find out what other cities have done in terms of off-street parking, he has called other cities to
find out their parking standards and has discovered that there are a variety of parking standards.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the number of parking spaces required from the different cities
ranges from 1 space for 150 square feet of building to 1 space for every 1, 000 square feet of
building. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the city is generally comfortable with 5 spaces per
1,000 square foot ofbuilding for other commercial establishments. Mr. Despain explained that
the parking standard for churches is 1 space for every three seats.
Mr. Georgeson asked what the seating capacity is for the auditorium. Mr. Gates said the
maximum seating capacity is around 70.
Chairman Hadfield asked how many parking stalls there will be. Mr. Gates stated that there will
be 83 parking stalls. Mr. Fleming stated that he only counted 7 5 parking spaces on the site plan.
Mr. Denney pointed out that the city is authorized to buy 1;2 acre of ground to help with parking
for both the senior citizens building, the historic building and also for the library.
Mr. Fleming asked if the parking will still be allowed in the street. Mrs. Reimschussel said that
there will be parking spaces in the street. Mr. Gates stated that he feels the number of parking
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spaces proposed is an adequate amount of parking spaces.
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Chairman Hadfield asked if a 10-foot radius is sufficient for a car to turn around the traffic island.
Mr. Denney said for standard passenger vehicles the 10-foot radius is sufficient, but for a big
truck there could be problems.
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Chairman Hadfield asked what arrangement have been made for on-site drainage from off the roof
to the impermeable surface. Mr. Gates stated that there is a system of sumps on the site to collect
the water and stated that none of the water will go into the street.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, and Mr.
Richan. The motion carried.
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Chairman Hadfield asked if the Planning Commission had any other concerns regarding the site
plan for the library.
There were no other concerns.

Mr. Fleming moved to approve the site plan for the American Fork Library at 64 South
100 East subject to: the irrigation company sign off, the applicant need s to provide the
100-year storm calculations, the sidewalk needs to be added to sheet P-101, and the
property acquisition and vacation of the easement. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED COMMERCIAL PLAN FOR ALPINE COURT AT
50 NORTH GRANT AVENUE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the over to Mr. Raymond.
Mr. Raymond stated that due to requirements by the Army Corps of Engineers, the American
Fork River will be opened to the existing culvert. He pointed out that the proposed building has
now been moved to the west to accommodate the American Fork River being open. Mr.
Raymond said that the Alpine Court's landscaping will tie into some of Central Bank's
landscaping on the south. He stated that the remote parking will now be reduced because of the
reduction in the size of the building.
After Mr. Raymond's presentation, Mr. Denney stated the engineering concerns. Mr. Denney
stated that the plan is still missing some of the stream treatment to the entrance. He said the plan
does not show the grate going into the culvert. Mr. Denney stated that the plan needs to indicate
that there is a grate going into the culvert. He said that on the proposed plan it shows the existing
wing walls and the bending back of a wing wall to try to put in the foundation of the building,
which he recommend be at the same angle. He recommened that the rip-rap not be at the bottom
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of the channel, but that it be over the bottom of the start of the west bank. Chairman Hadfield
stated that the floor of the river should be left unaltered.
Mr. Denney stated that the State may require more stream alteration permits for the landscaping
element and the boulders in the stream. He said he still needs the 100-year flows calculations for
the American Fork River and the applicant needs to show that American Fork River will be in
compliance with the FEMA flood requirements.
Mr. Denney said that in an earlier meeting it was indicated that the American Fork Irrigation
Company had signed off on the irrigation treatment on the Grant Avenue side, but since then the
ditch and the box have been added in the remote parking area. He stated that the American Fork
Irrigation Company now needs to sign off on all the irrigation treatment on Grant Avenue.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Otterstrom to provide the Planning Commission with a copy of the
letter from the American Fork Irrigation Company regarding the irrigation treatment on Grant
Avenue.

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain to express his concerns regarding the proposed Alpine
Court Development.
Mr. Despain stated that he received a copy of the proposed draft document regarding tieing the
remote parking lot to the Alpine Court Development late today. He said that he has given Mr.
Bennett a copy of the draft document and he would like the opportunity to discuss some of the
legal issues with Mr. Bennett.. Mr. Despain said that it appears the document regarding the
remote parking lot does address the concerns expressed by the Planning Commission.
Chairman Hadfield asked for comments from the public.
Dr. Grant asked how far the proposed building is from the sidewalk. Mr. Raymond said the
building is 14 feet from the sidewalk and the overhang is 7 feet from the sidewalk. Mr. Raymond
said that the proposed location of the building complies with the setback requirements. Mr.
Despain stated that the CC-1 Zone does not have a specific setback requirement. Mr. Arbus
pointed out that the front setback of Dr. Grant's office building is the exact same as the side
setback of Central Bank. He said his concern is that normally in certain zones there are minimum
setbacks required so that there is congruency and one business does not outshine the other. Mr.
Arbus said that the Planning Commission needs to take a serious look at what it is going to look
like on Grant Avenue with the side setbacks of Central Bank and the front setbacks of Dr.
Grant's office building.
Mr. Georgeson said that he would be in favor of increasing the setbacks another 6 feet for the
proposed Alpine Court building. He suggested having the building setback a total twenty feet
from the sidewalk. Mr. Fullmer said that he would not be opposed to moving the proposed
building back, if he was allowed to make the parking stalls 18 feet instead of 20 feet. Chairman
Hadfield said the key is not so much the length of the parking stall, but the issue is with regards to
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what the travel way for the cars traveling across the project behind the two rows of parking will
be ifthe parking stall length is allowed to be changed to 18 feet in length. Mr. Fullmer stated that
the travel way would still be 24 feet.
Chairman Hadfield asked how the Planning Commission feels about moving the building back 6
feet so that the building has a total setback of 20 feet from the sidewalk. Mr. Fleming felt it was a
good idea to move the building back an additional 6 feet. He stated that if the Planning
Commission does not request that the proposed building be moved back 6 feet, then it is saying
that Grant Avenue is as wide as it will ever be.
Mr. Richan asked if the issue of the remote parking on the Clement's property has been resolved.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Mr. Despain just received the documentation today and is
going to go through it with finer detail with the city attorney. Mr. Despain said that from briefly
looking through the document in regards to the remote parking, it looks like the thrust of the
document says that the remote parking lot and the Alpine Court Development will be bound
together.

Mr. Georgeson moved approval of the commercial site plan for Alpine Court at 50 North
Grant Avenue noting the following: (1) the increased setback of 6 feet for the proposed
building (2) allowing the parking stall length to be reduced to 18 feet (3) the remote
parking issue needs to be resolved satisfactorily with the principles mentioned by Mr.
Despain (4) a grate needs to be put on the river (5) changing the angle of the abutment (6)
re-locating the rip wrap from the bottom of the stream to the west bank (7) reminder that
an additional 404 Permit may be required for the landscaping (8) Mr. Denney needs to
receive the 100-year flow calculations and FEMA analysis (9) Mr. Denney needs the revised
American Fork Irrigation Company sign-off and the applicant needs to show that he has
satisfactorily met the water conveyance requirements and (10) the 100-year flow
calculations and the FEMA analysis will set the elevations. Mr. Fleming seconded the
motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for discussion on the motion.
Mr. Fleming said that he would really like to see a very good treatment of the river. He pointed
out that the landscaping plan only shows wild rose and two cherry trees and does not show any
other type of plants. Mr. Fleming expressed his concern that if all the plants are not shown on the
site plan, there is no guarantee that other plants will be put in. Mr. Fullmer said that he can
guarantee that there will be numerous plants because they do not want any problems with bank
stabilization.
Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Richan. The
motion carried.
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Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain said the earlier ordinance stated that inner-blocks would be a separate large scale
development as opposed to a subset of the PUD, which remains the same in this proposed
ordinance. He explained that the proposed Inner-Block Ordinance states that density and the
structural mix will be the basic pattern used to set the base densities with a bonus feature . Mr.
Despain stated that he was instructed to go away from an Inner-block Ordinance that favors
maximization of the available space and to create an Inner-Block Ordinance that favors
consistency with the surrounding environment.
Mr. Fleming said that on Page 5 of the proposed ordinance it states "that the denominator is the
average area per dwelling unit for a portion of the block not in the inner-block project." Mr.
Fleming said it is not the average area per dwelling unit, but it is the average area of the lot the
dwelling unit is on. Mr. Georgeson suggested that "the average area of block not in the innerblock project" could be taken out of the proposed Inner-Block Ordinance. Mr. Despain said the
word lot could be inserted in front of the word area on Page 5. Mr. Despain said that on Page 5,
it should read as follows: the average lot area per dwelling unit for a portion of the block not in
the inner-block project.
Mr. Arbus had a question on the flag lot. He asked if the whole block is being declared an innerblock area or is it per the development. Mr. Despain said there is a defined project area. He said
the defined project area includes the road into the interior. Mr. Despain explained that the project
area is the boundary not including any of the existing structures.

Mr. Fleming also noted another correction that needs to be made on Page 6 of the proposed
Inner-Block Ordinance. He said that there are two Roman Numeral II ' s on Page 6.
Mr. Despain pointed out that with the proposed Inner-Block Ordinance the design will be done on
a project area basis. He said the project may be developed piece meal, but the design will be
based on what is approved at the time. Mr. Despain said the proposed Inner-Block Ordinance
will force a tighter design. He explained that the benefits have to be distributed throughout the
project. He stated that the first applicant that requests to develop will not be able to take all the
density benefits.
Mr. Fleming said on Page 2 of the proposed Inner-Block Ordinance, under B3 where it reads"
shall have an maintain the right" should be changed to "shall have and maintain the right." Mr.
Despain suggested that on Page 2 where it reads "shall have an maintain the right" be changed to
shall have the right to proceed with development."
Mr. Fleming said that on Page 4, Line 2 where it states "forth in Section 2-6.2B" should be
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changed to "forth in Section 2-6-12B ." Mr. Despain said that he would check to see if Section
2-6.2B should really be 2-6-12B .
Mr. Fleming stated concern about the separate architectural review committee that is discussed on
Page 8 of the proposed Inner-Block Ordinance. He said that the architectural review committee
is going to have to be careful with regards to subjectivity. Mr. Fleming said that the City Council
needs to set some standards or qualifications that people will have to meet in order to be on the
architectural review committee. Mrs. Belmont agreed with Mr. Fleming that there will have to be
some standards and qualification set for the people to meet in order to be on the architectural
review committee.
Mr. Richan asked how the project notification area is defined. Mr. Despain explained that the
project notification area is within 300 feet of the project area itself. He said the project
notification area would be the block and the distance within 300 feet, which is roughly half the
next block around. Mr. Richan said that with the way the project notification area is defined in
the proposed Inner-Block Ordinance, eight blocks will have to be notified. He expressed concern
that the project notification requirement is very cumbersome for the developer.
Mr. Fleming suggested that the project notification area be worded as the project area and that
300 feet extends from the outer boundary of the designated project area. Mr. Despain said that he
will make a change to firm up that the project notification area is measured from the parameter of
the project as opposed to within the block. Mr. Denney said that the proposed ordinance should
state what adequate identification is for the owners of record for each parcel.
Mr. Georgeson suggested that Mr. Despain make the changes to the proposed Inner-Block
Ordinance and have a finished product for the Planning Commission Meeting on December 17,
1997.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE RHJ
ANNEXATION AT APPROXIMATELY 740 EAST 350 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He pointed out that the proposed annexation agreement
at approximately 740 East 350 South has been before the Planning Commission before, but it was
missing a concept map and a zone map.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the cross sections at both 400 South and 740 East, are 66 feet. He
pointed out that Mr. Johnson has chosen 400 South as the boundary between the Commercial
Zone and the Planned Industrial. Chairman Hadfield said that the map presented from Mr.
Johnson is adequate for annexation.
Mr. Despain asked whether the Planning Commission wants to take title to the roads as a
condition of annexation. Mr. Georgeson said that the roads should be taken at the time of
annexation.
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Mr. Fleming moved to approve the annexation agreement for the RHJ Annexation at
approximately 740 East 350 South and include in the agreement that the City will take the
roads at the time of annexation. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, and Mr.
Richan. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MT. TIMPANOGOS OFFICE PLAZA AT 35 NORTH 300
EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to the applicant, Bill Young.
Mr. Young stated that the proposal is for an office complex with a wellness center at 35 North
300 East. He said the proposed building will resemble the Jamestown area in Provo with the
colonial architecture.

Mr. Denney stated that three sumps required and in the notes on the plan it says that there will be
one sump. He said that the notes on the plan need to say that there will be three sumps. Mr.
Denney said that with the new section of sidewalk that will be put in, there needs to be a catch
basin into the ditch or another sump for the street drainage.
Mr. Denney asked if the concrete ditch to the north of the property is going to be abandoned.
Mr. Young said the concrete ditch to the north of the property will be abandoned. Chairman
Hadfield pointed out that on the proposed site plan it says that the existing concrete irrigation will
remain. Mr. Young said that he does not know if the concrete ditch is on his property, but it does
service his property. Mr. Young said that he has had a meeting with the American Fork Irrigation
Company and they are requiring that a box and a grate be put in for clean out at the front of the
ditch. Mr. Denney said that he will need a letter or sign off from the irrigation company.
Mr. Denney stated that the correct cross section needs to be put on the site plan. He also said
there is a proposed overflow built into the project so that if the site builds up with water, the
water will hit one sump and if one sump can't handle the water~ it then overflows into the street.
He proposes that the city not allow the water to overflow onto the street. Mr. Denney said the
ordinance states that there either has to be a storm drain system or the site needs to be able to
handle a 100-year storm. He suggested that the applicant make their parking lot be the detention
and not have the street become the overflow. Mr. Denney said the parking lot needs to be dished
to handle the water.
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Mr. Despain stated that he calculated the parking requirements and they conform to the office
structures. He said that in his discussion with the architect, he did not know that the proposed
building will be for a medical complex. Chairman Hadfield stated that Mr. Young should check
with Timp Service District to see what is required in regards to a sampling manhole for medical
offices.
Mrs. Belmont asked if the property will have the same grade as it currently has. She pointed out
that the area the proposed building will be located in is all single-family housing. Mr. Young
stated that the building is designed to fit into a residential area. Mrs. Belmont asked how high
the light poles will be in the parking lot. Mr. Young said he did not know how high the light
poles will be in the parking lot. Mrs. Belmont expressed concern about the lights shining into
people's homes all night long. Mr. Young said the lights can be turned inward so there is not the
problem of lights shining into people's homes. Mrs. Belmont pointed out that hotels use garden
type lighting so that the area is lit and is secure, but they do not use the 100-foot pole that is very
obtrusive. Mr. Young said that he will be happy to have the architect make any change in regards
to the lighting.
Mr. Denney asked that the motion include that the monument sign comply to the city sign
ordinance. He raised the issue of whether the Planning Commission is concerned about additional
fences around the proposed building because there are residential uses on both sides. Mr. Young
said that it his intention to put heavy landscaping along with a berm to create some privacy. Mr.
Arbus asked where the existing fence stops. Mr. Young said the fence goes across the whole
back property.
Mrs. Belmont asked Mr. Young to take some pictures of the old house that is being moved. Mr.
Young said that he would take some pictures of the old house to give to Mrs. Belmont.

Mr. Arbus moved approval of the site plan for Mt. Timpanogos Office Plaza at 35 North
300 East noting that there be three sumps, that there needs to be catch basins in the south
end of the street in the street gutter, that the concrete ditch on the north be abandoned and
removed, the American Fork Irrigation Company sign-off needs to be turned in, the cross
section as shown on the plan is wrong and needs to be corrected, the sewer depth needs to
be investigated and made absolute, the on site 100-year storm and a storm drain system
needs to be integrated, there needs to be a conservation of road cuts into 300 East Street,
the applicant needs to contact Timpanogos Sewer District to find out if a sample manhole is
needed, and the monument sign needs to be reviewed when it is designed and the vicinity
map needs to be reviewed, and the lighting needs to be low intensity to integrate into the
neighborhood. Mrs. Belmont seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
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There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, and Mr.
Richan. The motion carried.
REVIEW OF THE REVISED PRELIMINARY PLANS OF TEMPLE :MEADOWS PUD AT
550 NORTH 1200 EAST FOR COMPLIANCE
The revised preliminary plans of Temple Meadows PUD at 550 North 1200 East were not
submitted by the applicant.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLANS FOR TEMPLE l\1EADOWS PUD PHASE I
AND PHASE II AT 550 NORTH 1200 EAST
The revised final plans for Temple Meadows PUD Phase I and Phase II at 550 North 1200 East
were not submitted by the applicant.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COM:MERCIAL PROJECT AT 275 SOUTH 740 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Matt Judd, the applicant.
Mr. Judd said there is some question on the east access in regards to how Broadstone will be
accessed. He stated that he does not have a landscape plan. He pointed out that there will be two
more handicap spaces than are shown on the site plan.
Mr. Denney said that in the technical review meeting there were several parking lot issues that the
applicant was asked to re-work. He said one of the issues is where the T from State Street comes
in and develops into the lanes right before the signs. He said that the technical review committee
asked that there be planter strips put in as buffers in the area. Mr. Denney said that the applicant
was also asked to look at the parking where it is not the same level up against the building. He
said that the technical review committee suggested that there be a buffer with some type of
curbing so that people can see if it is clear from one side and do not think it is clear from the
other side and back into the cars.

Mr. Denney asked if the building is going to be sprinkled. Mr. Judd said that the building is going
to be sprinkled. He said that he is not sure where the OS&Y valves are going to go.
Mr. Denney said that it was suggested in the site plan meeting that the entrance between Big 0 '
Tire and Auto Zone be a common entrance opposite of each other in order to facilitate traffic
flow.
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Mr. Despain said that he is confused about the relationship between the landscaping and the
striping plan of the proposed site plan for the commercial project at 275 South 740 East with Big
0' Tire. He said that the parking for the proposed development is intended to be shared with Big
0' Tire. He said that he would like to see more of what is going to happen to the Big 0 site in
relationship to the proposed project before he feels comfortable with it. He said that he is not
sure where the Big 0 landscaping quits.
Mr. Georgeson expressed his concern regarding the entrance into the proposed development off
of State Street.
Mr. Arbus said the Planning Commission needs a parking and circulation plan of all involved
business in the area of the proposed project and a possible pad site. Mr. Judd said that he does
not know what will go on the pad site.

Mr. Arbus said there was some mention of planter strips and buffering the parking on the central
parking spots should have some sort of planter strip treatment. Mr. Judd said that he would
rather not have a planter strip treatment. Mr. Arbus said the placement of the OS&Y and the
associated fire hydrant needs to be addressed.
Mr. Despain said there are 35 parking spaces on the south and southeastern part of the proposed
building that will be for employees, which he said goes against the parking requirements. He
asked if there needs to be 35 spaces that are practically inaccessible to patrons. Mr. Arbus asked
if the building could be moved to the south and to the east and put the parking out front and have
employees park out by Big 0' Tire, which is not a retail parking area. He said that moving the
building to the south and to the east would generate more parking for customers.
After looking at the proposed plan and discussing several items, the Planning Commission decided
that the proposed plan had too many unresolved issues to grant approval.

Mr. Georgeson moved to table the commercial project at 275 South 740 East. Mr. Arbus
seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
There was discussion on the access from the proposed building out to State Street. Mr. Fleming
suggested that the three lanes be moved to the west. Mr. Denney asked whether Auto Zone
needs to cooperate and also have a back entrance.
Chairman Hadfield said one concern with the proposed project is that the project completely
isolates Big 0' Tire from using the parking.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, and Mr.
Richan. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND
THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE P AJELA PLAT B ANNEXATION AT
APPROXIMATELY 1075 EAST 400 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
Chairman Hadfield said at one point in time there was some discrepancy between the proposed
project and what Pleasant Grove concerned to be the boundary of their city, which Mr. Washburn
said has been resolved ..
Mr. Despain said the question is in regards to where 620 South should be. He said 620 South is
shown with a dip, but he believes that the City does not want the dip. Chairman Hadfield said
that annexing the property into the PO-l Zone is not a problem to him with the sketching detail
that is on the proposed plan. He said getting the road at the time of annexation is a concern.
Chairman Hadfield expressed concern about the alignment of 620 South.
Mr. Despain stated that Mr. Denney has raised the issue of having another access to the west off
of the north-south road. He said that further accesses off of the east are not required and should
not be permitted.
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There was some discussion about 1100 East being the boundary between American Fork and
Pleasant Grove. Mr. Fleming said that it would be in the best interest of both American Fork and
Pleasant Grove to have 1100 East be the boundary. He said there are many beneficial things that
could be done like sharing the sewer, water system, and terms of zoning 1100 East south of State
Street. Mr. Fleming said that it would be a good idea to talk to some of the people from Pleasant
Grove City regarding 1100 East being the boundary between American Fork and Pleasant Grove.
Mr. Despain said that the request the Planning Commission is looking at tonight is whether an
annexation agreement can be produced that the Planning Commission would be willing to
recommend to the City Council. He said that there does not seem to be any particular concern in
terms of requiring a more detailed plan as to the specific development. He stated that the focus of
the concern is in regards to the road, with particular interest in 620 South. He said that the
alignment of 100 feet off seems to be an acceptable alignment. Mr. Despain said the other issues
is in regards to water rights, but the Planning Commission will have to guess at the water rights
because of the lack of a General Plan.
Mr. Despain asked if the Planning Commission is willing to take the water at the time of
development as opposed to up-front. Chairman Hadfield said that he is willing to follow Mr.
Despain's direction in regards to the water rights. Mr. Despain said that the city had a per
acreage standard, but because the nature of annexations has become so varied it is hard to have
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an acreage standard with much relevance.

Mr. Fleming moved to authorize staff to draft a development plan annexation agreement
for the Pajela Plat B Annexation at approximately 1075 East 400 South. Mr. Arbus
seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Richan. Mr.
Georgeson abstained from the vote because he was part of the group that was talking to
Pajela about the LDS Church. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR
THE HOLINDRAKE ANNEXATION AT 475 NORTH 560 WEST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
Mr. Denney pointed out that the existing streets in Rustic Hills are 56 feet wide and lead into the
property proposed for development. He stated that the proposed plan shows continuing the same
width streets that are currently in Rustic Hills, even though the standard road should be 60 feet
wide. Mr. Fleming asked how one does a transition between a 56 foot road to a 60-foot road.
Mr. Sowby said that he just chose to continue the 56-foot road because he did not know how to
transition between a 56-foot to a 60-foot road. Mr. Sowby stated that if the Planning
Commission wants a 60-foot road, it just needs to help him figure out how to put in a 60-foot
wide road.
There was some concern expressed about the derelict parcel. Mr. Arbus suggested that the lot
could be a city park. Mr. Sowby said that he would love to make the lot a city park, but staff
suggested that would not be a good idea. Chairman Hadfield said that if there is a homeowners
association, he would buy into the idea of having the lot become a park.
Mr. Despain said the matter of this annexation was referred to the city council for their feeling
about the zoning issue. He said the proposed area is in the medium density residential zone,
which is the three to six dwelling units per acre category. He said the nature of the proposed
development is consistent with the General Plan. Mr. Despain said that the City Council feels
comfortable with the R1-7500 Zone. Mr. Despain stated that the City Council asked the Planning
Commission to consider the request of the applicant to have the development in the Rl-7500
Zone. He pointed out that there does not have to be a change made to the General Plan.
Chairman Hadfield said the issue of a 56-foot or a 60-foot road needs to be addressed in the
motion as well as the derelict parcel issue. He stated that it is important for traffic flow that 520
West be a thru street.
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Mr. Despain said the matter of zoning and the matter of water rights is typically addressed in the
annexation agreement and the matter of any mandatory dedicated streets.
Mr. Fleming asked about potential Board of Adjustments issues with regards to setbacks for Lots
7, 8 and 3. Mr. Sowby said Lots 7, 8 and 3 all comply with the setback requirements. Mr.
Despain pointed out that the lots that are questionable with regards to setbacks have been put in a
building envelope.

Mr. Despain asked ifthere is any question relative to the R1-7500 Zone. There was no question
with regards to the R 1-7 500 Zone. He asked if the Planning Commission is willing to accept the
proposed concept plan or willing to accept the proposed concept plan with some changes.

Mr. Fleming moved to authorize staff to prepare the draft annexation agreement for the
Holindrake Annexation at 475 North 560 West noting the issues that need some resolution,
which are the width of the streets, and the derelict parcel southeast of the cul-de-sac. Mr.
Arbus seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any discussion on the motion.
Mr. Fleming said that except for the derelict parcel southeast of the cul-de-sac, he thinks the
proposed concept plan looks pretty good. He said originally there was discussion that the park
would be on the Holindrake piece of property. Mr. Arbus said there is great concern about small
kids crossing 560 West to go to the park. He said one thing that might solve the problem of small
kids having to cross 560 West, is to have a tot park on the derelict piece of property .. Mr.
Sowby pointed out that he first labeled the lot a city park, but staff said that it should not be
labeled as a city park. Mr. Arbus suggested that with some kind of homeowner's association the
derelict parcel could be a park.

After much discussion regarding the derelict parcel, Chairman Hadfield stated that the question is
whether the proposed concept plan is the one that will go with the annexation proposal. Mr.
Fleming said that he would like to see two or three different options in regards to the concept plan
and then the Planning Commission will be able to pick the concept plan that it likes the best.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, and Mr.
Richan. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR
THE HUNTER ANNEXATION AT 750 WEST 500 NORTH
This item was pulled at the petitioners request.
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SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
A.

DISCUSSION TO ALLOW PRIVATE STREETS IN THE PR-ZONES

Mr. Despain stated that Temple Meadows is proposing that the road in their project
would basically be a private street, although it will be constructed to a public PUD
standard. He expressed concern that sometimes if private streets are allowed, there
may come a time when the city is requested to take over the streets.
Chairman Hadfield said that he will put this back on the December 17, 1997, Planning
Commission Agenda for discussion.
Mr. Despain said that if Temple Meadows is allowed to put in private streets, the
PR-Zone requirements need to be modified.
B.

DISCUSSION OF THE GENERAL PLAN IN THE AREA SOUTH OF
AMERICAN FORK

Chairman Hadfield said that the Planning Commission needs to hold a work
session to discuss updates to the overall General Plan. The Planning Commission tried
to come up with a date in December to hold a work session, but the Planning
Commission members all had busy schedules and could not decide on a date in
December. Chairman Hadfield directed the Planning Commissioners to look at their
schedules so that at the December 17, 1997, they can decide on a night to hold a work
session in January to discuss the overall General Plan.
C.

DISCUSSION ON THE CONCEPT PLAN FOR HILL BENCH SUBDIVISION
AT 1360 NORTH 40 WEST

Mr. Sowby read the items of concern from the July 5, 1995, Planning Commission
Minutes. He stated that he has addressed all the concerns listed in the minutes and was
able to resolve all the concerns except the issue of the double frontage on lots 12 and 13 .
Mr. Sowby said that he proposes to solve the issue of the double frontage on lots 12
and 13 by properly facing the houses on lot 13 and constructing a fence .
Mr. Despain pointed out that there is one double frontage and one triple frontage on the
proposed concept plan.. He said the basic question is whether the Planning Commission is
willing to overlook the issue of double frontage lots. He said the issue is not a
topographic issue, but it is a density issue. Mr. Despain pointed out that the effort to
fence the property is a means of dealing with the back lot lines.

Mr. Despain asked Mr. Sowby if the improvements will be made on both the east and west
side.
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Mr. Sowby said that he will do all the improvements, but the curb and gutter and 3 feet of
asphalt. He said that he does not want the curb and gutter to be an issue and said that
he will do what the Planning Commission would like him to do in regards to the curb
and gutter.
Mr. Despain pointed out that Mr. Sowby is proposing the entire width of the road. He
said an issue that needs to be considered is the fairness issue in regards to requiring the
developer to improve the lots adjacent to the proposed development.

There was some discussion about the road being gravel and Highland City not being
excited about the road. Mr. Fleming said that he would like the minutes researched in
regards to the discussion on the road. Mr. Arbus said that it seems to him that the
Planning Commission wanted to see an access through 9600 North.
Mr. Georgeson said that because this is a discussion item, he would be willing to accept
the fence; although he would like it to be more architecturally pleasing.
Chairman Hadfield stated that this item is just a discussion item and requires no action and
that the discussion on this item was just to give Mr. Sowby some direction.
OTHER BUSINESS
There was no other business to discuss.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE NOVEMBER

19~ 1997~

MINUTES

Mr. Richan stated that he could not vote on the November 19, 1997, Planning Commission
Minutes because he had not had time to read them. Mr. Georgeson recommend that no action be
taken on the November 19, 1997, minutes because the Planning Commission has not had enough
time to read them.
Chairman Hadfield stated that he would put the approval of the November 19, 1997, Minutes
back on the December 17, 1997, agenda.
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Mr. Fleming moved to adjourn at 11:48 a.m. Mr. Arbus seconded the motion. Those
voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming and Mr. Richan. The
motion carried.
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
DECEMBER 17, 1997
NOTICE AND AGENDA

(

Notice is hereby give n that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on December 17, 1997, in
the City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00p.m. The
agend a shall be as follows:
7:00 P . M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

(

8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

Discussion and action on the proposed change to the innerblock development ordinance.
Discussion and action regarding private streets in the PR
zones.
Review and action on a zone change request at 640 West 750
North from the existing RA-1 to the R1-9000 zone.
Review of the revised preliminary plans of Temple Meadows PUD
at 550 North 1200 East for compliance.
Review and action on the final plans for Temple Meadows PUD
Phase I and Phase II at 550 North 1200 East.
Review and action on a commercial project at 275 South 740
East.
Review and action on the annexation concept development plan
and the annexation agreement for the Pajela Plat B Annexation
at approximately 1075 East 400 South.
Review and action on the annexation concept development plan
for the Holindrake Annexation at 475 North 560 West.
Review and action on the J. Lundin Subdivision at 385 East 160
North.
Review and action on a request by Doug Smith Autoplex and
Office Max for Ordinance changes within the I-15 Corridor Sign
Overlay Zone.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the approval of the November 19, 1997,
minutes.
Review and action on the approval of the December 3, 1997,
minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 9 day of December, 1997.

J . H. Hadfield, Chairman
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
DECEMBER 17, 1997
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on December 17, 1997, in
the City Hall, commencing at 7:02p.m. Those present included Bill Arbus, Michael Georgeson,
Juel Belmont, Chairman Hadfield, Pat Fleming, Councilman Clark Taylor, and Keith Richan.
Staff present included Rod Despain, Howard Denney, and Melanie Marsh.
Others present included Lane Henage, Paul Washburn, Steve Sowby, John Lundin, George Cary,
Fred Cox, Shane Moser, and Barbara Christensen, a member of the press.
DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON THE PROPOSED CHANGE TO THE INNER-BLOCK
DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain stated that the proposed ordinance is on the pro-preservation side. He pointed out
that the density that will be allowed in the proposed Inner-Block Ordinance is not as high as what
is allowed in the current Inner-Block Ordinance.
Chairman Hadfield asked for further discussion.
Mr. Fleming asked if Mr. Dan Richards has looked at the proposed Inner-Block Ordinance. Mr.
Despain stated that Mr. Richards has looked at the proposed Inner-Block Ordinance and said that
the changes that have been made to the proposed Inner-Block Ordinance help, but not enough.
Mr. Despain pointed out that when Mr. Richards did Chipman Village, he did what the InnerBlock Ordinance would let him do; rather than what the surrounding block would have allowed
him to do .
Chairman Hadfield said that in looking at the Inner-Block Ordinance it has been the attempt of the
Planning Commission to have development occur at something less than maximum density in the
inner-block areas and to give some consideration to the type of dwelling unit that is around the
periphia of the inner-block development.
Mr. Georgeson said that he feels that the proposed Inner-Block Ordinance is in the middle ground
between the desires of the developers and the desires of the current residents who live in the areas
eligible for inner-block development.

Mr. Georgeson moved that the Planning Commission recommend the proposed InnerBlock Ordinance to the City Council for hearing. Mr. Arbus seconded the motion. Those
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voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Councilman Taylor,
and Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
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Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Richan had some questions about the term project notification area that is used on Page 2 of
the proposed Inner-Block Ordinance. He asked if the term project notification area is a standard
term. Mr. Despain said that project notification area is not a standard term. He explained that the
term project notification area is used in the proposed Inner-Block Ordinance in an effort to define
a reasonable notification or influence area. Mr. Richan asked ifthe project notification area
requirement is going to be carried through in all developments or is it just unique to inner-blocks.
Mr. Despain said that the project notification area requirement is just unique to inner-blocks. Mr.
Richan expressed concern that it may not be fair to have the project notification area requirement
used in inner-blocks, but not require it to be used in other type of developments. Mr. Richan also
stated that he thinks the project notification area is really cumbersome. Mr. Despain stated that
the basis for the project notification area comes out of the state law relative to amendments to
subdivisions. He said any amendment to a subdivision that has already been approved requires
notification within 3 00 feet of the boundaries.

Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Councilman
Taylor, and Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
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DISCUSSION AND ACTION REGARDING PRIVATE STREETS IN THE PR ZONES
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Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
Mr. Richan stated that he is opposed to putting in streets that do not meet the basic standards.
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Mr. Despain said the real issue is whether the Planning Commission wants to depart from what
has been a long standing policy for one and two family projects, which is that the streets have to
be dedicated public streets. In regards to gated communities, he said there may be ways to have
public streets with gated communities; but he does not know a way under Utah Law.
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Mr. Georgeson said that he has no particular concern with private roads in a development as long
as the roads are constructed to the city standard, so that if eventually the roads become public
roads, there will not be a problem for the city in taking the private streets over.
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Mr. Fleming moved to instruct staff to prepare documentation on the street widths located
in PR Zones and PUD Zones and bring it back to the Planning Commission for discussion
and decision.
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Mr. Georgeson asked that there be some consideration given to not only the width of the streets,
but also asked that consideration be given to the construction standards such as the road base and
graded asphalt, etc.

Mr. Fleming amended his motion to include that there be some consideration given to the
construction standards such as the road base and graded asphalt, etc. Councilman Taylor
seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Richan. Mr.
Arbus voted nay. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST AT 640 WEST 750 NORTH
FROM THE EXISTING RA-1 TO THE R1-9000 ZONE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
Mr. Shane Moser was present to request a zone change at 640 West 750 north from the existing
RA-1 to the R1-9000 Zone. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Mr. Moser's property is
bordered on 2 Y2 sides with the R1-9000 Zone.
Chairman Hadfield asked for comments from the Planning Commission.
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Mr. Arb us asked if the R 1-15,000 zone should be considered, if there is sufficient property.
Chairman Hadfield wondered if it would be spot zoning if the proposed property were to be
zoned the R1-15,000 Zone. Mr. Despain said that he does not see the parcel being a spot zone
whether the zone is a R1-15,000 Zone or the R1-9000 Zone.

Mr. Fleming moved to authorize a zone change request at 640 West 750 North from the
existing RA-1 to an Rl-9000 Zone. Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any discussion on the motion.
Mr. Denney pointed out that Lot 12 has a depth of 134. Mr. Georgeson said that if the drawing
shows that Lot 12 is inadequate with the adjoining property, the zone may have to be extended.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Fleming, Councilman Taylor, and Mr.
Richan. Mrs. Belmont voted nay. The motion carried.
REVIEW OF THE REVISED PRELIMINARY PLANS OF TEMPLE MEADOWS PUD AT
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550 N ORTH 1200 E AST FOR COMPLIANCE
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Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
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Mr. Henage, the applicant, stated that the drainage plan has not changed since he received
preliminary approval. He said that he has added sidewalks on both sides of the street because of a
federal regulation regarding handicap access for sidewalks.
Mr. Denney stated that the outstanding issue with regards to drainage is that he still needs to
receive the letter from the Jeppson's accepting the water. Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney
if he is satisfied with all other drainage issues. Mr. Denney said that he is satisfied with all other
drainage issues.
Mr. Henage said that he was asked to put sidewalks in on both sides. Chairman Hadfield pointed
out that the Planning Commission is looking at the same footprint, but now the plan has included
sidewalks on both sidewalks of the street. Mr. Henage stated that the only reason the preliminary
approval is being undone is because of the sidewalk issue.

Mr. Ric han had some concern about the disclaimer on the bottom of the last page of the plat. He
asked Mr. Henage how he is proposing to notify prospective buyers of the particular condition as
stated in the disclaimer on the last page of the plat. Mr. Henage said the disclaimer on the plat is
only on the plat because the city requires it to be there. He explained that it states in the CC&R' s
that there will be no basements in the PUD, but if the prospective buyer wants to have a
basement, the prospective buyer will be required to have a water test on the particular lot and then
will have to receive approval with the building permit to build a basement. Mr. Richan asked if
the disclaimer on the bottom of the plat will be included in the CC&R' s as it is included on the
plat. Mr. Henage said that if the city requires him to include the disclaimer in the CC&R' s it will
be included. Mr. Richan asked Mr. Henage if he would be willing to include the disclaimer in the
CC&R' s, on the plat, and as part of the statement in the sales contract. Mr. Henage said that he
will include the disclaimer in all three places.

Mr. Arbus moved to approve the revised plan and the handicap accesses for Temple
Meadows PUD for Phase I and II on the preliminary plat at 550 North 1200 East. Mr.
Fleming seconded the motion.
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Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion on the motion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Councilman
Taylor, and Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLANS FOR TEMPLE MEADOWS PUD PHASE I
AND PHASE II AT 550 NORTH 1200 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
Mr. Henage said at the last Planning Commission meeting he had twenty items that needed to be
addressed before final approval could be granted.
Mr. Henage explained that the reason that he wanted to have private streets is because he did not
want to see people driving through the development as a short cut and also a lot of senior people
who live in these type of developments leave for a couple weeks at a time and like living in a place
that seems secure.
Mr. Henage pointed out that the last plan he submitted did not show the gates because he decided
to let the Planning Commission decide what it wants to do with regards to gated projects and also
to let the Planning Commission decide whether it wants to allow private streets or require the
project to have public streets.
Mr. Henage said the easement for which the city will have the trail is 12 feet wide and it has an 8foot asphalt trail. He pointed out that Mr. Denney is concerned about the curve in the trail. He
said that since he spoke with Mr. Denney about the curve, he has taken out the curve in the trail.
Chairman Hadfield asked if Mr. Denney has reviewed plans that are different from what the
Planning Commission received in their Planning Commission packets. Mr. Denney said that he
did receive revised plans around 2:00p.m. today, but has not had much time to review the revised
plans for Temple Meadows.
Mr. Denney stated the following engineering concerns: (1) He said that he has only received part
of the fire flow calculation. After Mr. Denney stated that he has only received part of the fire
flow calculation, Mr. Henage submitted the rest of the fire flow calculation at the meeting. (2) He
said he still does not have the agreement on the drainage from the Jeppson's. (3) Mr. Denney said
that especially on Plat A he has not been able to do the complete closure on the internal workings
of Plat B. (4) He said that on Plat E there are internal closure errors on Lot 4 and Lot 5 and one
of the curb bearings does not go through. (5) Mr. Denney said the Planning Commission does not
have the detail of the cross-section of the trail. He said the Planning Commission needs to know
what the cross-section of the trail will be. (6) Mr. Denney said that he is still concerned about the
semi-protection strip on the Howard Ault area. (7) He also pointed out that 11 final profile sheets
were submitted and he needs to review the 11 final profile sheets. Mr. Denney said that he has
some other issues, but the issues will depend on the outcome of the discussion regarding whether
the streets are to be private or public streets. He said that if the streets are to be public streets
there are some tangent lengths that need to be incorporated. He said if they are to be private
streets, some of the dedications need to be changed on the plat.
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Chairman Hadfield asked if the Jeppson family is satisfied relative to the acceptance of the water.
Mr. Henage said that he had a meeting with some representatives from Pleasant Grove City and
some other developers. He said that Mr. Denney was at the meeting with Pleasant Grove City
when Mr. Jeppson agreed to allow the easement through his property. Mr. Henage said that he
has talked to Mr. Jeppson since the meeting about putting a pipe in because he is worried about
the water overflowing. Mr. Henage said that Mr. Jeppson' s son works at a place where his son
can buy the pipe at a discount price, so Mr. Jeppson decided that he would put the pipe in himself
and that there would be a provision in the agreement that Mr. Henage would pay Mr. Jeppson a
certain amount of money to use the ditch. Mr. Henage said that he made an agreement with Mr.
Jeppson and he sent the agreement in a letter with a check last week to Mr. Jeppson and he was
going to fax the agreement back, but on Friday Mr. Jeppson had a heart attack so he has not yet
received the signed agreement from Mr. Jeppson.
Mr. Henage said that with regards to deciding on the streets there was a decision that if public
streets were put in, they would need to meet the standard of other public streets. He said the
streets do meet the standards other than the S curve. He said the S curve street is quite slight.
Mr. Henage said that he hopes that where he received preliminary approval that the configuration
of the streets can be grandfathered and that the streets will not have to go back through
preliminary approval. Mr. Denney stated that the shape of the streets is a preliminary issue, but
the design and calculated curves are really a final plat issue. Mr. Denney said that the Planning
Commission can agree to the geometric configuration of the streets, but not with the detail of the
configuration.
Mr. Ric han asked if there is going to be a homeowner's association. Mr. Henage said that there
will be a homeowner's association. Mr. Richan said the issue of whether the streets will be
private streets or public streets should be spelled out in the homeowner's association document
before the document is filed with the state. Mr. Henage said the document, which incorporates
the homeowners association with the State, states that the streets are public streets. He said that
he has now been told that the streets should be private streets.

Chairman Hadfield stopped Mr. Henage because the time limit on the discussion for this item was
up. He said the renderings originally came in with public streets, but now the renderings show
that the streets will be private. Chairman Hadfield asked the Planning Commission if it wanted to
discuss this item further.

Mr. Arbus moved to table the final plat for Temple Meadows PUD Phase I and II that
there are seven areas of concern that the City Engineer felt needed to be dealt with before
this comes back for final approval and he would like to see the items dealt with and the
plan submitted to the city engineer at least three business days before the Planning
Commission Meeting. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked if Mr. Despain has had time to review the CC&R' s. Mr. Despain said
that he is in communication with the City Attorney regarding the CC&R' s. He said that there are
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Mr. Despain said the issue of public verses private streets is a very significant matter. He said the
public streets verses privates streets issue needs to be resolved.
Mr. Fleming called a question on the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arb us, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Councilman
Taylor, and Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
Mr. Fleming said that as long as the roads are built to the city standard for public roads he does
not care if they are public or private roads, except when there is a gate. He said the Planning
Commission has not dealt with the issue of gated communities. Mr. Fleming said that he believes
there needs to be a big public policy discussion on gated communities in American Fork.
Mr. Henage stated that he does not want a gated community. He asked if a private road is
granted, will the city loose control of saying whether they will allow a gate or not allow a gate.
Mr. Despain said that the city does loose control of saying whether they will allow a gate, if
private streets are granted.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COlviMERCIAL PROJECT AT 275 SOUTH 740 EAST
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George Cary was present to represent Perry Construction regarding a proposal to build a
commercial/retail center. Mr. Cary said that he has met with the Timp Special Service District
and they had some questions about how they are proposing to put the sewer lines in. He said that
Timp Special Service District is also concerned that there are provisions for a grease trap and
sampling manhole for the proposed project. Mr. Cary said that they do not have any food service
businesses, but they would like to leave the option open so that they can have food service
businesses.
Mr. Denney said one of the concerns in technical review is that the islands are not the same width
as the other islands. Mr. Cary said that he would rather have the lines painted because then there
will not be islands for people to run into. Mr. Cary said that Mr. Despain expressed a valid
concern that if the lines are just painted people can park on them and will encroach into the travel
lanes and are not restricted to the parking areas. He said that Mr. Despain requested that there be
a raised concrete barrier. Mr. Cary said that the raised concrete curbs are not intended to be a
planting area.

Mr. Cary said there was some discussion in the technical review meeting about the access with
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Big 0 ' Tire and the proposed project. He said it was suggested by city staff that there should be
an access up by State Street. Mr. Cary said that he was asked to provide access for the Auto
Zone property. Mr. Cary said there was considerable discussion as to how to provide access with
the adjoining parking lots to the property to the east.
Mr. Denney asked if Mr. Cary has the cross-sections for the Broadstone Development area. Mr.
Cary said that they do not have a formal easement with Broadstone, but he has some verbal
comments that Broadstone would be willing to participate in an easement. Mr. Denney said that
Mr. Cary needs to provide a formal egress and ingress and maybe even parking to allowing for
sharing of the driveways.

Mr. Denney stated that he has contacted Karen Baker ofUDOT and she suggested that the plan
be reviewed by them. He said that Karen Baker has not reviewed the access out onto State
Street. Mr. Cox said that they are not modifying the existing UDOT approach. Mr. Denney
pointed out that the UDOT approach is being modified by the amount of the traffic that will go
out onto State Street.
Mr. Denney said that if the Planning Commission decides to approve the proposed project, it
needs to include in the motion the allowance for the project sign. He said that he has also asked
for a sign off from the irrigation company. Mr. Denney said the 8-inch sewer should not be
located underneath the building. Mr. Denney said that he has requested before that the 8-inch
sewer should be moved from underneath the building and it still has not been moved. Mr. Denney
said that it is less likely that there will be flooding if the 8-inch sewer is not located underneath the
building. He said that another thing that can be done by moving the 8-inch sewer from under the
building is that the units can be sold off individually and the units can all have there own services.
Mr. Cox asked if the sewer line requirement is a zoning ordinance requirement. Mr. Denney said
that the sewer line requirement is a city standard. Mr. Despain explained that the proposed area
for development is an overlay zone. He stated that it is not a matter of use by right, but it is a
matter of what the City Council will approve after the public hearing on the site plan.
Mr. Cary said that there were a lot of comments that if the sewer line is put in as designed, which
shows the 8-inch sewer underneath the building, he will be prohibited from ever subdividing the
building. He said that it is fine with him that he does not subdivide the building because he does
not intend to subdivide the building.
Mr. Arbus said that he spoke with Gary Dollar of Big 0' Tire and he is mortified that the
proposed project will be located on some of his property. Mr. Arbus said that Mr. Dollar is
considering adding onto his building and is now finding out that part of his property is spoken for
and he has found quickly that he will not have a place to expand to. Mr. Arbus pointed out that
there was an access created to Auto Zone and to his knowledge nobody in the real estate
department of Auto Zone has been contacted to whether they agree to the access that was
created. He said that as far as the UDOT access review goes, he feels that Auto Zone should be
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there to see what kind of access they are going to have because that is one of their main accesses .
Mr. Arb us said that with some of the engineering concerns, he thinks that there are some things
that need to be worked out by the developer before this can be approved.
Mr. Cox said that they are not putting anything on Big 0' Tire's property that was not already
agreed upon with Big 0' Tire. He said the access to Auto Zone was staff's suggestion. Mr. Cox
said that they will have to have UDOT's approval before the project is done. He said the question
is whether to table the project tonight on those issues or whether it is approved subject to .
Mr. Arbus said that he will not approve of off-site parking on someone else's property and a
right-a-way on someone else's property. He said that he understands that there is a cross
easement agreement. Mr Arbus said that Mr. Dollar does know about the cross-easement, but he
did not know that part of his property would be taken out for a complete cross-easement. Mr.
Despain said the city needs to have knowledge of what the authorizations involve. Mr. Despain
said that it appears to him that there is a row of landscaping and parking on Mr. Dollar's property.
Mr. Despain suggested that the City needs to get a copy of the document that was made with Big
0' Tire. Mr. Arbus suggested that Mr. Dollar be contacted.
Mrs. Belmont said it looks like the proposal will have asphalt right up to the building. She said
that she would like to see more landscaping and softening of the area.

Mr. Arbus moved to table the commercial project at 275 South 740 East noting the
following: (1) concrete curbs need to be labeled (2) there needs to be more than at least a
20-foot setback on the out building from 7 40 East (3) the Planning Commission needs to see
the UDOT review of the access (4) need the project identification sign to be discussed
whether it is on the site plan or is a separate issue (5) need the irrigation sign off (6) need
the sewer not to be located under the proposed building (7) need the terms and agreement
between Big 0' Tire and Auto Zone as far as circulation and parking (8) there needs to be
a detailed landscaping plan provided (9) there needs to be a cross easement with
Broadstone.
Mr. Cary asked the Planning Commission to approve the project with the conditions stated above.
Mr. Arb us said that he will not approve the project like it is currenlty proposed and stated that the
motion was to table the item.

Mrs. Belmont seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for discussion on the motion.
Mr. Despain pointed out that ifMr. Cary wants a decision so that he can go forward and is
unprepared to take the table, the Planning Commission has the option of recommending denial
and it can go to the City Council.
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Chairman Hadfield said that another issue that has been discussed is a one way street for a driveup window. Mr. Cary explained that the drive-up window was specifically for the cleaners, but he
said the cleaners are now saying that they may not want the drive-up window.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the cleaners requires a sampling manhole. Mr. Cary said that TaylorMaid and the dry cleaners do not require a sampling manhole because they do not discharge
unprocessed waste into the sewer district. He said that Taylor-Maid does require a special hair
trap . Chairman Hadfield said that the issue of the sewer is of concern to him.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Councilman
Taylor, and Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND
THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE P AJELA PLAT B ANNEXATION AT
APPROXIMATELY 1075 EAST 400 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to the applicant, Mr. Washburn.
Mr. Washburn said that nothing has changed on the proposed plan except the road.

Mr. Despain said the Pajela Annexation Agreement firms up some of the questions that were
addressed a few weeks ago. He said the issues with regards to the water rights is addressed in the
agreement. He said the issue with regards to the water rights will be delayed until the actual time
of construction because they do not know what the demands will be. Mr. Despain pointed out
that the plat showed a curly-Q road, but the road has now been straightened out. He stated that
the zone for the entire area would be the PO Zone.
Chairman Hadfield asked if there needs to be an intermediate road between State Street and 620
South somewhere in the vicinity of the proposed annexation. Mr. Fleming asked if the Planning
Commission needs to address the issue of a stub in for a potential road going to the West. Mr.
Despain said that the Planning Commission is not really asking anything with regards to the minor
streets.

Mr. Fleming moved to approve the annexation concept development plan and the
annexation agreement for the Pajela PlatE Annexation at approximately 1075 East 400
South. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion on the motion.
There was no further discussion on the motion.
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Councilman
Taylor, and Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR
THE HOLINDRAKE ANNEXATION AT 475 NORTH 560 WEST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to the applicant, Mr. Sowby.
Mr. Sowby said that at the last Planning Commission Meeting there was some question on how to
handle the derelict parcels and what to do with the road that is a little narrow. He said the
proposition is to continue the road at the same cross-sections, which gives 34 feet of asphalt. He
said he will continue the same cross-section thru the street on 520 West.
Mr. Sowby said that he has given the Planning Commission six options as to the way the derelict
parcel could be handled. He said that he would suggest that the Planning Commission consider
option E, which would give part of the extra parcel to the Goodwins who live on the south side,
which is Lot 19 in Rustic Hills and also give part of the extra parcel to Lot 21 in Spring Hollow.
Mr. Sowby said that the Goodwins are present at the meeting. He said that he has contacted the
Lot Owners of Lot 21 and they have agreed to receive part of the property from the derelict
parcel.
Chairman Hadfield asked ifMr. Sowby will help build the fence on the back ofLot 21 so that it is
only a single frontage lot. Mr. Sowby said that he will help build the fence on the back of Lot 21
so that there is only single frontage. Chairman Hadfield explained that Mr. Sowby will put the
fence on the cul-de-sac so that Lot 21 will have the frontage on the cul-de-sac of Spring Hollow
and not have the frontage on the cul-de-sac of the Holindrake Annexation. Mr. Sowby stated that
he was thinking of putting in a 5-foot high wood, sight-obscuring fence.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the Goodwins are agreeable to the process with regards to receiving
the extra property. Mr. Goodwin said that they are agreeble to the process of taking the extra
property.
Mr. Denney said that as the proposal is now, the jog between the two different alignments on 500
North occurs thru the road. He said it may be more preferable to have the jog occur further to
the east in front of Lots 17, 18, & 19 so that as lot 16 comes in the first phase, they will be able to
put the whole east sidewalk and curb & gutter in.
Mr. Despain asked who bears the burden for 500 North in terms of the right-a-way. He said
given the alignment that is shown, the bulk of the burden for 500 North comes off the property to
the north. He said the notion is to try to share the burden equally, he said to move the center line
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more to the south has the practical effect of sharing the burden more. Mr. Despain said the notion
that the alignment needs to be changed still needs to be addressed.
Mr. Despain said that the other question that has been raised is the request that 520 West
continue on into the 56-foot road as opposed to expanding the road out to 60 feet.
Mr. Arbus pointed out that Item 5 under the General Notes on the concept development plan it
says that the "owner/developer will begin to haul fill to the site to raise the grade in the south west
portion of the site." He asked that the plan go to the final stage before fill is moved in.
Chairman Hadfield asked the Planning Commission to keep in mind that the proposed plan is just
a concept plan for annexation.
Mr. Georgeson had some concern about putting in a wood fence . He said that a wood fence
would require a lot of maintenance. Mr. Georgeson asked if the maintenance of the fence would
be the expense of the city or the property owner. Mr. Despain said the maintenance of the fence
would be at the expense of the property owner. Mr. Sowby stated that he would build the fence
and it would be on Lot 21 and the owner would have to maintain the fence . Mr. Georgeson
asked why they were proposing to build a wood fence, he suggested building a block fence . Mr.
Sowby said that he thinks a wood fence looks a lot nicer than a block fence .
Mr. Arb us moved to recommend to the City Council approval of the Annexation
Agreement and Annexation Concept Plan of the Holindrake Parcel at 475 North 560 West
and that the derelict parcel be reflected as shown in option E and subject to the acceptance
of the property owner.
Mr. Sowby said that he would like Mr. Arbus to include in the motion that the 56-foot road be
allowed.

Mr. Arbus amended his motion to include that the Planning Commission finds that the
road width of 56 feet on 520 West needs to be congruent to 500 North and that it would not
be good to make the road the standard width and the Planning Commission would not
recommend that any development to the north have a 56-foot road. Mr. Fleming seconded
the motion.

Chairman Hadfield asked for any discussion on the motion.
Mr. Despain suggested that if the Planning Commission really wants to change the alignment of
the road, it should do it now and not fight the fight in the future. Mr. Sowby said that he can
guarantee that he will try to move the road south, but as the road is moved more to the south, it
gets closer to the gas line. He said that he already only has the minimum depth on lots 16, 17, 18,
19, 1 and 2.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Councilman
Taylor, and Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE J. LUNDIN SUBDIVISION AT 385 EAST 160 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He explained that this is an existing lot of record that
was done when Virgil Peterson subdivided the Inez Nielsen Property. Chairman Hadfield pointed
out that Mr. Lundin would now like to subdivide the property on 160 North. He said Mr. Lundin
went through the Board of Adjustments and the Board of Adjustments granted a 9.67-foot
setback, instead of 10-foot setback. Chairman Hadfield stated that the setback on the rear and the
side yard was waved by the Board of Adjustments.
Mr. Denney said that he has reviewed this plan and it is basically in compliance. He said that there
may be a reimbursement on the sewer and water along 160 North. Mr. Denney said there is going
to be curb and gutter required along 400 East as the preliminary plat shows. He stated in regards
to the final plat, he needs to have the final profile sheets submitted to him ..
Mr. Georgeson moved preliminary and final approval for the J. Lundin Subdivision at 385
East 160 North subject to (1) the possibility of reimbursement for sewer and water (2) curb,
gutter & sidewalk on 400 East (3) submission of the plan of profiles and ( 4) noting the
Board of Adjustment has given relief as far as the rear and side setbacks. Mr. Fleming
seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for discussion on the motion.
Mr. Lundin, the applicant, asked how much concrete will need to be put in along 400 East.
Chairman Hadfield said that Mr. Denney will let him know how much concrete will need to be put
m.

Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Councilman
Taylor and Mr. Richan.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REQUEST BY DOUG SMITH AUTOPLEX AND OFFICE
MAX FOR ORDINANCE CHANGES WITHIN THE I-15 CORRIDOR SIGN OVERLAY
ZONE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain said that they are talking about pylon signs and not monument signs. He said that in
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the I-15 Zone, businesses can put a monument sign on the freeway . Mr. Despain said there needs
to be a formal motion if the Planning Commission feels that they do not want to make changes to
the sign ordinance.
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Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
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Chairman Hadfield said that in regards to signs, it goes much further than just Doug Smith and
Office Max. He said that whatever decision the Planning Commission makes in regards to the
overlay zone has a great deal of impact to other business that have already been told that they
can't have a pylon sign.

Mr. Arbus moved that the Planning Commission has reviewed the current sign ordinance
at the City Council's request as it effects Doug Smith and Office Max with the following
noted (1) that as per Mr. Despain's memo on the second page, fourth from the bottom
where it says that one needs to bear in mind when reviewing this is the first two words
"their problem" and (2) also one needs to think about how many times the Planning
Commission has been bombarded with the sign issue and how many signs the city does not
have because of the current sign ordinance.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the Planning Commission has reviewed the current sign ordinance
and concurs with the current sign ordinance as written.

Councilman Taylor seconded the motion.

There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Councilman
Taylor, and Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
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Mr. Despain had nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Councilman Taylor said that he assumes that this is the last Planning Commission Meeting that he
will be attending because he thinks that the new Mayor will make new assignments and he will not
be on the Planning Commission again. He said that he has had a great learning experience
working with the people on the Planning Commission.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the Planning Commission started re-working the General Plan
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in 1993. He said that the Planning Commission has been directed by the City Council to come up
with some plan or alternative tore-look at the General Plan relative to the Policy Declaration and
have a report back to the City Council by the second Council Meeting in February. Chairman
Hadfield proposed that the Planning Commission hold a Work Session to look at proposed
changes to the General Plan sometime in January. He said that the Planning Commission needs to
look at the entire City with the boundary to the north, east, west, and south and see what impact
that has and what is relative to the land use element.
Mr. Ric han asked if there is any way the Planning Commission can have an update on the
suitability of the land from what it could be utilized for as far as development is concerned. He
asked what the land can support. Mr. Despain said that there is information on wetlands and soils
and something that would help draw some density numbers. Mr. Richan said the information on
the wetlands and soils would be important in planning the land can be utilized for.
The Planning Commission decided to hold a Work Session on January 14, 1997, at 7:30p.m. to
discuss the General Plan.
Chairman Hadfield expressed appreciation to Councilman Taylor for his diligence in becoming
trained in regards to planning issues and for carrying the items forward to the City Council.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE NOVEMBER

19~ 1997~

MINUTES

Mr. Richan noted the following corrections:
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On Page 3, Line 21 "18-foot width should be changed to 18-foot length. On Page 10, Line 17 it
should read "what it the condition of the subsurface groundwater." On Page 10, Line 26 where it
reads "approximately 1175 East 700 North" should be changed to 640 North 150 West. On Page
10, Line 40 where it reads "11 7 5 East 700 North" should also be changed to 640 North 15 0
West. On Page 13, Line 43 "need" should be changed needed. On Page 18, Line 15 "there"
should be change to their. On Page 18, Line 4 "two other issue" should be changed to two other
1ssues.

Mr. Richan moved to approve the November 19, 1997, minutes with the noted corrections.
Mr. Arbus seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Councilman
Taylor, and Mr. Richan. Chairman Hadfield abstained from the vote because he was
absent from the November 19, 1997, Planning Commission Meeting. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE DECEMBER 3~
Mr. Richan noted the following corrections:
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On Page 1, Line 35 "table" should be changed to tabled. On Page 4, Line 43 "rip-wrap" should
be changed to wrip-rap . On Page 6, Line 22 "inbutment" should be changed to abutment. On
Page 7, Line 6 where it reads "Mr. Despain said the earlier ordinance proposed stated that innerblocks" should be changed to "Mr. Despain said the earlier ordinance stated that inner-blocks. On
Page 6, Line 28 "note" should be changed to "noted" On Page 14, Line 18 where it reads Mr.
Denney pointed out that the existing streets in Rustic Hills are 56 feet wide and are the Streets in
Rustic Hills" should be changed to read Mr. Denney pointed out that the existing streets in Rustic
Hills are 56 feet wide and lead into the property proposed for development. On Page 15, Line 13
where it reads "Mr. Fleming moved to authorize staff to prepare the concept development plan
for the Holindrake Annexation" it should be changed to Mr. Fleming moved to authorize staff to
prepare the draft annexation agreement for the Holindrake Annexation. On Page 15, Line 23 and
Line 24 "560 East" should be changed to 560 West.

Mr. Rich an moved approval of the December 3, 1997, Minutes with the noted corrections.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Councilman
Taylor, and Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Georgeson moved to adjourn at 10:58 p.m. Mr. Arbus seconded the motion. Those
voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mrs. Belmont, Mr. Richan, Councilman Taylor, and Mr.
Georgeson. The motion carried.

·fY)~fYJ~
Melanie Marsh
Administrative Secretary
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