AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JANUARY 7, 1998
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on January 7, 1998, 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 preliminary plan for Hill Ridge
Estates Subdivision at approximately 1340 North 50 West.
Review and action ont he preliminary plan for Elizabeth Circle
Subdivision at approximately 185 East 540 North.
Review and action on the final plan of Elizabeth Circle
Subdivision Plat A at approximately 535 North 200 East.
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 site plan for LeBaron Office
Condominiums at approximately 875 East Pacific Drive.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for offices at
approximately 105 North Center Street.
Review and action on a commercial site plan at 630 South 500
East (Adjacent to Office-Max)- Lot 3, Plat A, Utah Valley
Business Park - (Radio Shack) .
Review and action on an amendment to the Development Code to
allow private streets in one & two family PUD's.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the approval of the December 17, 1997,
minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 29 day of December, 1997.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
JANUARY 7, 1998
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REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on January 7, 1998, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Bill Arbus, Michael Georgeson,
Councilwoman Juel Belmont, Chairman Hadfield, Pat Fleming and Keith Richan. Staff present
included Rod Despain, Howard Denney, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included Steve
Sowby, Layne Henage, Cary Dunn, George Wilson, Mr. Gardiner, and Barbara Christiansen, a
member of the press.
Chairman Hadfield expressed appreciation to Councilman Taylor for his interest and diligence in
serving on the Planning Commission for the last two years. He recognized Councilman Don
Hampton as the new councilman that will serve on the Planning Commission. Chairman Hadfield
excused Councilman Hampton.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR HILL RIDGE ESTATES
SUBDIVISION AT APPROXIMATELY 1340 NORTH 50 WEST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Sowby.
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Mr. Sowby submitted the sign-off from the Irrigation Company, the approval from Questar Gas,
the approval from Utah Power, and the approval from Insight Cable TV. He said that he has
given special attention to the treatment of Lots 12 & 13 on the north side of 1340 North. Mr.
Sowby said that he has proposed to install a fence . He pointed out that Note 4 on the plan states
that "the developer will construct a 6-foot high, wooden, sight-obscuring fence on the south side
of Lots 12 and 13 and the developer will also plant 12 trees as a visual barrier. Mr. Sowby said
that the developer will complete the remaining parts of the curb, gutter & sidewalk on the north
side to make it safe for the school children.

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney to state the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney pointed out that there are some double frontage lots on the proposed plan. He said
the fencing and the tree plantings along 1340 North have been proposed to try to screen the
double frontage lots or eliminate the double frontage lots. Mr. Denney pointed out that the Dan
and Debbie Hooge home are currently on the Highland City Water and on a septic tank. He said
the City has an ordinance that says the utilities will be extended the full length of the development
and he pointed out that the proposed plan will provide the Hooge home access onto the sewer
and water. Mr. Denney said that the proposed plan does not take the utilities to the full limits of
the boundary, but he said that he does not feel that it is necessary to extend the utilities to the full
limits of the boundary because he does not think the City will ever extend the utilities into
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Highland City. He said that it needs to be noted that the Planning Commission is willing to waive
the requirement in the ordinance that the utilities have to extend the full limits of the boundary.
Mr. Denney said that the City needs to be assured resolution of the derelict parcels. He said the
ordinance requires a half street plus 5 and Mr. Sowby is proposing to put the whole width street
in, including the curb and gutter. Mr. Denney also said that the cross-section needs to be noted.
He stated that there may be some reimbursement for putting in the utilities on 13 40 North.
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Mr. Denney said the City still feels strong about the extension of the road up to 9600 North and
asked what type of treatment the road should have. He expressed concern that when the City
obtains ownership of the road, the City will have to do something different with the road.

Mr. Despain said that if the Planning Commission approves the proposed plan, he suggested that
he be instructed to remove the provision in the ordinance that discusses double frontage lots or
asked that the Planning Commission make whatever finding necessary to address the issue of why
the proposed development will be allowed to have double frontage lots. He also said that the
water rights issue will need to be addressed.
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Mr. Georgeson stated that regarding the derelict parcel, which is labeled as Parcel B, where it
refers to Lot 10 it needs to be clarified on the plat that Parcel B is Hillcrest Acres East, Plat A,
Lot 10.
Mr. Fleming pointed out that the way it is platted on the proposed plan, the Hooge right-of-way
going to the north could come in as part of the ownership to American Fork. Mr. Sowby stated
that the Hooge's are willing to deed the property at the time of annexation, but the property can't
be part of the subdivision. Mr. Fleming asked who will the right-of-way belong to if it stays as a
gravel right-of-way. Mr. Despain stated that the right-of-way will belong to American Fork City
as a piece of property conveyed in deed, but not dedicated.
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Mr. Despain stated that the City has said that it wants the right-of-way as an alternate north-south
route. He said that if the City does not want to take the road, the plat needs to be modified and
the stub street should not be provided.
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Mr. Fleming asked if the road is every going to be asphalted. Mr. Despain said that it is the
expectation that the road will be asphalted. Mr. Fleming asked if the City will put in the curb
system to help control run-off.
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Mr. Fleming stated that he does not know if the taxpayers need to bear the cost of the
improvement of the extension of the road. Mr. Sowby said that he will do whatever is needed in
regards to the extension of the road. Mr. Fleming said that if the Planning Commission is going
to require that the road be improved, it ought to be improved to City standards so that the City
does not have to incur expenses to put the road in. He pointed out that the road is being put in
for the benefit of the subdivision.
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Mr. Ric han asked if Highland City would have to act on the issue of the road, if the Planning
Commission requires that the road be completed to 9600 North. Mr. Sowby said that Highland
City is not required to give any type of subdivision approval, but he would be required to get a
permit from Highland City to construct the road.

Mr. Despain said that the road would benefit the Highland residents traveling to the school.
He pointed out that 80% of the students that attend Legacy Elementary live in Highland. Mr.
Despain said the road is good planning, but he said that even though the road is good planning it
does not address the subject of who builds the road and how the road is built. Mr. Georgeson
stated that the issue of the cost of developing the road should be negotiated between Highland
City, the developer, and American Fork City.

Mr. Fleming moved to approve the preliminary plan for Hill Ridge Estates Subdivision at
1340 North 50 West subject to (1) the utility extensions (2) that the derelict parcels be
resolved and that they be shown on Plat B and the derelict parcel that refers to parcel B
should be lot 10 of Hillcrest East Acres Estate and that parcel A be deeded to the Coates.
(3) the developer needs to extend 50 West Street north to 9600 North to American Fork
City standards on asphalt and curb & gutter should be put in on both sides of the street
and the sidewalk should be put in on the east side of the road extension of 56 West 9600
North. Mr. Arbus seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for discussion on the motion.
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Mr. Georgeson said the deeds for the derelict parcels should be in hand before the plat is
recorded. Mr. Despain said the deed does not require the signature of whom the parcel is deeded,
but if there is evidence of acceptability by the adjacent property that is sufficient.

Mr. Georgeson said the motion did not mention anything about who is to pay for the cost of the
road improvement or it did not make any suggestion that the cost of the road improvement should
be shared. Mr. Georgeson asked if it is Mr. Fleming's intent to leave the decision about the road
improvements up to the City Council and the developers. Mr. Fleming said that the intent of his
motion is to have the developer bear the whole cost of the road improvement.
Mr. Georgeson said that he is in favor of the road improvements because he is concerned about
the safety of students walking on an unimproved road. He said there is a greater likelihood of
accidents occurring on an unimproved road. Mr. Georgeson expressed concern about the City be
liable for accidents that could occur on the sub-standard street.
Mr. Fleming said that he does not want a sub-standard road that American Fork City will be liable
for . He said that if the road is not going to be improved, then the road should be stubbed off and
Mr. Sowby will have to re-draw the plan. Mr. Arbus said the bottom line is that the road needs to
be improved and this is the only way to ensure that the road is done.
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Mr. Georgeson said that Lot 13 bothers him because the fence stops short of the corner and it
makes the lot more like a quadruple frontage lot. Mr. Georgeson said that he is concerned that no
one will want to buy Lot 13 and it will remain a weed patch for several years. Mr. Sowby said
that he would build a 3-foot high level fence so that it extends to the corner or around the corner.
Mr. Sowby said that if the motion passes and the developer is required to put in the road, he
would ask for American Fork City's cooperation in dealing with Highland to get the appropriate
permits.

Mr. Despain asked that the minutes reflect that the Planning Commission did not see any way to
get around the double frontage issue and therefore the proposed project will be allowed to have
some lots that have double frontage, even though the ordinance does not allow double frontage
lots. Mr. Fleming said that he read the ordinance and in the motion he was saying that he does
not see any other way to do it.
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 FINAL PLAN OF ELIZABETH CIRCLE SUBDIVISION
AT APPROXIMATELY 185 EAST 540 NORTH
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Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to George Wilson.
Mr. Wilson said that he is the surveyor and engineer for the proposed project. He said that he
would like to get preliminary approval of the entire plat. He said the improvements on Lot 1-A
would be curb and gutter on 200 East along with the sump and some curbing. Mr. Wilson said
there is an existing sidewalk, so they can leave the planter strip. He stated that there is a private
irrigation ditch in the back. Mr. Wilson said that he has met with the American Fork Irrigation
Company and they have approved a 15-inch pipe as shown on the preliminary plat along with an
inlet box.
Mr. Wilson said the street to the north, he would now like to dedicate as a street. He said the
time frame on this street will likely be 5 to 20 years with future development. Mr. Wilson said
that he would like to lock in with a development agreement that will be recorded and attached to
the final plat or referenced with the final plat so that future developers will agree with the City on
the proposed plan or if future developers want to make alterations to the proposed plan, it will be
with the approval of the City. Mr. Wilson asked if he could refrain from putting in the curb &
gutter and any street improvements on the north street because it will be some years into the
future before it will be used for future development.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney to state the engineer concerns.
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Mr. Denney said the preliminary plat shows title lines. He said that on 4B of the preliminary plat
it starts to have the flavor of having double frontage lots. Mr. Denney pointed out that 3B does
have some property between it and the road, but on 4B the road almost comes continuous up to
the property lines. He said the proposal is to put berms in the future and he has calculated the
area necessary to contain the water of a 100-year storm. He said in the future there will have to
be some method to prevent the run-off. Mr. Denney recommended that the water line and sewer
line be shown on the preliminary plat accessing and servicing the cul-de-sac and that at the fire
marshal request the fire hydrant be put out on the street. He said there should be a 2 inch bubble
off valve on the end of the cul-de-sac.
Mr. Wilson said that with regards to the double frontage, it could be stipulated in the development
agreement that there would be no access.
Chairman Hadfield asked for Mr. Despain's concerns. Mr. Despain stated that what Mr. Wilson
has proposed is really all that can be done with the property. He said there is not much risk in
approving only Lot 1 with having no development. Mr. Despain pointed out that the territory to
the west is practically developed . Mr. Despain said the plan of profiles does propose that 540
North would be designed in such a way that the surface water flows off of 540 North and would
flow out to the east.
Mr. Despain said it is unusual that they would not require improvements on a street adjacent to a
final plat. He said there is some argument that if the street improvements on 540 North Street are
put in now, the blacktop might disintegrate before it is ever used. He said that is why Mr. Wilson
is suggesting that the improvement responsibility be loaded onto subsequent development that
takes advantage of the blacktop.
Mrs. Belmont said that the property is a wonderful piece of property and feels that something
wonderful can be developed on the property. She stated that some of the ordinances sometimes
stifle the developers creativity.
Mr. Fleming said that they would expect the north side of Lot 1-A to have the curb, gutter &
sidewalk in, but blacktop may not be required.
Mr. Despain stated that part of the concern is the fact that if the parcel was picked off, there is a
subdivision created and the absence of the road into the interior practically precludes the
subsequent development. He said that it is at the applicant's request that the issue of the delayed
improvements be addressed. Mr. Despain said that the compromise with the proposed
development agreement is to make sure that there ends up in the County Recorder's Office an
obligation that further development of the property carry with it the obligation to make the
improvements.
Mr. Georgeson said that if the Planning Commission can encumber the remainder of the property
and that Mr. Wilson would bear the burden of the curb, gutter & sidewalk on Plat 1-A, that
would be the best option. He said that he is not in favor of requiring the curb, gutter, & sidewalk
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on the north portion ofLot 1-A, primarily because of the need to fill the depression area in order
to accomplish the task and the likelihood of future developers wishing to take a different approach
relating to the road and it's design. Mr. Georgeson said it is his feeling that if they could properly
encumber Plat B of the subdivision to bear the costs of placing the curb, gutter & sidewalk on the
north portion of Plat A that would be a good option.
Mr. Georgeson moved to approve preliminary Plat A and Plat B of Elizabeth Circle
Subdivision subject to (1) the issue of double frontage lots on Lot 4B (2) utilities need to be
extended and the laterals shown on the plat (3) there needs to be blow-off valve at the end
of the water line and (4) encumber Plat B to make the road improvements on 540 North.
Councilwoman Belmont 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, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming and
Mr. Richan. The motion carried.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAN OF ELIZABETH CIRCLE SUBDIVISION
PLAT A AT APPROXIMATELY 535 NORTH 200 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.

?3
_A
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

Mr. Wilson said that when the development agreement is recorded, there should be a note on the
final plat. He pointed out that the development agreement will be recorded and it will be crossreferenced to the general plan.
Chairman Hadfield said that they are not only talking curb, gutter & sidewalk and asphalt, but
there is an irrigation structure that needs to go across the potential road, which is an extension of
the easement that goes across the back of the lot.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney to state the engineering concerns for the final plat. Mr.
Denney said that he needs (1) the irrigation sign off (2) the subdivision monuments and their
associated state plane coordinates need to be added to the plat (3) the level of improvements
associated with Lot 1.
Mr. Despain said the issue is that the Planning Commission needs to recommend to the City
Council that they authorize delaying construction of 540 North until the subsequent phases come
in and secure it with a written agreement notifying subsequent purchasers.
Mr. Denney stated that the fire marshal has requested that the fire plug be located at the mouth of
the cul-de-sac, instead of the top of the cul-de-sac. Mr. Denney said that he has also heard some
discussion to not cover the ditch and that will take a variance of a separate ordinance. Mr. Wilson
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stated that the irrigation company is requiring that the ditch be covered.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the final plat for Elizabeth Circle Subdivision Plat A
subject to: (1) the fire hydrant in the cul-de-sac (2) irrigation sign-off (3) the subdivision
monuments and there associated state plane coordinates (4) the improvements on 200 East
and deeding the property to the City (5) and recommend that the City Council delay the
improvements on the north part of Lot 1 subject to an appropriate development agreement
being executed and providing that the development take place when Plat B is developed.
Mr. Arbus seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion. Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr.
Georgeson, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAN FOR TEMPLE IYIEADOWS PUD PHASE I
AND PHASE II AT 550 NORTH 1200 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Henage.

Mr. Henage said that he left the last meeting with seven items that needed to be addressed. He
said that he still needs the Jeppson's to sign off. He said that he has taken care of the other seven
items, but when he met with the engineering office they raised another issue regarding the water
maintenance line. Mr. Henage said the water maintenance line will not tie into the low pressure
line, but will now tie into the high pressure line. Chairman Hadfield explained that before the City
was looking at a pressure reducing station somewhere above the junction of the first road below
700 North. He pointed out that Mr. Denney had concerns about the availability of adequate
pressures in the homes that are on the far north of 650 North Street. Chairman Hadfield said that
looping back to the high pressure system will provide adequate fire flows throughout the entire
subdivision and will eliminate a costly pressure reducing station.
Mr. Georgeson asked if the water line will cut across the open space. Mr. Henage said, yes it
would, the open spaces is going to be dedicated open space and will never haves homes on it.
Mr. Henage said that on the cul-de-sac there was a right-of-way for the Ault's, but with the
decision that all roads in a PUD need to be at the City standards, it will be difficult to make a full
road. He said it seemed to be best to move the road over more to where Mr. Ault could take lots
off the cul-de-sac. Mr. Henage said that Mr. Ault has agreed to sign the plat as it is.
Chairman Hadfield stated that there was some discussion at the last Planning Commission as to
whether the road is to be a public or private road. He said Mr. Henage has now decided to make
the streets in the proposed subdivision to be constructed to City standards and the streets will be
public streets.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney to state the engineering concerns. Mr. Denney said that he
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has gone through the plan of profile sheets. He said that he does not have the plan of profile
sheets for the storm drain. He said where the storm drain is not in the street, he does not have the
plan of profile sheets. Mr. Denney said the detail is also missing from the new proposed water
line. He said that there needs to be a resolution of the easement for the water line. Mr. Denney
stated that he needs the documents to review for that type of easement. He said that he also
needs the extension of the storm drain easement through the Jeppson's or whoever's property the
easement is going to go thru. He said there are several corrections that need to be made to the
plan of profile sheets that he would like to be able to work with the engineer. Mr. Denney said
that part of the motion needs to include that the ordinance requiring water lines to be put to the
limits of the subdivision is going to be waived. He said that there will not be a water line on 530
North. He said he needs the proposal for what the trail will look like.
After Mr. Denney stated the engineer concerns, Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain to state his
concerns. Mr. Despain said the annexation agreement still remains outstanding. He said a draft
of the annexation agreement is in the hands of Mr. Warnick. He pointed out that the City is a
primary player regarding off-site issues, specifically the potential purchase of a well and some
surplus water rights and possibly a well protection area. Mr. Despain said that Mr. Warnick is
prepared to issue the deeds for the water rights that apply to the proposed project, if the City is
not prepared to take the well or pay for the well. Mr. Despain said that he has met with Mr.
Henage and his legal counsel regarding the CC&R's. He said that with some minor changes, the
CC&R's appear to be adequate.
Chairman Hadfield asked for comments from the Planning Commission.

Mr. Arbus moved to approve the final plans for Temple Meadows PUD Phase I and II at
550 North 1200 East subject to: (l)the storm drainage easement and the downstream water
users sign-off (2) needing the storm drain detail on the plan of profile sheets and the new
water line and other engineering concerns to be handled by the City Engineer (3) need the
cross section of the trail and the trail plans (4) 530 North waterline exemption (5)
annexation agreement fulfillment ( 6) CC&R' s agreement to be finished with Mr. Despain.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked if there was any further discussion.
Mr. Richan asked if the disclaimer that is on the plat is included in the CC&R' s. Mr. Despain
said that he does not recall the disclaimer in the CC&R's. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that
Mr. Henage stated in an earlier meeting that he would include the disclaimer in the CC&R' s. Mr.
Henage said that in the CC&R' s it states that basements are not allowed in the subdivision, unless
the prospective owner gets an independent report showing that it is safe to have a basement on
their lot. Mr. Denney pointed out that with the disclaimer on the plat, the City is going to require
every building permit to have a soils report.
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Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
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Mr. Ault asked if they have to come back to the city to put the water line in. Chairman Hadfield
pointed out that Mr. Ault is possibly considering installing a water line on 530 North before the
asphalt is put down. He asked if the Planning Commission wants to approve the water line on
530 North, if it is approved by the City Engineer.

Mr. Arbus amended his motion to include that he does not see a problem with Mr. Ault
installing a water line on 530 North as long as it is to the City standards and Mr. Denney
approves it. Mr. Georgeson seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming and
Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR LEBARON OFFICE
CONDOMINIUMS AT APPROXIMATELY 875 EAST PACIFIC DRIVE
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Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Gardiner.
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Mr. Gardiner stated that the proposed project is to be located east of A& Y building supplies. He
said that he is proposing 4 buildings with two levels. He pointed out that there will be a main
level and a garden level. Mr. Gardiner stated that Mr. LeBaron is not sure how the area to the
south of the proposed project will be developed.
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Chairman Hadfield asked what the timing is for the proposed project. Mr. Gardiner stated that
the proposed project is something that Mr. LeBaron could do right now. He said the idea with
the proposed project is that the units will be pre-sold. Mr. Gardiner said that Mr. LeBaron has a
lot of people interested in the proposed buildings.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney to state the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney pointed out that the proposed property is not yet annexed into American Fork City.
He said the property is in the process of being annexed, but the process has not yet been finished .
Mr. Denney pointed out that in all the plans it is being advertised as condominiums, but it is more
than a condominium project and it is really different than a commercial site plan. He stated that a
forever lasting approval should not be tied to the proposed project, but a one year approval
should be tied to the proposed project. Mr. Denney stated that some of the problems with the
preliminary plat are that it does not cover the use of the whole area that is being represented.
Mr. Denney said one thing that needs to be resolved is the deeded roads for both Bamburger and
Pacific Drive, which he said he does not know if they will be a part of the annexation. He said it
is suggested that for public safety reasons, the City needs to make sure that office complexes are
required to have a placard that will identify the businesses that are located in certain buildings and
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what suites the businesses are located in. He said the placards should be located in front of the
buildings.
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Mr. Despain pointed out Mr. LeBaron does not know what he is going to do with the two out
lots, but stated that the record of survey map that will come when the proposed project is granted
final approval will have to address the two out lots. He said that if the two out lots are going to
be used for retail use the 24-foot road coming from the south may not be adequate. Mr. Despain
stated that the proposed parking meets the requirements for the four proposed buildings. He said
the extent of landscaping far exceeds the requirements for the portion that is proposed for
development. Mr. Despain said the proposed project is an appropriate use within the zone
district, but there are some details that still need to be worked through.
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Mr. Georgeson suggested that there be four large trees planted in the middle of the parking lot.

Chairman Hadfield asked for comments from the Planning Commission.
Mr. Arbus said that he finds it hard to deal with the proposed project as a commercial site plan
because it has not gone through a preliminary plat stage and it is also difficult because the
annexation is not completed. He said that what the Planning Commission is really looking at is a
concept plan, which he suggested that the Planning Commission says that it looks nice.
Mr. Despain stated that the purpose tonight is to get the reaction of the Planning Commission as
to whether or not the layout and character of the uses are satisfactory.
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Chairman Hadfield said that he had seen an earlier rendition of the plan where Banburger and
Pacific Drive both streets extended beyond the Wagner Property. He said the intent of extending
Banburger and Pacific Drive beyond the Wagner Property was so that if the LeBaron east project
came in, this is where the alignment would be made to make it congruent with the City
boundaries. Chairman Hadfield asked at what point in time will the roads be given to the City and
by what vehicle. Mr. Gardiner was not sure how far the extension of the roads will be. Mr.
Despain stated that based on the proposed plan, the roads will come to the City by a separate
deed as a condition of annexation.
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Mr. Richan said that he has a problem with voting for approval on the proposed project because
the annexation has not been completed yet. Chairman Hadfield stated that the issue is whether the
Planning Commission should approve the proposed project subject to the completion of the
annexation documents. Mr. Georgeson said that the Planning Commission should not approve
the proposed project until the annexation process is completed.

Mr. Georgeson moved to table the commercial site plan for LeBaron Office Condominiums
at Approximately 875 East Pacific Drive until the annexation agreement and recording of
the plat are completed and moved that the proposed plan is good and recommend that a
few other requirements be completed and that the Planning Commission would like to see
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the proposed plan again when the annexation is completed. Mr. Arbus 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. Georgeson, Mr. Arb us, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming and
Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR OFFICES AT
APPROXIMATELY 105 NORTH CENTER STREET
This item was not discussed because the applicant did not submit the plans in time to go out in the
Planning Commission packets.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN AT 630 SOUTH 500 EAST
(ADJACENT TO OFFICE-MAX)- LOT 3r PLAT Ar UTAH VALLEY BUSINESS PARKRADIO SHACK
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He pointed out that OfficeMax has built on a plan that
was submitted when the Ernst footprint was approved. He said that OfficeMax did not come to
the Planning Commission as a commercial site plan because it had previous approvals for a
commercial site. Chairman Hadfield said that an attachment to OfficeMax is coming which is
Radio Shack.
Mr. Dunn said that he is requesting a total of 5,000 square feet less than what was approved with
the Ernst Development. He stated that they do not plan to change the sign at all other than the
fact the Radio Shack building will be displacing the lawn area that was approved with OfficeMax
situation, but it extends 10 feet beyond the perimeter of the footprint that had been previously
approved, but still within the 20-foot setback.
Mr. Denney stated the engineering concerns. He stated that the proposed plan bypassed technical
review. Chairman Hadfield stated that there was concern that the proposed plan did not go
through technical review, but in reality it is an existing site and parking is all accounted for and the
utilities are in. Mr. Denney said that one concern is that as the entrances in the parking lot are
evaluated and where the store location is, the front door for loading and unloading seems to be
the closet paved source to the store, adding this store front and not having a back deliver area.
Mr. Denney said that as they get into the signage of Radio Shack, they need to make sure that
how much of the wall is needed for signage for OfficeMax on the north wall.
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Mr. Despain said the primary difference from the site plan perspective is that there will be 10 feet
of the building outside of the building envelope, which raises the question of whether this is an
insignificant change and does not require reconsideration by the City Council or whether it is a
significant enough change to require consideration by the City Council. Mr. Despain suggested
that the proposed plan go back to the City Council with the footprint to correspond with what is
proposed and it terminates the undeveloped portions to the north. He said that in looking at plat
SCB-2, he recommends that the site plan area be re-defined to exclude out that territory that is
now shown in the green. Mr. Despain said the proposed plan does represent a modest change to
the site plan, but it does not require a change to the parking requirements.
Mr. Georgeson said that if the Planning Commission recommends the proposed plan, it could
recommend to the City Council that the footprint be reduced. Mr. Dunn said that he does not
have trouble with reducing the footprint.

Chairman Hadfield explained that the issue is that there is a building envelope on an approved site
and now the developers are requesting to extend beyond the building envelope. He asked if the
Planning Commission wants to look at this as an insignificant change or does the Planning
Commission want to say that it is a significant change. Mr. Arbus said that it is an insignificant
change as far as it does not require going back through all the details, but it is a significant enough
change to send back to the City Council for the definition of the building footprint.
Mr. Despain said the driveway is 32 feet wide and he pointed out that when they were dealing
with Taco Bell, they indicated that the driveway should be 36 feet wide because on 500 East, the
left hand turn movements out of the lower driveway will be cut off and so the intersection at 620
South and 500 East will be a dominate access. He said it is difficult to get three lanes with a 32foot wide driveway and recommend that the driveway be 36 feet wide. Mr. Fleming said that he
likes the idea of a right hand turn southbound on 620 South.
Mr. Dunn pointed out that he does do developments with three lanes with a 30-foot driveway, but
he does prefer a 32-foot driveway. Mr. Denney said the problem he has with a 30-foot driveway
with three lanes because the lanes will be narrow. He pointed out that it is a City standard that
the lanes be 12 feet.

Mr. Arbus moved approval and recommendation to the City Council of a slightly
significant change to a modified site plan for 630 South 500 East, Lot 3, Plat A subject to:
(1) modification of the driveway entrance to the west of Radio Shack to be 36 feet (2) that
the green area shown on the map be designated as landscaping and the sidewalk be
included in the landscaping to the east parking lot (3) the trees that are dead should be
replaced and two more trees should be added and the trees should be 2 Y2 caliper (4) the
curb in front of OfficeMax and Radio Shack should be painted red for a non-parking
designation (5) signage to comply with the ordinance. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
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Mr. Despain asked that there be a detailed landscape plan so that there is something on record .
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, and
Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDl\1ENT TO THE DEVELOPl\1ENT CODE TO
ALLOW PRIVATE STREETS IN ONE AND TWO FAMILY PUD'S
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This item was not discussed because Mr. Henage decided the streets in Temple Meadows PUD
Phase I and II will be public streets.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Fleming asked if Mr. Sowby had talked to Chairman Hadfield about the Surgical Center that
is south of the hospital. Mr. Fleming said that he wants to see a road net for the Surgical Center.
He said that the City needs to have a meeting with IHC to see what the whole area will look like.
Mr. Despain said that the meeting with IHC has been held . He pointed out that IHC is in the
process of developing a master plan for their entire complex. He said that he and Mayor Barratt
met with representatives from IHC and know what the issues are for the accesses north and south,
particularly on the east side. Mr. Despain said that he told Mr. Sowby that he does not know if
the City will feel comfortable with the parking scheme.
Mr. Georgeson asked if Chairman Hadfield can suggest any dates to hold the Semi-Annual
Planning Commission Party. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Mayor Barratt will make
appointments to the Planning Commission effective January 31, 1998, so the date will have to be
after January 31, 1998. The Planning Commission decided to hold the Semi-Annual Planning
Commission Party on February 13, 1998 at Carver's in Orem. Chairman Hadfield directed Ms.
Marsh to make reservations for 28 people at Carver's at 6:00p.m.

Chairman Hadfield said that Mr. Roland Robinson is ready to file River Walk and Woods at River
Walk. He stated that Mr. Robinson is ready to file the plats, but has ran into some problems. He
said the outside footprint of the property for River Walk is correct, but he had to tweak some
internal lot lines to get the proper frontage. Chairman Hadfield stated that there is no change in
the outside perimeter of River Walk, but the change is to the internal lot lines of the subdivision.
He said that he sees the change as an insignificant change and asked the Planning Commission to
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also see the change as an insignificant change and recommend that it now go forward to the City
Council for a second review.

4
5
6

Mr. Fleming moved to find that the change to River Walk is an insignificant change and
recommend that it now go to the City Council for their second review. Mr. Arbus
seconded the motion.
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Arb us, Mr. Georgeson, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming and
Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
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Chairman Hadfield said that with regards to Woods of River Walk, Mr. Robison has found that
some times there have been properties that have been shaved off of the original Green Property
and bought by adjacent property owners, wherein the mortgage deed is different than the
recorded plat at the County Recorder's Office. He said that rather than having problems with the
neighbors, Mr. Robison is adjusting his footprint to meet what the recorded deeds show.
Chairman Hadfield said that he sees adjusting the footprint to meet the recorded deed as an
insignificant change and asked if the Planning Commission also agrees that this is an insignificant
change.
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Mr. Fleming moved that adjusting the footprint to meet what the recorded deeds show is
an insignificant change. Mr. Arbus seconded the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, and
Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
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Chairman Hadfield reminded the Planning Commission Members that next Wednesday at 7:3 0
p.m. the Planning Commission will hold a Work Session to discuss the General Plan.
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Mr. Fleming was excused.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE DECEMBER 17 1997 MINUTES

Mr. Arbus moved approval of the December 17, 1997, Minutes with the following
corrections:
On Page 6, Line 16 should be changed from "streets do meet the standards other than the
Double S. He said the Double S Streets are quite slight." to "streets do meet the standards
other than the S curve. He said the S curve street is quite slight. On Page 6, Line 18
"grand fathered" should be changed to grandfathered. On Page 9, Line 1 "there" should
be changed to their.
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Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs.
Belmont, and Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
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ADJO~NT
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Mrs. Belmont moved to adjourn at 10:30 p.m. Mr. Arbus seconded the motion. Those
voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Georgeson, Mrs. Belmont, and Mr. Richan. The motion
carried.
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JANUARY 14, 1998
NOTICE OF WORK SESSION AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in a work session on January 14, 1998, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:30 p.m.
7:30 P.M. - WORK SESSION
1.
2.

Discussion of the General Plan.
Adjournment.

Dated this 6 day of January, 1998.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING
COMMISSION WORK SESSION
JANUARY 14, 1998
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in a work session on January 14, 1998 in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:35p.m. Those present included Bill Arbus, Michael Georgeson,
Councilwoman Belmont, Chairman Hadfield, Pat Fleming and Keith Richan. Staff present
included Rod Despain, Carl W anlass, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included Mayor Ted
Barratt, Jess Green, Brad Simmons, Thomas Barlow, Mrs. Chipman, and Kip Gilleland.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the purpose of the work session is to discuss updates to the
General Plan and to identify if it warrants that there be updates and changes made to the General
Plan. He said growth, accesses, roads, density, potential annexations need to be addressed in the
General Plan. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that by law an affordable housing element needs to
be included in the General Plan.
Chairman Hadfield stated that there are areas in the General Plan that are not as strong as they
should be. He said the sewer calculations, the road calculations, and the water calculations are
strong areas in the General Plan, but he does not feel like the drainage and irrigation calculations
are as strong as they should be.
Mr. Despain stated that it has been about five years since some of the decisions on the General
Plan were made. He pointed out that the density data was provided early in the process. He said
one of the oldest elements of the General Plan are the assumptions about growth. He said the
issue of the planning area needs to be discussed .
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Mr. Despain stated that one of the issues the City Council discussed at last night's meeting was
the potential annexation to Lehi. He said that American Fork should not assume that the limits of
concern for planning terminate, if the property is annexed into Lehi. Mr. Despain pointed out that
there are still transportation impacts on American Fork that have to be factored into the General
Plan.
Mr. Despain said it is considered good practice to look at the General Plan about every five years.
He stated that many things that American Fork is seeing are not atypical to a growing area. Mr.
Despain said that he does not see a potential for change in enlarging or reducing the planning
area, except for the south portion of the planning area. He said that the Planning Commission
needs to decide what the planning area is going to be. He said that there are other elements of the
plan that need to be dealt with. Mr. Despain said that as the Planning Commission looks at the
perimeter of the community, it needs to decide if it is comfortable with the General Plan.
Mr. Fleming stated that when Mayor Barratt talks to the Mayor ofLehi, he needs to point out
that the agreement of the boundary cuts the Mill Pond in half He said that the Mill Pond will be
more of an asset if it is left in raw form . Mr. Fleming said that if the Mill Pond area is developed,
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it could be developed in a way that some of the natural habitat is preserved off of I -15. He said
that he would hate to see the Mill Pond area filled with strip malls. Mr. Fleming said that
American Fork and Lehi really need to work on the Mill Pond area.
Mr. Fleming said the psychological boundaries between cities are fastly disappearing. He said
that he really argues strongly that the City should continue ahead with the open space plan for
Mitchell Hollow. He said that if the sewer does go to 6800 West , the City needs to consider the
area to the west of 6800 West as part of the City's planning area.

Mr. Arb us said that he feels that having a less dense area on the outer limits of the City is good
for both cities because it makes a distinction between both cities. He said that American Fork
should be proud of it's differences and Lehi should also be proud of it's differences. Mr. Arbus
said it is important to insist on a rural corridor on the outskirts of the City. Mr. Georgeson said
there are some natural features on the outskirts of the city that ought to be preserved for open
space.
Mr. Despain said the primary question has to do with the area west ofMitchell Hollow because of
the sewer and because it is likely to take on a collector or arterial class road. He said that there
has been some thoughts about how far the commercial will go along 6800 West.

After the Planning Commission discussed various issue relating to the General Plan, Chairman
Hadfield asked if the Planning Commission felt it is was time to update the General Plan.
Councilwoman Belmont said the issue that she thinks keeps being left out is not how much the
ground will support or what is the potential of the ground, but the element that is being left out is
that people need to project themselves 20 years from now . She said that she knows people who
live in places and the master plan is the law and the City does not change the master plan every
two years. She said in some cities the master plan is to protect the people and it is not changed
every two years.
Mr. Despain said that conditions and factors do change over the years and the General Plan does
need to be updated.
Chairman Hadfield said that when dealing with the master plan, good planning is recognizing and
working with and having some input to the inevitable. He said that five years ago when the
Planning Commission started the General Plan, it did not know all the things that it knows today
and he asked if knowing what it knows today, is it now time to look at the General Plan again
relative to traffic patterns and potential growth.
Mr. Fleming said that he does not see the land use element of the General Plan changing very
much. He said that the General Plan Document is like a little kid that needs to be nurtured, fed,
and disciplined when it is out of line. Mr. Fleming stated that the population projections are
pretty close. He said that he is concerned about the area south of I-15 because that is an area
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that the Planning Commission always said that it was going to step around. He said that he is also
concerned about the affordable housing element that needs to be included in the General Plan ..
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Mr. Arb us said that if the Planning Commission looks at the General Plan, it will be able to say
that the General Plan is not an ancient document and it may decided that things do not need to be
changed.
Mr. Georgeson said that when the Planning Commission was working on the General Plan years
ago, it did choose not to take a good hard look at the area southwest of the freeway. He said that
now is the time to take a good look at the area southwest of the freeway .

Chairman Hadfield asked if it is the feeling of the Planning Commission that they ask for
permission to update the General Plan and also ask for some funding to update the models. He
suggested that the City should have Horrock' s look at the traffic flows and sewer and water
flows.
Councilwoman Belmont wondered if they could deal with Bearwest again. Chairman Hadfield
pointed out that Bearwest did most of the open space and trails, which was the last element that
the Planning Commission looked at in regards to the General Plan ..
Mr. Despain stated that running the models is helpful, but said the Planning Commission needs to
realize that there is also a policy call that goes with making a decision relative to the General Plan.
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Mr. Arbus said that the Planning Commission wants to keep the policy of having a rural border.
He said another goal of the General Plan is that the Planning Commission wants to maintain a
downtown area as the center of the City. He said that if the Planning Commission is going to
look at the General Plan, the particular goals that he just mentioned need to be at the forefront of
the review; otherwise the original intent of the General Plan will be lost.
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Chairman Hadfield said that before the Planning Commission updates the General Plan it has to
determine the area and intended use. He said that the Planning Commission may want to focus
more heavily on irrigation, drainage, and possibly on the affordable housing element.
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After much discussion, the Planning Commission decided that it is time to update and review the
General Plan.
Mr. Arb us said that the Planning Commission needs to look at the periphery of the land use area.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the Planning Commission is satisfied with the boundary on the north.
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Mr. Fleming said that with regards to 9600 North, he said that any land that is in the County and
is going to be annexed should go to 9600 North.
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Councilwoman Belmont asked if American Fork City wants Lehi's Main Street butted up against
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American Fork' s West Main Street.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the boundaries in the south and southwest portion of the City
are not yet firmed up . He said that the Planning Commission needs to look at the land use
element by the section of town.
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Chairman Hadfield turned the time over to Mr. Simmons, a potential developer. Brad Simmons,
Woodside Home Corporations, said that they currently have an interest in property on the
southwest side of town. Mr. Simmons said that they have proposed on their annexation petition
that they be allowed to put three units to the acre with required open space.
Mr. Simmons offered his assistance in helping to move the process along so that the Planning
Commission can speed up there decisions relative to the General Plan. He said that speed is an
issue for them. Mr. Simmons said that the area proposed for annexation is now through with the
protest period. He said that he has a bid from Horrock' s Engineers to run three scenarios as far
as land use is concerned. He said the majority of the bid from Horrock' swill be looking at traffic
issues. Mr. Simmons said the bid includes the whole area from the freeway over to the proposed
Lehi Annexation that is in process now. Mr. Simmons said that he would be willing to enter the
contract with Horrock' s and provide the data to the City free of charge to help move the process
along so that the Planning Commission can use the data to help formulate a decision.

Chairman Hadfield stated that there are other elements of the General Plan that the Planning
Commission needs to look at other than the area Mr. Simmons is proposing to run models on.
Mr. Simmons said that he would like to get Horrock' s working, so that he can provide some data
to the Planning Commission in a few weeks. Mr. Fleming said that one thing that he is hesitant
about is Mr. Simmons spending money to provide data to the Planning Commission in hopes that
it will help speed the Planning Commission along. He said that the Planning Commission is going
to take it's time and he does not want Mr. Simmons to think that just because he pays to have
models ran that the Planning Commission will move faster in it's decision.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that at last night's City Council Meeting, the City Council gave
the authority to Mayor Barratt to work with Lehi to try to resolve the Mill Pond Annexation and
the Mayor will decide whether the Mill Pond Annexation is going to be protested by American
Fork City.
Mrs. Chipman said that she would like the General Plan to stay as it is in the southwest quadrant
of the City, with only one unit per acre. She said that open space is important to the community.
Mr. Barlow said that American Fork needs to keep it's integrity. He said that possibly the City
does not want the west quadrant of American Fork to be back to back houses. Mr. Barlow said
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that if houses do go in the west quadrant of the City, there needs to be large amounts of open
space.
The meeting adjourned at 9:10 p.m.

6

7
8
9

Melanie Marsh
Administrative Secretary

10
11
12
13

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22
~3

24
25

26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

36
37
38
39
40
41

42
43

5

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JANUARY 21 , 1998
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on January 21, 1998, 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 a preliminary plan for Spring Hollow
Subdivision Plats B & C at approximately 450 North 500 West.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for Nature's Herbs
at 600 East Quality Drive.
Review and action on a revised commercial site plan for Perry
& Associates at 275 South 740 East.
Review and action on a site plan for an office building at 105
North Center Street.
Continuance of discussion on the updating of the General Plan.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the approval of the January 7, 1998,
minutes.
Adjournment .

Dated this 12 day of January, 1998 .

J . H. Hadfield, Chairman
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The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on January 21 , 1998, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Bill Arbus, *Michael Georgeson,
Councilwoman Juel Belmont, Chairman J.H. Hadfield, *Pat Fleming, and Keith Richan. Staff
present included Rod Despain and Melanie Marsh. Others present included Steve Sowby, George
Cary, Matt Judd, Brock Peterson, Shane Sorenson, Ron Parker, Shaun Glather, Ron Togeisen,
and Len Gashler.
Chairman Hadfield excused Mr. Denney and Councilman Don Hampton. He stated that Mr.
Denney has given him a copy of the engineering concerns and said that he will report the
eng1neenng concerns.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR SPRING HOLLOW
SUBDIVISION PLATS B & C AT APPROXIMATELY 450 NORTH 500 WEST
Mr. Sowby said the proposed preliminary plan conforms to the annexation concept plan. He

noted that the irrigation ditch piping on the south side of 500 North has been added to the
preliminary plan. Mr. Sowby said he has added the provisions of piping the ditch along the south
side of 500 North over to the existing North Gate storm drain. He said that he has a letter from
the Irrigation Company's Engineer approving the piping of the ditch. Mr. Sowby submitted the
letter from the Irrigation Company.
Mr. Sowby said that he would like some guidance on the exact disposition of what they are

calling Lot 20 and Lot 21. He said that he has proposed to make specific notations on the plat
that Lot 20 and Lot 21 are not building lots and he has proposed to deed Lot 20 and Lot 21 to the
adjacent property owners. Mr. Sowby said that the adjacent property owners have agreed to
accept Lot 20 and Lot 21. Chairman Hadfield said that Lot 20 and Lot 21 must be deeded to the
adjacent owners at the same time that the plat is filed. Mr. Sowby said that the deed is being
prepared, but it has not been executed. Mr. Richan asked if the owners of the lots have accepted
the property. Mr. Sowby said that the adjacent property owners are receptive to receiving Lots
20 and 21.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the report from the city engineer states that there are some valves
omitted on the fire hydrants and he has asked that the valves be included on the final plat. He said
that Mr. Denney has also asked that there be some method of bonding for improvements on
utilities and pavement along 500 North.
Mr. Despain asked if the issue of the 56-foot right-of-way on 520 West has been resolved.
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Chairman Hadfield said the issue of the 56-foot right-of-way has been resolved and stated that the
right-of-way on 520 West will be 56 feet He suggested that a zone lot declaration be filed for
Lots 20 and 21.
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Mr. Arbus said that the Hindley property and the Searle Property are irrigated and asked if there
are sufficient arrangements made to catch the overflow. Mr. Sowby said that he has permission
for two catch basins on the north end of 520 West and the north end of 560 West that could pick
up the water, if and when it overflows. Chairman Hadfield stated that at some point, it may be
necessary to do some berming to direct the water to the west where it has the drop box.
*Mr. Fleming arrived.

Mr. Arb us moved approval of Preliminary Plan for Spring Hollow Plat B and C at 450
North 500 West subject to the engineering concerns (1) that a valve on the fire hydrant be
shown on the final (2) that there be shown bonding for 500 North and (3) that there be a lot
zone declaration for Lot 20 & Lot 21. Mrs. Belmont seconded the motion.
Mr. Sowby asked that it be noted that the pond area easement in the vicinity ofLot 12 can be
vacated upon approval of the proposed plat. Chairman Hadfield asked if the pond area easement
is no longer required. Mr. Sowby stated that the pond area easement is no longer required.

Mr. Arbus amended his motion to include that the pond area easement is no longer
required. Mrs. Belmont accepted 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, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Richan. All
voted in favor. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR NATURE'S HERBS AT
600 EAST QUALITY DRIVE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
Brock Peterson ofGSB Architects was present to request that Nature's Herbs be allowed to
expand it's building and to add some additional parking. Mr. Peterson said there will be
additional landscaping along the running trail. He said that there is existing landscaping along
Utah Valley Drive and said it will be modified for the curb cut
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Chairman Hadfield stated that the city engineer has asked that the valve on the water line at Utah
Valley Drive be shown show. He said the valves on the fire hydrant that go into the parking lot
also need to be shown. Chairman Hadfield said that there also needs be approval from the
downstream water users. He said that the applicant needs to make sure that someone excepts
responsibility of the maintenance of the oil and water separator.
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Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain to state his concerns. Mr. Despain said that the real
request is to approve the construction of the proposed addition and the additional parking loading
area. Mr. Despain said the proposed project meets the minimum criteria for open space. He said
it does identify on the site plan the trail easement, but before final approval is granted the trail
easement needs to be reduced to an easement and conveyed.
*Mr. Georgeson arrived .

Mr. Arb us moved approval of the commercial site plan for and addition at Nature's Herbs
at 600 East Quality Drive subject to the following engineering concerns: (1) the valve on
the water line and the fire hydrant needs to be shown (2) there needs to be approval of the
downstream water users (3) the word future as shown on the site plan does not constitute
an approval for expansion in the future, but Nature's Herbs will have to come back to the
Planning Commission as the project expands and (4) that there be a routine maintenance
program for the oil and water separator. Mrs. Belmont seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming and Mr. Richan. Mr.
Georgeson abstained. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR PERRY &
ASSOCIATES AT 275 SOUTH 740 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Cary.
Mr. Cary said that the last time the Planning Commission looked at this item, it was postponed
pending the completion of nine items. He said that the Planning Commission wanted better
labeling on the concrete curb in front of the building. Mr. Cary said that he has now labeled the
proposed building as an envelope and the actual setbacks are designed so that the building can be
addressed at a future time. Mr. Judd said that he talked to Karen Baker at UDOT and she said
that the access could be 50 feet wide. He said that the access onto State Street is proposed at 40
feet wide with 36 feet of asphalt. Mr. Judd said that he sent Karen at UDOT a copy of the plan
and she said that she would review it and send Howard the signed copy of the plan.
Mr. Cary said that he does want a project identification sign on State Street and he would also
like a monument sign on 740 East. He said that Mr. Judd has obtained the irrigation company
sign-off and said that it is provided with the signature on the plat. Mr. Cary said that the sewer is
no longer underneath the building, but is now behind the building.
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Mr. Cary stated that Mr. Dollar of Big 0 ' Tire is present. He said that Mr. Dollar has been in
contact with Heintz Gerstly, the property owner of Big O'Tire, and he said that they have
discussed the internal layout and traffic flow within the property. Mr. Cary said that Heinz has
requested an entry way off from the south-east corner of Big 0 ' Tire property to connect the two
parking lots together, as well as to having an ingress and egress up towards State Street. Mr.
Cary said that Mr. Dollar does not want the driveway on the south-east corner ofBig 0' Tire
because it will affect the way he does business. Mr. Cary said they are proposing to compromise
by labeling a future driveway on the south-east corner of Big 0' Tire so that ifMr. Dollar is no
longer a tenant and there is a different use for the property, Heintz can put the driveway in at a
future time. Mr. Sorenson ofHorrock's Engineers said that Heintz is concerned that if there is
not a plan for a future driveway on the south-east corner of Big 0' Tire, then he will be locked
out from the easement that he purchased.

Ron Parker, a friend a Heintz Gerstly who is the owner of the Big 0' Tire property, was present.
He asked what functional purpose will the landscaping planter box serve. Mr. Parker said that the
planter box seem like a nuisance. Councilwoman Belmont said that landscaping does serve a
purpose. Mr. Parker said that he understands that landscaping serves a purpose, but he wanted to
know what functional purpose the planter box serves. Councilwoman Belmont said that the
landscaping is to soften the area near the building so that there is not a sea of asphalt and the
planter box also divides the property.
Mr. Cary said that Mr. Dollar would like to widen the driveway off of740 East, which would
allow him easier access. Mr. Dollar said that the way the plan is drawn now, they have no way to
park in the back of the building and stage cars at the same time. Chairman Hadfield asked how big
they want to make the driveway on 740 East. Mr. Dollar said that they would like the driveway
on 740 East to be twice the size that it is now.
Mr. Dollar said that the street is dark and proposed one more light at the end of the planter on Big
0 Tire's property so that there is plenty of lightening as people leave the shopping center on 740
East. Mr. Cary said that he does not think the lightening is an issue between Perry Construction
and Mr. Dollar. He said the lighting issue is an issue between Mr. Dollar and Mr. Gerstly, unless
the City were to specify that Perry Construction needs to provide another light.
Chairman Hadfield said that Mr. Denney expressed that the Planning Commission needs to make
sure that the previous nine issues that were requested at the last Planning Commission are
completed. Chairman Hadfield stated that to his knowledge, Mr. Denney has not received the
irrigation company sign off. Mr. Despain said that he has the irrigation company sign off.
Chairman Hadfield said that the UDOT review of access has been covered and should be
included in the motion. Mr. Denney stated that there is one error in the legal description and he
will work with Mr. Judd to correct that error.
Mr. Despain said that he has reviewed the cross-easements for Broadstone, Big 0' Tire, and Auto
Zone. He said that he has been given a third cross-easement relative to Broadstone. Mr. Despain
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said that he expects that there should be some type of written communication submitted with
regards to the cross-easements. Mr. Cary said that the representative from Auto Zone said that
there is a provision in the deed that discusses the cross-easements and who is responsible for the
construction of the curb cuts and patching back the asphalt. He said the representative of Auto
Zone felt that it was clearly stated in the original document that it would be Perry Construction's
responsibility to do the curb cuts and to patch the asphalt. Mr. Cary said the Auto Zone
representative said that he does not need to send a letter because it is in the original document
that it is not Auto Zone's responsibility to put in the cross-easements now.
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Mr. Despain said there are two questions with regards to the cross-easements ( 1) the willingness
to allow the opening and allow the ingress and egress and (2) who is responsible to pay for the
difference. Mr. Despain said the question is will Perry & Associates pay for whatever
modifications are needed with regards to the cross-easement. He said that Mr. Cary is reporting
that Auto Zone feels that their cross easement agreement is sufficient and that Auto Zone will let
the cross easements occur.

Mr. Despain said that there is in sufficient room to provide parking so the practical realty is that
the landscape area serves as the barrier to support the single parking. He said there is some
concern that the parking will be in a hole. Mr. Despain pointed out that the parking will be
elevated a couple of feet above the paved surface. He said one concern is in regards to what
provisions will be made for the water to escape.
Mr. Arbus asked if the 30-foot, east-west right-of-way is planned to go in with the completion of
the proposed building. He asked if Mr. Cary is proposing to put the perimeter curb in and even
the interior curb to the Big 0 Tire and if he also plans on raising the grade up to match. Mr. Cary
said that Perry Construction has retained a right to work in the easement area. He said the areas
that are not in the easement areas, he would like to work with Heintz Gerstly so that they can all
be done at the same time. Mr. Cary said that he does plan on finishing the perimeter curb line.

Mr. Fleming said that there are two separate projects going on. He asked if the site plan for Big
0' Tire has been completed according to the way it was approved by the Planning Commission.
Mr. Despain said that he did not know if the site plan for Big 0' Tire has been completed. Mr.
Despain said regardless of the Big 0' Tire site plan, the proposed plan proposes to modify the Big
0' Tire site plan. Mr. Dollar said that the original site plan for Big 0' Tire was not completed.
Mr. Fleming said that the Planning Commission needs to look at the original site plan for Big 0'
Tire and see how different it is.
Mr. Despain said that Perry Construction is prepared to put in the curb adjacent to the road. He
raised the issue of who is responsible for placing the curb on the north side of the landscaping
strip and installing the landscaping.
Mr. Fleming said that they need to go back to the original site plan for the Big 0' Tire store. He
said that if the site plan for Big 0' Tire was not completed, he feels that the Planning Commission
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will require the site plan to be completed. Mr. Fleming said that the Planning Commission can't
approve the proposed site plan because it impacts the Big 0' Tire property.
Mr. Cary said that he thinks that Exhibit A of the deed requires Big 0' Tire to complete their
landscaping and their plan. He said that Perry Construction will give Big 0' Tire a four-month
period of time to complete their landscaping upon notice ofPerry Construction completing their
part. Mr. Cary said that if Big 0' Tire does not complete the plan, Perry Construction has the
right to complete their landscaping and bill them for it. Mr. Cary said that there is a mechanism
built in that compels Big 0' Tire to finish their plan. Mr. Cary said that he would like the
Planning Commission to look at Exhibit A.
Mr. Georgeson asked ifthe proposed site plan is a workable plan and asked if it solves the
problems that they can see with Big 0 Tire, Auto Zone, and Perry Development. He said if the
plan is workable then the Planning Commission ought to approve it and let the parties involved
determine who is going to pay for what. Mr. Arbus said that Mr. Cary should not be responsible
for the asphalt on the Big 0 property.
Mr. Dollar said that he has considerable conversation with Heintz Gerstly and he said that Mr.
Gerstly does now have a problem with bringing in more asphalt to bring things up to grade so that
the shopping mall can function properly. He said that Mr. Gerstly is aware that it is in the deed
that he is required to make the improvements.

Mr. Parker said that Mr. Gerstly still has some apprehension towards the costs that are associated
with the proposed plan. Mr. Despain said that there seems to be uncertainty with regards to the
dollar amount, but there appears not to be a great deal of uncertainty with regards to the
proposed plan.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the site plan, as impacts on Big 0 Tire, is it in accordance with Mr.
Gerstly' s approval and his expectations. Mr. Despain said that he thinks the proposed plan meets
Mr. Gerstly' s approval. Mr. Despain said that if the Planning Commission wants to go forward, it
could approve the site plan with the notion that a development agreement would be executed
prior to the final approval by the City Council and that would resolve the matters associated with
the detailing and the financing of it. Mr. Parker asked ifthe Planning Commission could make it
subject to final approval on it's entirety by Mr. Gertsly. Mr. Despain said that the Planning
Commission cannot approve the site plan subject to the blessing ofMr. Gerstly. Mr. Despain
said that if the Planning Commission is content with the site plan and the only issue is how much it
is and who pays for it, that can be worked out between the two contracting parties before it gets
to the final approval stage.
Chairman Hadfield asked how many street lights are on the proposed project. Mr. Judd said that
there are ten street lights shown on the proposed plat. Mr. Fleming said that there needs to be a
street light closer to 740 East.
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Mr. Sorenson turned in a revised site plan to the Planning Commission with a narrower planter
strip. He said that the revised site plan provides a little less landscaping, but is still within the
10% landscaping requirement. Mr. Georgeson asked if the purpose of reducing the landscaping
is to increase the width of the driveway. Mr. Sorenson said that by reducing the landscaping, it
helps the parking situation. Mr. Judd said that Perry & Associates does not have a problem with
the revised site plan. Mr. Despain stated that in terms of landscaping and parking the proposed
plan is at the absolute minimum.
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Mr. Arbus moved to approve the revised commercial site plan at 275 South 740 East
subject to (1) that there be an ok from UDOT (2) that the project sign and the monument
sign will be seen at a later time (3) there is one legal description error that needs to be
corrected with the developer and the City Engineer (4) there needs to be an additional
street light on 740 East (5) that it be the recommendation of the Planning Commission that
the off-site improvements will be made on the southern and east curbs, surrounding Big 0
Tire as it has been made known that it is the developers right to provide those
improvements and doing so would recommend that there is not a collection of water on the
southern boundary of the Big 0' Tire property. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
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Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
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Mr. Parker asked if the future driveway is deleted, wouldn't that block Mr. Gerstly out of his
easement. He said he thinks that Exhibit A only really calls for the landscaping to be within the
easement and he said that in looking at the plat, the landscaping is not on the easement, but is on
Gerstly' s property and he does not think that can be done. Mr. Parker said that the agreement
between Horton, Staker and Perry is that the landscaping is to be in the easement and not outside
the easement. Mr. Parker said that if the Planning Commission is going to require the landscaping
to go on Mr. Gerstly's property, he is not sure that is within the scope of the agreement between
Horton, Staker and Perry. Mr. Cary said they are only requiring the landscaping that is in the
easements. Mr. Parker said that the landscaping is not within the easements. Mr. Cary said that
the City is going to require the landscaping that is not within the easements.
After Mr. Parker and Mr. Cary spent several minutes discussing the landscaping issue and
debating about what was and was not within the scope of the agreement between Horton, Staker
and Perry, Mr. Georgeson withdrew his second to the motion second.
Chairman Hadfield asked for a second to the motion.
died.

Mr. Fleming moved to table this item. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for discussion on the motion.
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No one seconded the motion. 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,
Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. The motion
carried.
Mr. Arbus said that the Planning Commission needs to look at the old site plan for the Big 0 ' Tire
buidling. Chairman Hadfield said that the Planning Commission does need to see the original site
plan for the Big 0 Tire Store. Mr. Fleming explained to Mr. Parker that there could be some
things required in the original site plan for Big 0' Tire that Mr. Gerstly could be expected to
complete. Mr. Fleming stated that the Planning Commission does not want to get in the middle of
arbitrating something between two private parties.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR AN OFFICE BUILDING AT 105 NORTH
CENTER STREET
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
Shaun Glather was present to request an office building for general office space that will blend
with the historical past of the City. He said that the City Engineer is requesting that a fire hydrant
be located on the property. Mr. Glather pointed out that there is a fire hydrant located directly
across the street and requested that he not be required to put a fire hydrant on the property
proposed for the office building. He said that if he is required to put the fire hydrant on the
property located at 105 North Center Street, he will have to run an 8-inch water line up to 150
North. Mr. Glather said the size ofthe parking stalls are proposed at 9' X 18' and he needs some
guidance regarding the size of the parking stalls because they do not meet city standards.
Chairman Hadfield said the discussion relative to the fire hydrant came from the fire marshal. He
said presently on Center Street and on 100 North there is a 4-inch water line that will not
adequately accommodate a fire hydrant to be hooked up to it, so the fire marshal has proposed
that an 8-inch water line be put in. Chairman Hadfield stated that there is presently an 8-inch
water line on 150 North that is going to be extended from a development that will be seen at a
later date.
Chairman Hadfield said that the city engineer has concerns relative to piping the ditch. He said
presently there is curb and gutter, but it is an open gutter whereby the irrigation water flows down
Center Street. He pointed out that on some renderings it shows that the existing deep gutter will
be removed and on other drawings it says that the existing curb and gutter will remain , which
needs to be clarified. Mr. Glather said that they have intentions of piping both ditches and adding
standard curb and gutter.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the City standard for parking stalls is 20' X 9' and the parking stalls
proposed are 18' X 9'.
Chairman Hadfield asked for Mr. Despain's comments.
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Mr. Despain said that the CC-1 Zone does not have a front setback requirement; therefore the
mandatory setback of 45 feet does not apply to the proposed project. He said what the Planning
Commission is dealing with is whether the content of the site plan will provide safe access. He
said because of the corner the proposed project will be located on, the setback as shown is
adequate. Mr. Despain said that the 18 feet length does not meet the parking standard. He said
that on the east side there is a 5' 6" sidewalk, which the automobiles could overlap onto.

Mr. Glather said that if the Planning Commission would allow him to do a 22-foot driveway that
would give him the ability to add two feet to either sides of the parking stall and then he would be
able to meet the 20' X 9' parking requirement. Mr. Glather pointed out that they do have extra
footage on the sidewalk and that they could make the sidewalk smaller and add more length to the
parking stalls.
Councilwoman Belmont expressed concern for the existing trees. Mr. Glather said that he feels
the trees are essential to the proposed project. Councilwoman Belmont said that the trees are on
City property and said that they can be trimmed and still be able to see the building. Mr. Glather
said that he is concerned about how placing the curb and gutter will affect the root system of the
trees. Councilwoman Belmont said the trees could be sprinkled. Mr. Glather said that the owners
of the property for the proposed project want to maintain the trees.
Chairman Hadfield told Mr. Glather that if he can prove that there is a large atrium or an area that
is not going to be occupied by 10 X 10 cubicles, then maybe they can relax the parking a little bit.
Mr. Despain said that the question is not the number of spaces, but the question is the size of the
spaces. Mr. Glather said that the number of spaces is correct, but that is because they have had
to shrink the size of the parking spaces down.
Chairman Hadfield stated that there needs to be some type of agreement between Mr. Terry and
the owners of the proposed project to maintain the area between Mr. Terry's curb and cinder
block wall.
Chairman Hadfield said that with regards to the fire hydrant issue, there needs to be a fire hydrant
on the property at 105 North Center because the fire hydrant across the street will not work
adequately.
Mr. Arbus questioned the zero setback. He said that with the proposed project being located
near the railroad tracks and the increased travel zone on 100 North, he finds the zero setback a
real danger.
Mr. Fleming said that landscaping is tight, but he would be willing to make a deal to accept the
proposed landscaping plan, if the applicants would be willing to hire a professional arborist to fix
the existing, big trees and try to save them. Mr. Glather said that with the putting in of the new
irrigation pipes, he is concerned about damaging the tree roots. Mr. Glather asked if they will be
held responsible if the tree dies. Councilwoman Belmont said that if they get someone who is a
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professional, they will be able to save the trees and will not have to worry about being responsible
for the trees dieing.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the proposed building will be sprinkled. Mr. Glather said that the
building will not be sprinkled. Mr. Arbus said that the proposed building has to have a fire
hydrant. Mr. Torgeisen said that they will agree to putting in the fire hydrant.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.

Mr. Fleming moved to approve the site plan for the office building at 105 North Center
Street subject to (1) the developer installing a fire hydrant (2) the Planning Commission
accepts the landscaped area as presented on the site plan on the condition that the
applicant get some professional help to improve the existing trees and (3) the tweaking of
the parking stall length from 18 feet to 20 feet. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Mr. Torgeisen asked what happens if the existing trees can't be saved. Councilwoman Belmont
said that the trees look healthy and she thinks that they can be saved.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and
Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
CONTINUANCE OF DISCUSSION ON THE UPDATING OF THE GENERAL PLAN
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Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
Mr. Fleming said that after the work session on January 14, 1998, he has thought about several
things. He said that the Planning Commission needs to seriously think about the secondary
irrigation system in terms of whether the City is going to participate. Mr. Fleming said that the
Planning Commission needs also be thinking about some water conservation guidelines for
landscaping. He said the affordable housing element needs to be addressed in the General Plan.
Mr. Fleming said that the Planning Commission needs to be thinking of different ways to label the
zomng.
Mr. Georgeson said that the big issue the Planning Commission needs to address is the
transportations issue. He said another issue the Planning Commission needs to look at is what
the land will support. Mr. Georgeson pointed out that the secondary irrigation system is going to
have to utilize lower quality water for irrigation. He said the Water Quality Board is seeking
authority to allow reclaimed waste water to be used in secondary irrigation systems. Mr. Despain
pointed out that the City has a block of irrigation water that it has been acquiring over the years
and the City is going to have to figure out a way to treat it.
Mr. Despain said that the City Council through Mayor Green's administration took the position
that it did not want to pursue the secondary irrigation system. He said that Mayor Green raised
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the notion of whether the City should embark on the installation of secondary irrigation systems in
currently underdeveloped parts of the City. Mr. Georgeson said that he served on the committee
that discussed whether the City should install the secondary irrigation system and he said that it
was the recommendation of the committee that the secondary irrigation system should be
installed. Mr. Georgeson said that American Fork should do like they do in St. George, which is
that St. George requires the major water users to use a secondary irrigation system by the schools
and cemeteries. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that 25% of the culinary water in American Fork
is used by the schools, LDS Churches, and the City.
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Mr. Georgeson moved to open the General Plan for review. Mr. Fleming seconded the
motion.
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Chairman Hadfield asked if the Planning Commission feels that it is time to do an update to the
General Plan.

Chairman Hadfield asked for any discussion on the motion.
Councilwoman Belmont asked if the Planning Commission is going to review all of the General
Plan.
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Chairman Hadfield said that he thinks that there are several areas in the General Plan that the
Planning Commission is uncomfortable with, but he does not think the Planning Commission will
review the entire General Plan. He said that he does not think that the Planning Commission
needs to throw everything out the window and start at square one again. Chairman Hadfield said
that the Planning Commission needs to look at what changes have occurred since the Planning
Commission created the General Plan and then run models. Mr. Despain stated that what is really
being talked about with regards to reviewing the General Plan is a refinement or further detailing
of the General Plan plus looking at some areas that need to be added to the General Plan
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Chairman Hadfield called for vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and
Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
Chairman Hadfield asked that Councilwoman Belmont report to the City Council that the
Planning Commission wants to look at the General Plan and that she also ask the City Council to
obligate the necessary monies needed to run the models to update the General Plan and that she
also ask for the City Council's direction relative to what it expects the Planning Commission to do
in regards to the General Plan.
Mr. Fleming suggested that the Planning Commission and City Council should schedule a joint
work session to discuss the General Plan because there are a lot of new people on the City
Council. He said that by holding a joint work session, there could be some general consensus
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about where the Planning Commission should be heading in regards to updating the General Plan.
Chairman Hadfield said that he will approach Mayor Barratt about holding a joint work session
with the City Council to discuss updates to the General Plan.

4

5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

_4
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

Mr. Fleming said that it would be nice to have some type of tree inventory of all the trees in the
City. Councilwoman Belmont pointed out that there is tree inventory that was done by the
Beautification Committee about seven years ago, but she stated that there is no address for where
the tree is located.

Mr. Fleming pointed out that when the Planning Commission was working on the General Plan
several years ago, people talked a lot about the trees, the wide parking strips, and the wide
streets. He suggested that the General Plan could have an urban forestry component. Mr.
Fleming and Mr. Georgeson suggested that the urban forestry component could be a volunteer
project that wards and scouts could work on.
After the discussion regarding planting trees throughout the City, Mr. Richan said that the answer
is not just to plant the trees. He pointed out that there are several trees that are overgrown or the
roots have ruined the sidewalks so that people can't walk on the sidewalks. Councilwoman
Belmont said that the trees need to be maintained. Mr. Richan asked how roots are to be
maintained.
Mr. Despain discussed the density summary and a PUD density summary. He said that he thinks
that the Planning Commission is going to be looking at the density provisions, particularly in the
south end of the city. Mr. Despain said that in studying the density summary he has learned that
the Planning Commission should not equate the R1-9000 Zone with low density. He said that low
density in the General Plan is defined as one to three units per acre, but he said that based on a net
density basis, the R 1-9000 Zone produces 4.8 units per acre. Mr. Despain said that there are two
zones that fit the low density criteria (1) R1-15 ,000 and (2) PR-15,000. He pointed out that there
are three zones that meet the medium density criteria, which are the (1) R1-9000 (2) PR-9000 and
(3) R 1-7 500 . Mr. Despain said that as the Planning Commission looks at the General Plan, he
thinks that the Planning Commission will be referring to the density schedule a great deal. He said
that those who want to develop are going to be interested in the density schedule.
Mr. Gilleland, Woodside Homes, asked if the above stated motion is to ask the City Council' s
idea as to what the area will be studied or is it to attempt a land use and ask the City Council for
monies to study that land use. Chairman Hadfield stated that the Planning Commission has
decided that the General Plan needs to be updated or reviewed and at this point in time the
Planning Commission is asking the City Council to tell them the area of consideration. Mr.
Despain said that the Planning Commission is also asking for some funding to study the General
Plan.

Mr. Gilleland stated that Woodside Homes has a bid with Horrock' s that it will run three different
models in a very large area. He said that the bid goes from the boundary line of Pleasant Grove
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and Lindon over to the proposed Lehi annexation, west of the freeway. Mr. Gilleland said that
the bid will take into consideration three different land uses. He asked if it is prudent for
Woodside to have Horrock's run the model or does Woodside Homes need to wait for further
clarification from City Council. Mr. Gilleland said that Woodside Homes is prepared to move
forward with the bid. Mr. Arbus said that Woodside Homes can move forward with their bid
from Horrock's, but he said that there is talk of a new County highway running the lake, which
may or may not affect things.
Mr. Gilleland said that one element that is not covered in the bid with Horrock's is the water. He
said that if the City would like Woodside to include some type of model that would include
secondary water they could possibly do that. Chairman Hadfield said that secondary water is an
item that the City Council gave light service to on the last update to the General Plan and he said
that the Planning Commission is going to ask the City Council for it's guidance relative to
secondary water.
Chairman Hadfield said that the Planning Commission is the wrong body to talk to about funding
and financing. He told Mr. Gilleland that he needs to make his generous offer to the City Council.

Mr. Gilleland asked Councilwoman Belmont if she would like to make the presentation on behalf
of Woodside or would she like Mr. Gilleland to make the presentation. Councilwoman Belmont
said that Mr. Gilleland should make the presentation to the City Council.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
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Len Gashler of Advanced Insurance was present to request that he be allowed to put a smaller
sign on the building. Mr. Gashler said that there are many people who do not like the current sign
that is on the building. Mr. Gashler said that he has the opportunity to purchase a sign that is a 4'
X 8', back lit electrical sign. He also requested that he be allowed to put up a 4' X 8' monument
s1gn.
Councilwoman Belmont said that the zone that the Advanced Insurance Building is located in is
the PO Zone, but she stated that the area is primarily populated by people living in houses. She
stated that a back lit sign is very obtrusive.
Mr. Gashler showed a picture of the controversial sign that is currently on the building. Chairman
Hadfield said the problem with the current sign on the building is not really the sign, but it is the
fact that the sign is too big for the square footage of facia on the building.
Mr. Gashler showed a picture of the sign that he would like to put on 100 East.
Mr. Despain said that the sign ordinance does not address the issue of signs in the PO Zone. He
said the dilemma is that there is no standard for signs in the PO Zone. Mr. Despain said that
typically an identification name plate is what is allowed for signs not requiring a permit. He said
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the identification name plate should not exceed 2 square feet. He asked the Planning Commission
if a 2 square foot identification name plate is a reasonable regulation to have in the PO Zone. Mr.
Despain asked the Planning Commission if it would like to recommend developing an amendment
to the sign ordinance that would address the notion of signs in the PO Zone.
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Mr. Despain said that signs in the PO Zone are primarily for ready identification of the occupants.
He pointed that a 4' X 8' sign is a 32 square feet and said that is pretty big sign.
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Chairman Hadfield asked if Mr. Despain would consider allowing the sign ordinance that is
currently established in the Commercial Zone to be allowed in the Professional Office Zone. Mr.
Despain said that the sign standards for the Commercial Zone are too excessive for the
Professional Zone, unless the Planning Commission makes the finding that the Professional Office
Zone is similar to the Commercial Zone.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that Mr. Despain should draft something for the Planning
Commission to look at in regards to what kind of signs should be allowed in the Professional
Office Zone.
Councilwoman Belmont said that she wants to see the Professional Office Zone to look
professional. Mr. Despain said that the 2 foot square foot sign standard is to punitive for the PO
Zone. Chairman Hadfield said that the Planning Commission needs to look at the PO Zone as a
whole and decide what type of signs should be allowed and what size of signs should be allowed
in the PO Zone.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Richan said that the lightening in the City Council Room is terrible. He said that it is hard to
see what is being put up on the bulletin board. Mr. Richan asked if it would be possible to put a
light on the bulletin board so that he can see what is on the bulletin board better.
Mr. Despain pointed out that Mayor Barratt and the Mayor ofLehi are negotiating on the
boundaries to the south and the outcome is undetermined. He said that Lehi is significantly
married to it's former policy declaration line.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE JANUARY 7? 1998? MINUTES
Mr. Richan moved approval of the minutes with the following corrections: On Page 6, Line 33
"there" should be changed to their. On Page 6, Line 34 "plan" should be changed to plane. On
Page 7, Line 30 it should read as follows: "Mr. Henage said, yes it would, the open space is going
to be dedicated open space and will never have home on it." On Page 8, Line 9 "to put be put to
the limits" should read to be put to the limits. On Page 9, Line 34 "a condominiums" should be
changed to condominiums. On Page 9, Line 40 "Banburger" should be changed to Bamburger.
On Page 13 , Line 26 "there" should be changed to their. On Page 13 , Line 42 should be changed
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from "lot lines to a subdivision" to lot lines of the subdivision. On Page 14, Line 15 should be
changed from "montage deed" to mortgage deed. Mr. Ric han also had a question on Page 3, Line
14 where it states " the building extensions" . He asked for clarification on what was meant by
"subject to the building extensions" . Chairman Hadfield said that he will listen to the tape and
report back to the Planning Commission on what is meant by "building extensions" .
Mr. Richan also expressed concern about the way that the disclaimer issue is being handled by the
Planning Commission. He stated that Mr. Henage had agreed at an earlier Planing Commission
Meeting to put the disclaimer in the sales contract, in the CC&R' s, and on the plat for the Temple
Meadows PUD Phase I and Phase II, but at the January 7, 1998, Planning Commission meeting
Mr. Henage did not say that the disclaimer will be included in the CC&R' s. Mr. Despain said that
Mr. Richan is correct that Mr. Henage is not including the disclaimer in the CC&R' s, but he is
substituting the disclaimer for a promise that basements are not allowed in the subdivision, unless
the prospective owner gets an independent report showing that it is safe to have a basement on
their lot. Mr. Richan said that the disclaimer issue is important. Chairman Hadfield said that they
can still get the disclaimer in the CC&R's when the hearing for the final plat is held on January 27,
1998.

Mr. Richan moved approval of the minutes with the noted corrections. Mr. Fleming
seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming,
Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT
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Councilwoman Belmont moved to adjourn at 11:15 p.m .. Mr. Arbus seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and
Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
FEBRUARY 4 , 1998
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on February 4, 1998, 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 final plat of Hill Ridge Estates
Subdivision Plat A at 1360 North 50 West.
Review and action on the McCabe commercial site plan at 331
South 500 East .
Review and action on the Annexation Agreement for the Carol W.
Lamoreaux Annexation at 340 North 900 East.
Review and action on a revised commercial site plan for Perry
& Associates at 275 South 740 East.
Continuance of discussion on the updating of the General Plan.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the approval of the January 14, 1998,
minutes .
Review and action on the approval of the January 21, 1998,
minutes .
Adjournment.

Dated this 26 day of January, 1998.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
FEBRUARY 4, 1998
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The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on February 4, 1998, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:05p.m. Those present included Councilwoman Juel Belmont,
Chairman J.H. Hadfield, Pat Fleming, and Keith Richan. Staff present included Howard Denney,
Rod Despain, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included Steve Sowby, Ray Lameroux, Todd
McCabe, Roger Dudley, Matt Judd, Shane Sorenson, George Cary, and Tom Bankhead.
Chairman Hadfield excused Michael Georgeson because he was ill and Bill Arbus was also
excused because he was out of town.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF HILL RIDGE ESTATES SUBDIVISION
PLAT A AT 1360 NORTH 50 WEST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Denney.
Mr. Denney stated that there are plat problems. He said that there is a closure error with Lot 8,
Lot 13 and also with the road dedication. Mr. Denney said that he has received the conveyances
from Hoogie and for the rest of the street up to 9600 North, which should be a subject to when
the motion for approval is made. He said that the disposal of the two derelict parcels is going to
be taken care of. He said that Lot 17 of Hill Crest is to go to Patterson Construction then to
Fausett and the Coates Parcel is to go to Affiliated Title then to Jerry Coates. Mr. Denney said
the warranty deeds need to be recorded at the same time the plat is recorded. He said that he also
needs the irrigation sign off Mr. Sowby said that he met with the Irrigation Company last night
and said that the letter will be forthcoming. Mr. Denney said that the approval needs to be subject
to the extension of 50 West and that it will be constructed to 9600 North. He said another
concern is regarding the conveyance of the water rights.
Chairman Hadfield asked for Mr. Despain's comments. Mr. Despain did not have any comments.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further comments.
Mr. Fleming asked if the extension of 50 West to 9600 North will be constructed at the same
time the subdivision is constructed. Mr. Sowby said that it is his intent that the extension of 50
West to 9600 North will be constructed at the same time as the subdivision.
Mr. Fleming moved to accept the final plat for Hill Ridge Estates Subdivision Plat A at
1360 North 50 West subject to (1) cleaning up the lot closures (2) the dedication of the road
(3) that the City has the deed for the property to Fausett and for the property to Affiliated
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Title to Jerry Coates (4) need the Irrigation Company sign off (5) need the conveyance of
water rights (6) completion of 50 West to the city standard, which is that there is sidewalk
on one side, and that 50 West be completed at the time of the construction of the
development. Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion. There was no further discussion.
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion. Those voting aye: Councilwoman
Belmont, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MCCABE COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN AT 331 SOUTH
500 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Denney to state the
eng1neenng concerns.
Mr. Denney said there is some question whether the parking requirement has been met by the
American Fork City Ordinance for the proposed commercial site plan. Mr. Denney expressed
concern about the traffic movement of large vehicles.
Mr. Bankhead pointed out that in Orem the parking standard for warehouse areas like the one
that he is proposing, is one space per thousand square foot. He stated that for the proposed site
plan, he used the calculation of 2 spaces for thousand square foot of area. Mr. Bankhead said
that if they take the total number of spaces that they have pro prosed for the warehouse office
area, which is the back portion, they have proprosed one space for every 3 15 square feet. He said
the idea behind the proposed type of office space is for smaller business that need a place for
storage.

Mr. Denney stated that the City is proposing to put a 12-inch sewer line out on 500 East and he
urged the developer to work with the City and UDOT on acquiring excavation permits so that the
proposed development will be able to connect onto the proposed 12-inch sewer line when it is
installed.
Mr. Despain stated that the City does not have a parking standard for warehouses.
Chairman Hadfield said that the Planning Commission has struggled with parking requirements for
several years. He said that the Planning Commission thought that the Broadstone Development
was provi~ing enough parking because Broadstone was providing 5 parking spaces per one
thousand feet, but he said that he was out by the Broadstone Development today and there was
not one vacant parking space and people were parking on both sides of the road. Chairman
Hadfield stated that the success of the proposed retail business is going to depend upon the
number of parking spaces ..
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Mr. Fleming said that 25 spaces are needed for each of the two proposed buildings in the front.
Mr. Dudley said that there are seventeen parking spaces proposed for each of the two proposed
buildings and 9 parking spaces proposed in the back of the building. Mr. Fleming said that he is
concerned that customers may have to park behind the building because they will not be able to
park on 500 East. He said that he would rather see the full parking requirement for both the retail
buildings to be met in the front of the building. Mr. Bankhead said the reason that they are not
proposing to put the full amount of parking required in front of the building is because it moves
the entire retail building back another 60 feet, which affects the visibility of the building from off
the road. Mr. Fleming again stated that he would rather see the required amount of parking in
the front of the building.
Mr. Bankhead said that they would like to remove one planter on the south edge of the
development and add more landscaping in front of the buildings.
Councilwoman Belmont said that there is a lot of existing landscaping on the property and she
asked if any of the existing landscaping is going to be saved. Mr. Bankhead said it is unlikely that
any of the existing landscaping will be saved. Councilwoman Belmont wondered if the City
would be interested in relocating any of the trees. Mr. McCabe said that he has checked into
relocating the trees, but they are too large to relocate.
Mr. Bankhead said that he would be happy to put in whatever kind of trees the City would like.
Mr. Dudley asked if the City could dictate that all trees along 500 East be the same type of trees.
Councilwoman Belmont said it would be great if all the trees along 500 East were the same type
of trees. She said that the Beautification Committee is looking at 500 East and is trying to decide
what kind of trees they would like on 500 East. Councilman Belmont said that she will check
with the Beautification Committee to see what type of trees they are wanting to put in on 500
East and let Mr. Despain know.

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that there are some comments on the proposed site plan that talk
about possible cross easements or joint access. He said that he hopes the applicant maintains a
positive attitude as the tenant to north and south change and want to get cross easements.

Mr. Fleming moved to approve the McCabe Commercial Site Plan at 331 South 500 East
subject to (1) narrowing the two interior drives to 30 feet, (2) removal of the hammerhead
landscaping barrier on the south edge of the development between the two warehouse
buildings (3) that the developer plant some trees in the four interior landscape strips in the
interior of the parking lot area with 3-inch caliper, deciduous trees ( 4) that the developer
work with the city planner, who will be in consultation with the Beautification Committee
to decide on what the species of the trees will be on 500 East, (5) the developer needs to
work with the City and UDOT on the 12-inch sewer line that will be developed and (6) the
Planning Commission finds that the parking as presented on the site plan is adequate for
the proposed project. Councilwoman Belmont seconded the motion.
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Richan. The motion
carried.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE CAROL W.
LAMOREAUX ANNEXATION AT 340 NORTH 900 EAST
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Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He asked Mr. Denney if he had any engineering
concerns. Mr. Denney did not have any engineering concerns. Chairman Hadfield asked for Mr.
Despain's concerns.
Mr. Despain said that this is a non-impact annexation. He said that there are not water rights
requirements and there is no conveyances of land.
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Mr. Richan moved to recommend approval of the Carol W. Lamoreaux Annexation at 340
North 900 East and to recommend to the City Council approval of the annexation
agreement as drafted. Councilwoman Belmont seconded the motion.
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Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion. There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Richan. The motion
carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED COMMERCIAL SITEPLANFORPERRY &
ASSOCIATES AT 275 SOUTH 740 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Denney.
Mr. Denney said that he still does not have anything from the Irrigation Company. Mr. Despain
said that he has received a letter from the Irrigation Company. Mr. Denney said that he is
concerned with the placement of the sign. He said that he needs to make sure that the project
sign still allows clear visibility for entering and exiting onto State Street. Mr. Despain said the
sign on 740 East is proposed as a monument sign. Mr. Denney expressed concern because there
is substantial difference in elevation between the Big 0' Tire site and the Auto Zone site. He said
there is a substantial difference in the contour line and he is concerned about how drainage is
going to come together. Mr. Denney said there is also a substantial drop in elevation between
Auto Zone and the Broadstone complex. He said that he wants to make sure that the drainage
and the elevations all come together.
Mr. Despain said that he has reviewed the existing Big 0 ' Tire site plan and the proposed plan
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from Perry Construction, which includes the Big 0 ' Tire site and it is substantially different than
the approved Big 0' Tire Site plan. Mr. Fleming said that the proposed plan is different than the
existing Big 0 ' Tire site plan in that the parking is being moved from the east to the south. Mr.
Despain said that because of the inconsistency between the proposed site plan for Perry
Construction and the Big 0 ' Tire Site plan, the motion needs to include that the Perry &
Associates Site Plan supersedes the current Big 0 site plan.
Mr. Gerstly, the owner of the Big 0 Tire Property, expressed concern about what happens to the
approved Big 0' Tire Site Plan and wondered if having the proposed site plan supersede the
existing Big 0 ' Tire site plan is a plus or minus.
Chairman Hadfield stated that there is an approved site plan for Big 0' Tire and he said that the
proposed Perry Construction site plan greatly modifies the existing Big 0 Tire site plan. He said
that there can't be two approved site plans for Big 0' Tire, so one plan has to supersede the other
plan. Mr. Despain said that the proposed site plan seems to be satisfactory, but he understands
that there are some questions with regards to what the rights are with regards to the easements
that are held on the east and the south. Mr. Despain said that he assumes that the questions with
regards to the easements have been worked out so that the site plan can be implemented. He said
that if the questions with regards to the easements have not been worked out, the Planning
Commission should not approve the proposed Perry & Associates Site Plan.
Mr. Gertsely said that as the Big 0' Tire site plan was originally approved it had everything in
place. He said there is problem with the landscaping now and asked how that will satisfy the city.
Mr. Gertsely said that he does not want to end up loosing any more ground to beautification.
Mr. Richan said that at the last planning commission meeting, there was some question whether
the Big 0' Tire site plan had been completed. Mr. Richan asked if the approved site plan for Big
0 Tire has been complied with? Mr. Despain said the Big 0 Tire site plan that was approved in
1985, was just for the Big 0' Tire site and the perimeter is somewhat different than is shown on
the site plan . Mr. Despain said that the Planning Commission has been told that there is an
easement held by Perry & Associates that gives certain rights to utilize the 20 foot space on the
east and the south for purposes of access. He said that after the last Planning Commission, the
notion was that Perry & Associates and Mr. Gertsely were going to get together to reconcile their
difference. Mr. Despain said that there were two questions raised at the last Planning
Commission Meeting ( 1) does Mr. Gerstly agree with the site plan proposed by Perry &
Associates and (2) there was also the matter of who pays for what.
Mr. Despain said that ifMr. Gerstly is going to insist on keeping the existing Big 0' Tire site
plan, then the proposed site plan for Perry Construction fails.
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Mr. Judd said that the agreement between Big 0' Tire and Perry & Associates grants Perry &
Associates a 20 foot access on the east boundary line and a 25 foot access on the south boundary
line of the Big 0' Tire property, which conflicts with the approved Big 0' Tire site plan. He said
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Mr. Gerstly said that he told Mr. Cary that he will black top the easement and stripe it, but he has
a problem with the landscaping. He said that since the site plan for Big 0 Tire has been approved,
he does not feel that Big 0' Tire needs any more landscaping and if the new site plan is approved
he may be required to put in more landscaping. Mr. Gerstly said that he does not have any more
land to give because he already gave some land for street dedications. He said that if the
proposed site supersedes the old site plan, he does not want to get in the middle of being required
to add some landscaping here and there and he stated that is the reason he is hesitant about
agreeing with the proposed site plan. Mr. Gerstly again said that he has agreed to pay for the
black topping and the curb along the easement.
Mr. Cary said that he can't dictate to Mr. Gertsely what he does on his property. He said that
Mr. Gerstly would not like to put any landscaping on his property or any curbs on his property
because that will cost him money. Mr. Cary said it is not his business to tell Mr. Gerstly what he
has to do. Mr. Cary said that he would like to have the area within the easement approve for his
benefit. Chairman Hadfield stated that the two properties can't be divorced from each other
because they are interrelated. Mr. Judd said that he thinks the proposed plan incorporates the
rights of Perry & Associates and their easement.

Mr. Gerstly said that he is willing to put the curb and black top along the easement on the south
side. Mr. Sorenson said that Mr. Gertsely is willing to install the curb on the north side of the
drive thru.
Mr. Denney said that there is a difference in the measurements on the proposed site plan and on
the approved Big 0' Tire site plan. He said that there is only 22 feet from the building to the
property line on the proposed site plan and there is 44 feet from the building to the property line
on the approved Big 0' Tire site plan. Mr. Parker said that some of the land was donated to the
City for the road to the west and he thinks that is what it shows on the original Big 0' Tire site
plan and what really happened are not one in the same. Mr. Parker said that he thinks the Big 0
Tire building was not put where it was ordinally shown on the original site plan or otherwise there
would not be a 20 foot difference.
Mr. Cary said that ordinally the easements were 45 foot easements both on the east and the south.
He said that Harton-Staker requested that the easements be reduced to a 20-foot easement on the
east and a 25-foot easement on the south, which is when Exhibit A was created.
Mr. Despain said that they have now established that the site plan that was approved and what
was built are not the same.
Mr. Cary said the disagreement is in regards to what is happening outside of the easement area.
He said that he would prefer Mr. Gerstly to put curb and gutter on the edge of his asphalt and that
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he landscapes around the edge of his property like everyone else is required to do, but he can' t
require Mr. Gerstly to do that.
Councilwoman Belmont said that it is very difficult when the developers do not understand the
Planning Commission's philosophy on trying to soften and beautify State Street. She said that
developers do not want to do anything, but put in asphalt. Councilwoman Belmont said the
Planning Commission is trying to help the citizens have a more beautiful boulevard because
everything green has been bulldozed and taken out.
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Mr. Richan asked if staff approves of the proposed site plan as presented. Mr. Despain said that
the site plan meets the needs of the Perry & Associates project. Mr. Denney said that his concern
is with the extent to which the parking will be provided on site. Mr. Ric han asked if the Planning
Commission feels comfortable with the proposed site plan.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposed site plan commits 25 feet of the Big 0' Tire site to a
road . He said that Mr. Cary is prepared to do what is in the easement. Mr. Despain said that Mr.
Cary is saying that Perry & Associate's responsibility ends at the easement line. He said that Mr.
Gerstly is concerned that if he has to do anything else it will cost him. Mr. Gerstly said that he is
concerned that if he says lets go with the proposed site plan, suddenly that he will be told that he
needs to do this or that. He said that he already has an approved site plan.
Chairman Hadfield asked if he is familiar with the conditions in Attachment A. Mr. Gerstly said
that he is familiar with the conditions in Attachment A. Chairman Hadfield asked why there is not
a fence to hide the tires out behind the store, which is condition 7 of Attachment A. Mr. Gerstly
said that the fence will be a done deal. He said that he is paying to have the fence put in.
Mr. Fleming said that if the proposed plan is approved tonight, Big 0 Tire will have a new site
plan and that is it. He said that if Mr. Gerstly agrees with the proposed site plan that is what it
will be and no one will tell Mr. Gerstly that he has to do anything else.
Mr. Despain said that when it is time to put in the landscaping and the berming in and it does not
get done, who does the City go see. Mr. Fleming said that if the proposed site plan is approved,
the site plan will be finished. He said that he wants to see the whole thing happen at one time.
Mr. Fleming said that the parties involved will have to decide who is going to pay for it.
Mr. Denney said that he would like the fence screen area for the tires more defined. Mr. Gerstly
said that he would be happy with the curbing and the tire stop. He said that he is not comfortable
with the landscaping behind the line. Councilwoman Belmont pointed out that there is barely
10% landscaping for the Big 0 Tire store.
Mr. Fleming suggested continuing the full five-foot landscape easement on the east side, but
instead of having a 5-foot landscaping strip on the south side to act as the barrier between the
travel way and the parking, the landscaping strip could be shortened down to two feet and curbed
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on both sides of the landscaping strip so that there will be an extra 3 feet of parking and there will
be a travel curb. Mr. Gerstly said that he did not have a problem with reducing the landscaping
strip to two feet on the south side. He said that he would like to have a 30-foot curb cut so that
there could be an ingress and egress into the driveway so that cars do not have to come around
the street. Mr Despain said that what Mr. Gerstly is asking for is access to the south.
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Chairman Hadfield asked what is the purpose of the 30 foot driveway going to the west. Mr.
Sorenson said that if he does not have the 30-foot driveway going to the west, Mr. Gerstly can't
get to part of his property. Chairman Hadfield asked if they really need the 30-foot driveway that
goes between Big 0 Tire and accesses 740 East. He asked if 740 East can be accessed further to
the south.
Mr. Fleming asked if Mr. Cary needs the 30-foot driveway. Mr. Cary said that the 30-foot
driveway was in the Auto Zone deed.
Chairman Hadfield said that the property has been leveled and it looks great if you are on 740
East, but he pointed out that from the Broad stone side the level of the ground on the property
proposed for development is higher than Broadstone's level of ground. He asked if that is the
final grade or will there be some more excavation. Mr. Judd said that there will be some more
excavation as the project is put in. He said the grade difference on the tie in with Broadstone will
be smoothed out so that the grade will not be so abrupt. He said the grade will be lowered on the
south side of where the building is proposed.

Mr. Fleming moved to approve the revised commercial site plan for Perry & Associates at
275 South 740 East subject to (1) modification of the plan that is presented which shows
that there be a 2 foot landscape strip on the full south side of the Big 0' Tire portion of the
proposed site plan, (2) that there be a 30 foot future driveway provided for between the Big
0' Tire property and the Perry Development, (3)that the site plan as presented tonight will
become the site plan also for Big 0 Tire, (4) the developer needs to work on drainage and
elevations that do not impact on the neighbors (5) that Sheet 2 be included as part of the
site plan, which includes the sumps, (6) and that all of the improvements including those on
the Big 0' Tire property will be put in at the time of the Perry & Associates Development
and that the representatives from the Big 0' Tire property and the representatives from
Perry & Associates will work together to decide who is going to pay for the improvements.
Mr Rich an seconded the motion.
Mr. Sorenson said that Mr. Gerstly would like to have the driveway between the Big 0' Tire
property and the Perry Development put in now to prevent problems in the future . Mr. Fleming
asked what is going to be put in the driveway to block it off It did not seem to matter that the
driveway was blocked.

Mr. Fleming amended his motion to include that the 30 foot driveway will be provided for
now.
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Mr. Despain suggested that there be some evidence that both parties accept the proposed plan.
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Mr. Fleming amended his motion to include that the document that Mr. Despain has in
hands becomes the final site plan and he would like signatures on the plat that show that
both parties agree with the site plan as presented tonight and that the signatures on the
plat be ready for the City Council.
Mr. Richan seconded the amended motion.
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Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Richan. The motion
carried.
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CONTINUANCE OF DISCUSSION ON THE UPDATING OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Mr. Despain began discussing the General Plan, but the Planning Commission decided to first
approve the minutes and then come back to the discussion of the General Plan when all the action
items have been discussed because Councilwoman Belmont was not feeling well and needed to
leave.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE JANUARY

14~ 1998~

MINUTES

Mr. Fleming moved approval of the January 14, 1998, Minutes with the following
corrections:
On Page 3, Line 21 the second "the" should be deleted. On Page 4, Line 9 should read as
follows: said that they currently have an interest in property on the southwest side of town.
On Page 4, Line 38 it should be changed from "west quadrant" to southwest quadrant.
Councilwoman Belmont seconded the motion.
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Those voting aye: Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Rich an. The motion
carried.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE JANUARY
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Mr. Fleming moved approval of the January 21, 1998, Planning Commission Minutes with
the following corrections:
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On Page 1, Line 23 the word "have" should be eliminated. On Page 3, Line 9 it should
read Mr. Despain said. One Page 3, Line 20, it should read that there be a routine. On
Page 3, Line 31 it should be changed from "he was postponed" to it was postponed. On
Page 5, Line 3 it should be changed from "who his responsible" to who is responsible. On
Page 5, Line 5 it should be changed from "it would Perry Construction's" to it would be
Perry Construction's. On Page 5, Line 14 "there" should be changed to their. On Page 5,
Line 14 "Auton" should be changed to Auto. On Page 6, Line 12 it should be changed
from "it it solves" to if it solves. On Page 6, Line 30 "want" should be changed to wants.
On Page 6, Line 34 should read subject to final approval on it's entirety by Mr. Gerstly
and eliminate "approval because he lives in California and no one can speak for Mr.
Gerstly." On Line 7, Page 16 it should be "not a collection of water on the southern
boundary" instead of "not a collection on the southern boundary." On Page 8, Line 22
should be 8-inch water line up to 150 North. On Page 8, Line 33 after the word ditch it
should be a period instead of a comma. On Page 8, Line 37 should be changed from "Mr.
Glather said that they have intentions of piping both as standard curb and gutter to Mr.
Glather said that they have intentions of piping both ditches and adding standard curb and
gutter. On Page 9, Line 2 "that should be changed to what. On Page 10, Line 38 "preclaimed" should be changed to reclaimed. Councilwoman Belmont seconded the motion.
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Those voting aye: Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Richan. The motion
carried.
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CONTINUANCE OF DISCUSSION ON THE UPDATING OF THE GENERAL PLAN
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The Planning Commission resumed discussing the General Plan in preparation for the joint work
session with the City Council on February 7, 1998.
Chairman Hadfield said that the first thing that he is going to ask the City Council at the work
session on February 7, 1998, is the area of consideration with regards to the General. He said the
second thing that he would like to ask the City Council is in regards to land use.
Mr. Fleming said that he is concerned about the West Main Street Exit. He said that he thinks
American Fork City needs to control all the land around the West Main Street Exit.
Councilwoman Belmont left before the Planning Commission finished discussing updating the
General Plan because she was not feeling well.
Mr. Fleming suggested that Mr. Despain have copies of the density schedule at the joint work
session on February 7, 1998.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
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Mr. Despain had nothing to report.
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Mr. Richan said that he may not be in attendance at the February 7, 1998 joint work session with
the Planning Commission and City Council.
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Chairman Hadfield stated that the public hearing on the proposed Inner-Block Ordinance will be
on February 10, 1998, and he invited the Planning Commission Members to attend the public
hearing to help answer any questions.
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Chairman Hadfield stated that it is customary that at the first of each year, the Planning
Commission elect a new chairman. He asked the Planning Commission members to give some
thought to who they would like to be the chairman of the Planning Commission and said that
when there is a full body present they will hold the elections.
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ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Fleming moved to adjourn at 10:15 p.m. Those voting aye: Mr. Fleming and Mr.
Richan. The motion carried.
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Melanie Marsh
Administrative Secretary
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AMERICAN FORK CITY COUNCIL
AMERICAN FORK PLANNING COMMISSION
FEBRUARY 7, 1998
NOTICE OF WORK SESSION AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City
Planning Commission will meet in a joint work session
February 7, 1998, in the American Fork City Hall, 31
Street, commencing at 7:00 a.m. The agenda shall be
JOINT WORK SESSION
1.
2.

Discussion of the update of the General Plan.
Adjournment .

Dated this 29 day of January, 1998.

LA_V~ . ~~
Richard M. Colborn
City Recorder

Council and
on Saturday,
North Church
as follows:

•'

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
"''3
...A

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

AMERICAN FORK CITY COUNCIL
AMERICAN FORK PLANNING COMMISSION
JOINT WORK SESSION MINUTES
FEBRUARY 7, 1998

The American Fork City Council and the American Fork Planning Commission met in a joint
work session on February 7, 1998, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:00a.m. Those present
included the following : Mayor Ted Barratt, Councilmembers: Don Hampton, Juel Belmont, Rick
Storrs, Grant Parker; Planning Commission Members: Chairman J.H. Hadfield, Pat Fleming,
Keith Ric han, Michael Georgeson, and Bill Arb us; City Staff: Carl W anlass, Rod Despain, and
Melanie Marsh. Others present included Steven Chipman, Jess Green, George Brown, Judy
Price, Ginger Hunter, George Small, Mr. & Mrs. Neal Allred and several other residents from the
area being considered for annexation by Lehi City.
DISCUSSION OF THE UPDATE OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Chairman Hadfield said the purpose of the joint work session is to address the following issues
with regards to the General Plan: ( 1) Is it time to look at updating the General Plan? (2) What is
the footprint of the area that the City Council would like the Planning Commission to look at? (3)
What are the land use elements that should be considered? and (4) The Planning Commission
would like to look at the transportation element of the General Plan.
Chairman Hadfield stated that when the Planning Commission put the General Plan together
several years ago, it did not put enough emphasis on the irrigation system. He also pointed out
that by the end of 1998, an affordable housing element should be included in the General Plan.
Chairman Hadfield asked the City Council if it felt that it is time to start updating the General
Plan. The City Council felt that it is time to update the General Plan.
Mr. Fleming pointed out that when the Planning Commission did the General Plan several years
ago, it focused on the issue of open space and trails. He said the Planning Commission has always
considered the Mill Pond to be part of the open space element of the General Plan. Mr. Fleming
said that the Planning Commission has been continually concerned about American Fork's 1100
East and has always thought that 1100 East should be the boundary for American Fork. Mr.
Fleming pointed out that the Planning Commission needs to look at the whole area in the south
part of the City.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that when the Planning Commission did the General Plan several
years ago, it stopped at somewhere near the existing outfall line. He said that the Planning
Commission choose to put the south area of the city in the Residential Agricultural Zone because
it fit the scenario. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that there is now a pumping station for the 60inch outfall line on 1500 South. He said another thing that needs to be considered now is the
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expansion of the Timpanogos Special Service District, which should be an industrial use, rather
than a Residential Agricultural use. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Utah Power & Light has
a plan for a substation in the south part of the City. He said that there are many things that need
to be considered with regards to what is going to be done in the south part of the City.
Mr. Georgeson stated that when the Planning Commission worked on the General Plan several
years ago, it did not choose to ignore the south part of the City; but it chose to address the south
part of the City at a future time.
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Mr. Arbus pointed out that when the Planning Commission did the General Plan, it looked a lot at
transportation. He said that the initial goal of the General Plan was to have a center of the city
and try to maintain a center of the city. Mr. Arbus said that with the freeway and railroad tracks
dividing the south area of the City, transportation becomes an important issue that needs to be
looked at. He said that if the area in the southwest part of the City is going to be radically
modified, there are a lot of things that have to be looked at.
Mr. Despain stated that a five-year revision cycle on General Plans is not an unusual cycle,
especially in an area that is growing like American Fork.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the City Council is currently addressing the issue of the boundary
line between American Fork and Lehi. Chairman Hadfield asked if it has always been the
intention of American Fork to go to the meander line of Utah Lake. Mr. Despain said that it has
always been the intention of American Fork to go to the meander line of Utah Lake. He pointed
out that Mr. Bennett is drafting an agreement with Lehi's attorney to set the boundary for
American Fork and Lehi. Mr. Despain said the purpose of the agreement is to permanently set a
boundary so that each city has the ability to rely on the boundary that is set.
Mr. Arbus said that the real intention of the Mill Pond is not to stop Lehi from developing, but the
real intention is to preserve the Mill Pond. He said that the Planning Commission realizes it is
tough for Lehi to preserve the Mill Pond because Lehi has a business community right next to the
Mill Pond and it is only natural for Lehi to want to have businesses and to not preserve the Mill
Pond. Mr. Arbus said that it would be good if Lehi knew what American Fork's intentions are
with regards to the Mill Pond.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that transportation south of the railroad tracks has always been a
problem or a consideration. He said that as they look at the area in the south, there is some
inherent difficulty with it because the City currently only has the water looped to 1120 North 350
West. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that there is water south of the freeway on the east side.
Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission is fairly certain about the planning areas on the north,
south, and the east, but the Planning Commission is uncertain about the planning areas on the
west side of the City.
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Councilman Hampton asked if the Planning Commission was going to look at trails. He said that
he has never fully been sure of where the trail system is located throughout the City. Mr.
Despain said that he did not plan to get into that level of detail in terms of the General Plan, but
the Planning Commission could look at the trail system.
Mr. Despain said that the drainage system is an important element of the General Plan that needs
to be looked at in detail. He said that the irrigation system needs to be added to part of the
drainage system element. Mr. Despain also pointed out that state law mandates that there be an
affordable housing element included in the General Plan.
Chairman Hadfield raised the question of whether the General Plan should focus on commercial
being in a downtown district or should the General Plan focus on allowing neighborhood
shopping centers to be in every key road intersection in the City.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the northeast area of the City has primarily been identified as
residential with 0 to 3 units per acre. He stated that he has had recent conversations with
representatives from Highland Farms and pointed out that Highland Farms is willing to annex into
American Fork, if it will be annexed in as a Commercial Zone.
Mr. Despain pointed out that as part of an agreement with Cedar Hills, American Fork has agreed
that it will cooperate with Cedar Hills to develop commercial projects. Chairman Hadfield said it
would be wonderful to be able to talk to the other communities to see what their plans involve.
He said that he thinks American Fork suffered when Pleasant Grove built Strawberry Point
because American Fork's General Plan focused on having professional office buildings on the
boundary of American Fork and Pleasant Grove. Chairman Hadfield stated that American Fork's
concept all along has been that the center of town is for the business district and high density and
that the outskirts of the city are to be more rural with larger lots. Chairman Hadfield said that in
terms of American Fork's General Plan, the Planning Commission needs to look at what Cedar
Hills has and determine what is going to be compatible to Cedar Hill's developments.

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the Utah Valley Business Park sat dormant for several years,
but stated that in the last five years it has really taken off He said that the Utah Valley Business
Park is really a hub of activity and it provides a lot of jobs.
Mr. Fleming said that he thinks that the City needs to recognize I -15 as the Main Street of the
Wasatch Front. He said that American Fork City needs to be careful about how it zones along I15 . Mr. Fleming said that he does not think American Fork wants a lot of heavy industrial uses
along I-15.
There was some discussion on light rail. Councilman Parker asked what is the future of the
railroad tracks in the center of the City. Mr. Fleming said that he did not know the future of the
railroad tracks in the center of the City, but he said that American Fork City will probably be
served by heavy rail or commuter rail that stops about every two miles. Mayor Barratt pointed
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out that the stops will probably be a minimum of every five miles.
Mr. Despain pointed out that there is already one group that has expressed interest in building
houses in the southwest part of the City. He said the biggest problem for the developers that
want to develop the land in the southwest part of the City is that the Planning Commission is not
going fastest enough to meet their construction schedule and the developers would like to push
the Planning Commission to move faster in regards to their decision relative to what will happen
with the land in the southwest part of the city.

Councilwoman Belmont said that she thought the trail system was going to go clear up to the
equestrian park and then lead into Highland' s Trail System. She said that she is concerned about
how much of the Spring Creek area Lehi wants. Councilwoman Belmont said that she is also
concerned about the end of West Main Street because she does not want to drive over the
overpass and see a sign that says "Welcome to Lehi." She said that the Mill Pond is a treasure to
American Fork and she is concerned because Lehi now wants 2/3 of the Mill Pond.
With regards to the proposed Lehi Annexation, Chairman Hadfield said that the real issue is
property rights. He said that the people who own property in the area proposed for annexation
into Lehi need to decide if they want to be a part of American Fork or Lehi. Mr. Neil Allred said
that the majority of the property owners in the area proposed for annexation into Lehi do not
want to become part of Lehi. He stated that the property owners that own property outlined in
red did not sign the petition and do not want to be annexed into Lehi. He asked if American Fork
City is going to support the majority of the people who do not want to be annexed into Lehi to
keep them in American Fork. Chairman Hadfield asked if any of the property owners who do not
want to become part ofLehi have petioned to annex into American Fork. Mr. Allred did not
answer the question of whether any of the property owners who do not want to be a part of Lehi
have petioned to annex into American Fork. Mr. Allred said that he does not have any objection
to Lehi annexing west of Spring Creek, but he does not want to be annexed into Lehi.
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Mayor Barratt pointed out that once a month all the mayors in Northern Utah County meet and
he said that they are working to determine the boundaries of each of the cities. He said that there
are residents in Pleasant Grove who do not want to be in Pleasant Grove and who want to annex
into American Fork.
Chairman Hadfield said that the success of community planning is based on some regional
planning. He said that the American Fork Planning Commission needs to talk to the neighboring
communities to see what their plans involve.
Mr. Despain asked if the City Council will authorize the Planning Commission to run some
computer models to help update the General Plan. Chairman Hadfield asked where the City
Council wants the Planning Commission to go from here. Councilman Storrs said that the models
should be ran to help the Planning Commission update the General Plan. Chairman Hadfield
asked Mr. Hampton to make a motion that directs the Planning Commission to update the
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General Plan and to ask for some funding to pay for the cost associated with running the
computer models.
Mr. Despain asked Kip Gilleland of Woodside Homes how much his bid is from Horrock's to run
three models. Mr. Gilleland said that it will cost Woodside Homes $14,326 to run three models,
which include water, storm drain & sewer, and transportation from Lindon-Pleasant Grove west
of the freeway to wherever American Fork City decides it wants to go in Lehi. He said that the
three models will use whatever densities American Fork City requests. Mr. Gilleland pointed out
that the majority of the models will deal with traffic.
Mr. Brown asked Mr. Gilleland to get a bid from Horrock's Engineers to see what it would cost
to do a ground water study.
Mr. Hampton asked what kind of time frame it will take to run the models. Mr. Gilleland said
that it will take a month to six weeks to run the models. He pointed out that the transportation
model will take the longest to complete.
Mayor Barratt asked Mr. Gilleland to ask Horrock' s about underground water and to see how an
underground water study would impact the time frame for the models. Mr. Georgeson said that
he does not know ifHorrock's has the ability to do an underground water study. Mr. Gilleland
said that he does not know ifHorrock's Engineers does geo-technical studies, but he will find out.
ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned at 9:00a.m.

Melanie Marsh
Administrative Secretary
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
AMENDED - FEBRUARY 18, 1998
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on February 18, 1998, 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.

Review and action on the approval of the final plat for Jockey
Hollow Estates Plat A at approximately 750 East 800 North as
referred to the Planning Commission by the City Council.
2.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for the LeBaron
Office Condominiums at approximately 875 East Pacific Drive.
3.
Review and action on the Annexation Agreement for the Carson
No. 2 Annexation at approximately 575 North 900 West.
4.
Review and action on the final plat of Spring Hollow
Subdivision Plats B & C at approximately 470 North 520 West.
5.
Review and action on the final plat of Val Vista PUD Plat D at
approximately 1190 East 1260 North.
6.
Review and action on a determination of eligibility for an
inner-block development for property located at approximately
1050 North 150 West.
7.
Review and action on the Annexation Agreement for the
Riverburch Annexation at approximately 10 North 1100 East.
8.
Review and action on the preliminary and final plan of the
Moser Subdivision Plat A at approximately 640 West 750 North.
9.
Presentation by the president of the American Fork Irrigation
Company concerning deli very and drainage systems used in
American Fork City for irrigation waters.
10. Review and action on a zone change request for property at 685
East 50 South from the existing PO-l and Rl-7500 zones to the
R3-7500 zone and review of a proposed concept development
plan.
11. Review and action on an amendment to the existing Woodridge
Plat C PUD at 685 East 50 South.
*12. Review and action on an amended site plan for Hart's at 585
East State Road.
13. Site Plan Committee report.
14. Other business.
15. Review and action on the approval of the February 4, 1998,
minutes.
16. Review and action on the approval of the February 7, 1998,
joint session minutes.
17. Adjournment.
Dated this 14 day of February, 1998.

J . H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
FEBRUARY 18, 1998
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on February 18, 1998, 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 approval of the final plat for Jockey
Hollow Estates Plat A at approximately 750 East 800 North as
referred to the Planning Commission by the City Council.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for the LeBaron
Office Condominiums at approximately 875 East Pacific Drive.
Review and action on the Annexation Agreement for the Carson
No. 2 Annexation at approximately 575 North 900 West.
Review and action on the final plat of Spring Hollow
Subdivision Plats B & C at approximately 470 North 520 West.
Review and action on the final plat of Val Vista PUD Plat D at
approximately 1190 East 1260 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 the Annexation Agreement for the
Riverburch Annexation at approximately 10 North 1100 East.
Review and action on the preliminary and final plan of the
Moser Subdivision Plat A at approximately 640 West 750 North.
Presentation by the president of the American Fork Irrigation
Company concerning delivery and drainage systems used in
American Fork City for irrigation waters.
Review and action on a zone change request for property at 685
East 50 South from the existing PO-l and Rl-7500 zones to the
R3-7500 zone and review of a proposed concept development
plan.
Review and action on an amendment to the existing Woodridge
Plat C PUD at 685 East 50 South.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the approval of the February 4, 1998,
minutes.
Review and action on the approval of the February 7, 1998,
joint session minutes.
Adjournment .

Dated this 9 day of February, 1998.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
FEBRUARY 18, 1998
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REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on February 18, 1998, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included *Councilman Don Hampton, Bill
Arbus, Chairman J.H. Hadfield, *Pat Fleming, Michael Georgeson, and Keith Richan. City staff
present included Howard Denney, Kevin Bennett, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included
Richard Gardiner, Charles LeBaron, Ron Carson, Steve Sowby, Dan Richards, Dr. Karen, Bruce
Olson, Shane Moser, Ken Briggs, Matt Judd, and Jerry Jensen. , and the following Scouts from
Troop 475: Zach Watguard, Robert LeBaron, Todd White, and Michael LeBaron.
Chairman Hadfield excused Mr. Despain and Councilwoman Belmont because they were both ill.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE FINAL PLAT FOR JOCKEY
HOLLOW ESTATES PLAT A AT APPROXIMATELY 750 EAST 800 NORTH AS
REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION BY THE CITY COUNCIL
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He explained that at the November 25, 1997, City
Council Meeting the City Council referred Jockey Hollow back to the Planing Commission until
the issue regarding Mrs. Peterson's claim was settled.
Mr. Ure said the main concern at the November 25, 1997, City Council Meeting was in regards to
how Mrs. Peterson's property would be treated. He said that it has now been worked out how
Mrs. Peterson's property will be treated in relationship to the development of the Jockey Hollow
Subdivision. He said Jockey Hollow will put the road in front of Mrs. Peterson's property and
give Mrs. Peterson some money in lieu of the incumbrance that runs across the east side of her
property.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mrs. Peterson if she had any comments. Mrs. Peterson asked for a copy
of the new plat. Mr. Georgeson gave Mrs. Peterson a copy of the Jockey Hollow Plat
*Pat Fleming arrived.
Chairman Hadfield stated that Mr. Ure gave him a copy of the agreement between Jockey Hollow
Subdivision and Mrs. Peterson at the beginning of the meeting. He said that he has reviewed the
agreement and it is signed by Mrs. Peterson, as well as Bill Jacobson who is representing the
interest of Jockey Hollow.
*Councilman Hampton arrived.
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Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend approval of the final plat of Jockey Hollow Estates
Plat A at approximately 750 East 800 North to the City Council. Mr. Arbus seconded the
motion.
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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. Richan, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
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Chairman Hadfield said that he will ask the City Council on February 24, 1998, to set a public
hearing for Jockey Hollow Subdivision.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR THE LEBARON OFFICE
CONDOMINIUMS AT APPROXIMATELY 875 EAST PACIFIC DRIVE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney to state the engineering concerns.
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Mr. Denney stated some of the concerns that were expressed at the January 7, 1998, Planning
Commission Meeting were the following: (1) the annexation agreement and recording of the plat
need to be completed (2) it was stated that the proposed plan is a preliminary plan and has a life
of one year (3) the city needs to receive the deeds for Bamburger and Pacific Drive (4) the final
approval will require recording of the record of survey and monumentation. He pointed out that
the last time the Planning Commission reviewed the proposed commercial site plan it was
considering it as an attachment to part of the annexation policy agreement, but he stated that the
Planning Commission is now looking at the proposed plan as a commercial site plan.
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Mr. Denney explained that because the project is proposed as condominiums, it can be done in
two or three steps. He said the proposed project will require a preliminary plat and a final plat
to officially make it a condominium project. He said that the proposed plan does not have the
boundaries for the lots or it does not have the total description of the outside boundary of the
project. Mr. Denney said that the Planning Commission can act on the proposed site plan as a
commercial site plan, but it does not help progress the proposed plan along because the
preliminary plan and also the final plan for the condo minimizing of the project are going to have
to come back to the Planning Commission.
Mr. LeBaron said that he would like to get approval so that he can put the utilities in and start
construction of the buildings. Mr. LeBaron said that at the time ofthe sale of the buildings, he
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will come back to the Planning Commission with a subdivision plat. He stated that the proposed
buildings may be held under one ownership.
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Chairman Hadfield said that at this time, even though the project is proposed as office
condominiums, the Planning Commission is to consider the proposed project under one
ownership. Mr. Georgeson asked if the utilities are arranged for one ownership. Mr. Denney said
that the utilities have been arranged so that the buildings can be individually occupied. He said
the proposed plan has been reviewed in technical review meeting and the plan is in substantial
compliance, but noting the ambuiguities of the out lots that are associated with Springleaf
Chairman Hadfield reported that the parking is adequate for the four prop sed buildings.
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Mr. Fleming said that it needs to be noted on the proposed plan that the recreation vehicle parking
is for the SpringleafDevelopment. He expressed concern about the two pad sites that are
adjacent to Pacific Drive. He said that if the two pad sites develop into some type of drive-thru
bank or whatever, he would be very concerned about pushing all the traffic onto Pacific Drive.
Mr. Fleming suggested that the motion should include that the Planning Commission
acknowledges that there may be some need to widen the south egress road onto Pacific Drive.
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Mr. Arbus stated that the last time the Planning Commission looked at the proposed plan for the
office condominiums, it requested that the annexation be done. He asked if the annexation has
now been completed. Chairman Hadfield said that the City Council approved the annexation at
the last City Council Meeting and stated that now it is just a matter of the annexation being
recorded. He stated that staff is working on getting the annexation recorded.
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Mr. Georgeson asked about landscaping the parking lot. Mr. Gardiner said that landscaping the
parking lot makes it difficult to plow snow. He said that landscaping in the parking lot would not
do any good because it does not help to enhance the building. Mr. Georgeson said that
landscaping would serve a purpose because it would help soften the affect of the large amount of
asphalt. He said that others in city have chosen to landscape their parking lot and are living with
the effects of snow removal.
Mr. Arbus asked what the amount of landscaping is without the two out parcels. Mr. Gardiner
said that they have proposed much more landscaping than is required. He said that the out parcels
are not included as part of the proposed project. Mr. Georgeson asked if _the proposed site plan
includes a landscaping plan. Mr. Gardiner said that there is not a landscaping plan included. Mr.
Georgeson said that there needs to be a landscaping plan that states the type of trees and the
calliper of trees that will be put in.
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Mr. LeBaron said that in terms of landscaping, the parking is not going to be overwhelming.

Mr. Fleming moved to approve the commercial site plan for the LeBaron Office
Condominium Project at 875 East Pacific Drive noting the following: (1) the recreational
vehicle parking labeled on the site plan for the apartment complex needs to be re-labeled as
3
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recreational vehicle parking for the Springleaf Development, (2) the Planning Commission
reserves the right to work with the developer to widen the south driveway onto Pacific
Drive based on the future use of the two south parcels adjacent to the LeBaron
Development (3) approve the proposed site plan subject to a landscape plan being
presented to the Planning Commission at the next meeting that includes the adequate
landscape detail ( 4) the Planning Commission recognizes that only for the purpose of
identifying the proposed plan it is a condominium, but it is not a condominium project at
this point and is not being approved as a condominium project. Mr. Georgeson seconded
the motion.

Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Richan, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Georgeson. The motion
carried.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE CARSON NO. 2
ANNEXATION AT APPROXIMATELY 575 NORTH 900 WEST
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Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He stated that he and Mr. Colborn met with the
interested parties and found the proposed annexation agreement to be correct as prepared.
Chairman Hadfield said the annexation agreement basically says that the proposed annexation is
considered to be a continuation of the existing annexation and no water rights will be taken at this
point in the time. He stated that Mr. Carson will share the well with the home until such time as
city water is hooked up to the building.
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Mr. Arbus moved to approve and recommend to the City Council the annexation
agreement for Carson #2 Annexation at 575 North 900 West. Mr. Georgeson seconded the
motion.
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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. Richan, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.

Councilman Hampton stated that he is in a non-voting capacity and that he is not abstaining from
voting. He said that he just wants to make it clear that when Chairman Hadfield asks for those
abstaining from voting that he is not abstaining. Chairman Hadfield stated that he always asks if
there are any of the Planning Commission Members that want to abstain from voting and said that
he is not asking this just for the benefit of Councilman Hampton.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF SPRING HOLLOW SUBDIVISION
PLATS B & C AT APPROXIMATELY 470 NORTH 520 WEST
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Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
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Mr. Denney recommended that the motion for Spring Hollow Subdivision be done in two
different motions. He said that one motion should be for Plat B and another should be for Plat C.
Mr. Denney stated the following concerns relating to Plat B: (1) that the utilities, which include
the sewer and water for 500 North plus the improvements that will be required to the property
lines on 500 North and improvements required prior to getting a building permit will be bonded
for (2) that the irrigation ditch on the north side of the proposed development, which is the south
side of 500 North, be placed in the 10-foot PUE (3) the valves on the fire hydrants need to be
placed out into the street. After Mr. Denney stated the engineering concerns relating to Plat B, he
recommended Plat B to the Planning Commission.
Mr. Sowby said that he did not think that it is his responsibility to bond for the water on 500
North. He said that it is not fair that he be required to bond for the water on 500 North because it
is not on his property.

Chairman Hadfield asked what method will be used to handle the physical recording of Lot 50
and Lot 51. Mr. Sowby handed Mr. Denney the two warranty deeds, which convey Lot 50 and
Lot 51 to the adjoining property owners. He said that concurrent with the warranty deeds he has
prepared a zoning lot declaration, which says that Lot 51 is combined with the Goodwin property
on the south and now is considered one zoning lot and the zoning lot declaration will be recorded
concurrently with the plat.
Chairman Hadfield said that the Planning Commission has looked at 560 West as a major
collector road throughout the City and it has asked that there be as few as possible driveways
that back onto 560 West. He asked if Mr. Sowby would agree to having the driveway for Lot 45
access onto 500 North, instead of 560 West. He said that he would agree to make the driveway
for Lot 4 5 access onto 500 North.
Mr. Denney suggested that it might be a good idea to make 500 North a one-way road until the
whole width of the road is put in. He pointed out that 500 North is only 8 feet wide.
Mr. Arbus moved to approve the final plat B of Spring Hollow Subdivision at 450 North
500 West subject to the following: (1) the utilities are bonded for on 500 North, except for
the water line (2) the irrigation ditch on 500 North needs to be placed in a 10-foot public
utility easement (3) the valves shown for the fire hydrants need to be placed in the street
(4) the driveway on Lot 45 be required to access on 500 North and asked that the
driveways on Lot 38 and Lot 46 access on 520 West (5) ask the City Council for
recommendation that due to the present width of 500 North that it be east bound only until
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such time as there is sufficient width (6) the concurrent filing of the zoning lot declaration
for Lot 50 & Lot 51 with the plat. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
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Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
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Mr. Fleming asked Mr. Arbus if he would amend his motion to include that the word "construed"
under the general notes on the proposed plat be changed to considered.
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Mr. Arbus amended his motion to include that the word "construed" under general notes
should be changed to considered. Mr. Fleming seconded the amended motion.
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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. Richan, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Denney stated the engineering concerns for Plat C. He said the irrigation ditch needs to be
placed in the 10-foot PUE. He stated the reasons that he wanted to look at Plat C separately is
because he was worried about approving lots with no water line on 500 North and also because
he is worried about how the lots on Plat C will be accessed. Chairman Hadfield said that
technically someone could not back out of the driveways ofLots 47, 48, and 49 and negotiate a
turning movement without taking a fence down. He said another concern is how does Mr.
Hindley access his lot. Chairman Hadfield asked if there is the possibility of working with Mr.
Hindley on an additional right-of-way that could be used.
Mr. Sowby said that he knows that he can't legally record Plat Cat this time because he does not
have the access to the lots and he does not have the water. He stated that he is asking the
Planning Commission to approve Plat C subject to the water line and the street access being
resolved. Mr. Sowby said Plat C will allow him to complete construction of the curb, gutter &
sidewalk and the sewer.
Mr. Denney said that the Planning Commission can recommend that it accepts the alignment of
curb and gutter and make that as part of the off-site improvement for the plat, but he would
scrutinize accepting the two lots at this point in time.
Mr. Georgeson said that there is time for the negotiations to be completed with the property
owner to try to take advantage of the work already being done in that area. He said that the
Planning Commission should allow Mr. Sowby and the developer to continue the negotiations and
bring Plat C back at a later time.
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Chairman Hadfield said that the Planning Commission has been instructed and urged not to allow
public utilities in non-public streets. He said that he does not think the engineer has concerns
relative to what is designed, but the concern is with allowing improvements to go in a subdivision
that is not approved. Mr. Arbus said that if the developer puts in the utilities for a subdivision that
is not approved, it is the developer that assumes the risk.
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Mr. Arbus moved to deny Plat C, Spring Hollow Subdivision at approximately 450 North
500 West and recommended that an addendum be accepted to Plat B including the utilities
of the irrigation ditch, the sewer line and the curb along 500 North as shown on Plat C, and
the public easement and that this would allow the developer to get those costs tied up to the
package of Plat B and that the developer assumes the risks knowing that this is not a final
plat and that something extraordinary could change that the Planning Commission has not
foreseen. Mr. Richan 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. Richan, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried .
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF VAL VISTAPUD PLAT D AT
APPROXIMATELY 1190EAST 1260NORTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
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Mr. Denney recommend that if the Planning Commission approves the proposed plan that it be
subject to Mr. Despain's review of the PUD documentation.
Chairman Hadfield asked for Mr. Richards comments.
Mr. Richards said that he wishes that the City would not have put the bridge up going across the
Murdock Canal. He said that the only problem that he has is that people have asked him why
the City doesn't put in the park, rather than him.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.

Mr. Arb us moved to recommend approval of the final plat for Val Vista Park PUD Plat D
at approximately 1190 East 1260 North subject to the final review of the City Planner and
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the developer on the documentation on the PUD's. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Richan, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
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 pointed out that when the Planning Commission saw
this item before the property was under the RA-1 Zone.
Mr. Sowby said that the last time this property was looked at by the Planning Commission, the
question came up of whether the zone change from the RA-1 to the R1-9000 was really done. He
said that he discovered that the Planning Commission was right that it had not been changed to an
R1-9000 Zone. Mr. Sowby said that he researched all the documents and Mr. Colborn published
the notice of zone change last week. He said that the property is now really in the R1-9000 Zone
and now the owner wants to proceed with the determination of eligibility for the inner-block. He
said that the proposal is for two lots on the property. Mr. Sowby said that one lot would front on
150 West and the second lot would be a flag lot. He said that he needs to determine ifthe
property is eligible for inner-block development.
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Mr. Georgeson asked why the property has to be considered for inner-block eligibility. Mr.
Sowby said that he is trying for an inner-block development because of the flag lot.
Mr. Arbus told Mr. Sowby that the Planning Commission wanted him to provide a concept plan
and the concept plan is not provided. He said that he assumes the 24-foot PUE access could be
added to the property to the south and made a regular PUD size road. Mr. Sowby said that he
cannot provide the concept plan until the Planning Commission tells him what area it wants to
look at.
Mr. Fleming said that the Planning Commission should be looking at the whole area to the south,
which is the area where the sheep pasture is. Chairman Hadfield said that he does know if there
is a dedicated road right-of-way through the Taylor property back to Mr. Harding's property. He
said that maybe the 24-foot road could be put through Smith and Myring's property, but he does
not know what the options are. Chairman Hadfield stated that looking at the proposed property
from an aerial photograph it looks like there are multiple options, if more than one land owner
chooses to be part of it. Mr. Sowby said that he has made contact with all the land owners and
there is only one that has expressed any interest. He said because of the lack of interest in the
other land owners, he has chosen to ask for only the one small parcel.
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Chairman Hadfield asked if the Planning Commission wants to declare this an inner-block or does
it want to do some more research.
Mr. Fleming said that it is worth another chance to go back to the neighbors in the area to let
them know that the Planning Commission is in the process of determining inner-block eligibility.
Mr. Sowby said that he would be glad to contact all the adjacent property owners so that they can
come to the Planning Commission Meeting and express their own views. Mr. Georgeson said that
if the adjacent property owners choose not to be a part of the inner-block development, the
Planning Commission will need something in writing that can be filed with the property proposed
for inner-block development.
Mr. Sowby said to put this item back on Planning Commission Agenda for March 4, 1998. He
said that he will notify the adjacent property owners. Mr. Sowby asked to have this item
withdrawn.

Mr. Georgeson moved to defer determining inner-block eligibility for the property located
at approximately 1050 North 150 West to March 4, 1998. Mr. Fleming seconded the
motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Richan, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE RIVERBURCH
ANNEXATION AT APPROXIMATELY 10NORTH 1100EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Denney.
Mr. Denney said that the proposed annexation declaration is proposing that the property enter the
City as a PO-l Zone. He stated that under American Fork's General Plan 1100 East is classified
as an arterial class street. Mr. Denney said that the existing right-of-way of 1100 East is
insufficient for the development of the arterial street and because of this the applicant will agree to
convey to the City the eastern portion, which is the areas necessary for the eventual development
of 11 00 East as an arterial class street. He stated that the City has determined that there is also a
need for another public street that will go east and west through the proposed development at
about 80 North.
Mr. Denney said that Section 6 of the proposed annexation agreement discusses that the City has
determined the development plan of the proposed area will not be required until the time of
development. He explained that typically the City asks for the development plan to be part of the
agreement. Mr. Denney pointed out that Section 7 of the proposed annexation agreement
discusses water rights. He said that Section 8 discusses that the applicant agrees to pay all impact
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fees at the time of the issuance ofbuilding permits.
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Mr. Sowby said that he was very surprised that Mr. Despain was including that a public street be
put through the development at about 80 North as one of the terms of the annexation agreement.
Mr. Fleming said the Planning Commission has had discussions for at least 3 or 4 years about the
road net in the hospital area. He said that driveways are not going to be sufficient to service the
proposed development off of 1100 East. Mr. Sowby said that he is completely blind-sighted by
being required to put a public road through the proposed development. He said that the public
road will cut out the heart of the whole project. Mr. Sowby said that he was never led to believe
that there needed to be a public road that would need to go through the proposed development.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the Planning Commission can act on this agreement as written or
Mr. Sowby can withdraw his request and discuss the agreement in further detail with Mr.
Despain.
Mr. Bruce Olson said that he is the property owner to the south of the proposed project. He
proposed that to maintain his privacy, a nine-foot wall should be installed. He said that he read
that some of the proposed buildings are going to be multi-story. Mr. Sowby said that none of the
buildings will be multi-story. Mr. Olson said that it shows the U.S. West service box on the
south-west corner of the property proposed for development, but he said the service box is really
located on his property. Mr. Sowby said the Alta survey that was prepared clearly shows that the
U.S. West service box is clearly on the Riverburch property. He said that there are deeds that
have been given from the previous owners where U.S . West has purchased the property from the
Pittman's. Mr. Olson said that they can go to court if they have to regarding the property that the
U.S. West service box is located on.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the issue the Planning Commission is looking at is relative to the
proposed annexation and what are the requirements for annexation. He told Mr. Olson that there
will be a public hearing as the annexation goes forward to the City Council and explained that this
is when he can express his concerns to the City Council.
Mr. Sowby asked what the Planning Commission's disposition is about requiring a public road
through the proposed project. He said that staff never represented that a road would be required
through the project and he said the road is not on the master plan.
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Mr. Arbus said that the Planning Commission has time and time again looked at road nets up to,
through, and around the hospital. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that 60 foot streets are not
identified on the General Plan. He said that only the arterial class and collector class roads are
identified on the General Plan.
Dr. Karen said that they do not have a problem with widening 1100 East. He said that he has a
hard time comprehending what the road that far south on 1100 East has to do with access to IHC
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Hospital. Chairman Hadfield said that the Planning Commission is concerned about internal
circulation.
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Mr. Georgeson said that Mr. Sowby needs to get with Mr. Despain to discuss the proposed road
that will go through the proposed development. Mr. Sowby said that on January 12, 1998, staff
discussed the proposed project at their meeting and Mr. Despain felt that the circulation pattern
was ok and he did not feel that a public street through the project was needed. He asked the
Planning Commission to table this item tonight so that he can work with Mr. Despain to get some
answers to his questions.
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Mr. Fleming moved to table the Riverburch Annexation Agreement at approximately 10
North 1100 East. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
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There was no further discussion.
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Richan, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLAN OF THE MOSER
SUBDIVISION PLAT A AT APPROXIMATELY 640 WEST 750 NORTH
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Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
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Chairman Hadfield said that Mr. Denney had some questions relative to the rendering of the
drainage structure that is being put in front of the property to pipe the ditch around the fire
hydrant. He asked if the fire plug is going to be moved to get the ditch through. Mr. Jensen said
that he does not know yet. He pointed out that they do not have to dig down to the thrust block.
Chairman Hadfield said that the city engineer was concerned with the thrust blocking of the fire
hydrant. Chairman Hadfield said that the irrigation company has reviewed the plat and signed off
on it.
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Mr. Denney stated that the applicant may be reimbursed for putting in the water line.
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Mr. Arb us moved to approve the preliminary and final Plat A of the Moser Subdivision at
approximately 640 West 750 North subject to the disturbance of the fire hydrant per
recommendation of the city engineer. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
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There was no further discussion.
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Richan, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
PRESENTATION BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE AMERICAN FORK IRRIGATION
COMPANY CONCERNING DELIVERY AND DRAINAGE SYSTEM USED IN AMERICAN
FORK CITY FOR IRRIGATION WATERS
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Mac Chipman, the new
President of the Irrigation Company.
Mr. Chipman stated that Mr. Despain asked him to make a presentation to the Planning
Commission. He said that one of the biggest concerns the Irrigation Company has is storm water
going into the irrigation ditches. Mr. Chipman pointed out that just about every drain that
comes off of Main Street and State Street goes into the irrigation ditches.
Mr. Chipman pointed out that on 860 East State Street there is a pipe line that comes down in the
middle ofMr. LeBaron's property and it dead ends at Broadstone. He said that they need some
help to get the ditch on over to 860 East. He said the other main drainage system that they are
constantly having problems with is the one on 200 South.
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Mr. Chipman said that where Mr. Sowby is proposing to build a medical complex at
approximately 10 North 1100 East, he has told Mr. Sowby that some of the ditches in that area of
the City may be able to be shut off
Mr. Chipman said that on 50 South there is a ditch that can continue into Pleasant Grove as a
waste ditch, but in order for all the ditches to be used it would be best if they are piped.
Chairman Hadfield said that as planners it is important to realize that American Fork has three
corridors carrying the water between the City and Utah Lake. He said the issue is not putting
water in the irrigation ditches, but controlling the flow . Chairman Hadfield said that when putting
in large parking lots for large areas, they need to look at it so that they do not end up with a flash
flood . Chairman Hadfield said that is why the city is using .2 cubic feet per second as the
standard that can go down the creek. Mr. Denney said that .2 cubic feet is something that needs
to be written up and put in the General Plan.
Chairman Hadfield said that in looking at the General Plan, they need to have Horrocks inventory
drainage conduits crossing both I-15 and US-89 .
Chairman Hadfield thanked Mr. Chipman for coming to the Planning Commission Meeting and
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making his presentation.
Mr. Georgeson stated that the drainage issue is becoming more important and it is only a matter
of time until they have to conform to some regulations. He said that they are going to have
increase there capacity of drainage in the city for the development that will take place.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST FOR PROPERTY AT 685 EAST
50 SOUTH FROM THE EXISTING PO-l AND Rl-7500 ZONES TO THE R3-7500 ZONE
AND REVIEW OF A PROPOSED CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
Mr. Briggs said that when he made the presentation about a month and a half ago regarding the
property at 685 East 50 South at the Planning Commission Meeting, it was suggested that he
meet with the neighbors. He said that he held two meetings with the neighbors to the north and
with the homeowner's association to the east. Mr. Briggs said that the residents appreciated him
meeting with them. He said the residents like the proposed use of elderly housing. Mr. Briggs
said that he has now completed the sidewalk on 700 East. He said that he is proposing to put in
32 elderly housing units on this site and that will require rezoning, site plan approval, and it will
require that the Planning Commission undue the old PUD on the property.
Mr. Briggs said that extensive studies have been done on the site. He said that Earth-tech has
looked at the site and they have been hired to oversee the construction of the proposed units. Mr.
Briggs said that there will be storage provided on the site for all of the water that will be
developed on site. He said that in addition to providing storage on site for the water, there will be
a pond that is adequate to handle the storm drainage in the area. Mr. Briggs said that there is an
existing retention basin and it is now being increased to more than double the size for a new
retention basin. He pointed out that the existing retention basin is not adequate to handle the
water.

Mr. Briggs stated that the proposed units will be one story. He said that the proposed units will
be exclusively for the elderly. Mr. Briggs pointed out that there will be an on-site building that
provides a recreational and meeting place for the people. Mr. Briggs said that he spent a year
looking at different uses for this site. He said that he looked at putting in single-family housing on
the site and concluded that it would have to be entry level housing because it is across from the
cement company. He said that according to the Utah County Housing Authority, there is a big
need for elderly housing.
Mr. Fleming asked Mr. Briggs how he is going to ensure that the proposed development will be
for elderly housing. He asked if the proposed development will be under one ownership. Mr.
Briggs said that there will be a condominium association, which sets 55 as the minimum age
required to be able to live in the proposed housing . Mr. Briggs said that he has checked with the
State Attorney General's office and it is acceptable to put an age limit for the people who live in
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Briggs said the units will be sold, but they will be maintained by a common association so that
people will not have to deal with the lawns or any exterior portion of the unit. He said the units
will be mostly brick with some stucco. Mr. Briggs said that the units will have no basements and
will be one level.
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Chairman Hadfield stated that he has observed that the fence has now been put in on 700 East and
the improvements have been done.
Chairman Hadfield said that there are some errors with regards to the amount of acreage that will
be rezoned and said that the Planning Commission needs to know what area is actually being dealt
with.

Mr. Arbus said that he finds the zone change will be congruent with the areas to the west
and east of the proposed development. Mr. Arb us moved to recommend to the City
Council a zone change for the property located at 685 East 50 South from the existing PO-l
Zone and Rl-7500 Zone to the R3-7500 Zone with the clean up of the map as far as the
acreage goes. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
There was some concern on the zoning application as to whether the application is requesting that
it be changed to an R2-7500 Zone or to an R3-7500 zone. Chairman Hadfield stated that the
application was done in pencil and it did not copy very well, but he said that he looked at the
original application and the application requested that it be changed to the R3-7500 Zone.
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Mr. Arbus amended his motion by stating that the Planning Commission finds that the
zone needs to be totally an R3-7500 zone, regardless of what the Zone Change Application
says. 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. Arb us, Mr. Rich an, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
Chairman Hadfield said the next issue the Planning Commission needs to address is dealing with
the site plan.
Chairman Hadfield said that the proposed 32 units are well within the R-3 Zone. He said that he
spoke with Ty and there are a number of typos on the proposed plan that need to be corrected.
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Mr. Fleming said that the Planning Commission asked for two exits onto 700 East and an interior
circulation pattern, which has been complied with in the proposed plan. He said that he is glad to
see that there are not exits going onto 50 South. Mr. Fleming stated that the Planning
Commission has tried to discourage the use of chainlink fences. Mr. Briggs said the fence around
the entire development will not be chainlink. He said that he has met with the neighbors and
committed to designing a fence that is in compliance with the neighbor's request. He said that
they are going to landscape on both sides of the fence. Mr. Fleming said that he was not
necessarily talking about the fence along the north. He said that he was talking about a fence on
the west boundary and around the R V parking. Mr. Briggs said that it will be a masonry fence
around the entire development. Chairman Hadfield said that there are several places on the
proposed plan where it says that there will be a 6-foot chainlink fence with slats that need to be
taken off the proposed plan. He said that the notes on the proposed site plan on the west side,
next to the Patterson project need to reflect that the existing chainlink fence will be supplemented
with a masonry fence . Mr. Fleming asked that when the masonry fence is designed that any
smooth surfaces on the fence be eliminated because they do not want graffiti on the fence.
Mr. Georgeson asked about guest parking. Mr. Briggs said the uncovered areas are for guest
parking. He said that there is adequate parking.
Mr. Georgeson asked about the landscaping. Mr. Briggs said that they intend to landscape both
sides of the fence adjacent to the street. He said that he is willing to put up a bond for the
landscaping to make sure that it is put in properly.
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Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said that they do not revise the plat now with Mr. Smith's lot being two separate
parcels. He said that they need to file in the county a single zoning lot declaration. Mr. Denney
said that Mr. Smith's lots should act as one lot.
Mr. Arbus asked about Wood Haven.
Councilman Hampton left at 10:15 p.m.
Mr. Denney said that they are modifying the Wood Haven site plan to the north.
Mr. Denney said that they already have access. He said that now they are putting up a 42-inch
sight-obscuring fence and they have pulled the building back.
Mr. Arbus said that he wonder if they would recommend to the City Council that it be a four-way
stop.
Mr. Briggs said that they did talk about sight distance. Mr. Arbus said that without the buildings
there people just loop around there. He said that there should be a four way stop on 50 South
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700 East.
Mr Fleming temporally took over as the Chairman while Chairman Hadfield was excused from the
meeting for a minute.
Mr. Fleming asked for a motion.

Mr. Arb us moved to ask the City Council for approval of the proposed site plan at 685 East
50 South subject to: (1) need the zone lot document for the Smith's property that states
that the two parcels become one (2) that this will reflect in the next agenda and that there
will be an amendment to Woodridge Plat C (3) the Planning Commission finds that part of
the retention basin is off-site of the property proposed for development so it needs to be
included as off-site improvements and (4) recommend to the City Council that there be a
four-way stop on 50 South 700 East and recommend whatever measures it takes for the
City Council to make that happen (5) there are certain areas of the plat that are labeled as
chainlink fence on the perimeter and that they be congruent with the new masonry fence
around the perimeter. (6) the developer needs to submit a landscape plan within two
weeks.
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Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
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Mr. Fleming asked for any further discussion.
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Mr. Denney said that the setback triangle area is to conform to either city ordinance or regulation
for the setbacks. He said that 25 feet does not cut it.
Mr. Arbus amended his motion to include that there may need to be a modification of the sight
distance on the corner. Mr. Georgeson seconded the amended motion.
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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. Richan, and Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Fleming. Voting
was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDMENT TO THE EXISTING WOODRIDGE PLAT
C PUD AT 685 EAST 50 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He said that in reality there is nothing the Planning
Commission can do by a motion. He said that this is something that has to be done with the
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homeowners association and the documentation has to be brought in and reviewed by Mr.
Despain.
Chairman Hadfield said that they can' t take any action until they see some documentation.
said that they will just withdraw this action until documentation is submitted.

He

REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED SITE PLAN FOR HART'S AT 585 EAST
STATEROAD
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
Mr. Denney said that the Baskin Robins site and the Harts site need to be considered as one site
as far as the parking analysis is concerned. He said that he came up with a total square foot area
of about 5, 582 square feet at five spaces per thousand, which gives them about 28 spaces
required. He said that the site plan shows 29 spaces on the site plan plus traditionally they have
allowed parking under the canopy. Mr. Denney said that the proposed parking conforms. Mr.
Denney said that one outstanding issue is fire protection. He said that he just did a presentation
to the City Council on the feasibility of bringing fire lines into this area to provide fire protection.
Mr. Denney said that Harts, Pizza Hut, and from 500 East to 700 East there are inadequate fire
suppression lines on the north side of the road. He said that the City will participate and aide in
the crossing of a fire line from 600 East and bring across State Street to this point. He said that it
will be part of a ten inch line.
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Mr. Jensen said that it is his understanding that the water line will connect to the existing fire
hydrant that is behind the warehouse.
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Mr. Denney said that there is an encroachment that shows actually on this plan that shows an
extension of the shed area. He said the shed area has now been torn down and there is no longer
an encroachment issue. He said that Anderson's have now conceded that was not their property.
He said there is no longer a dispute about the property line.
Mr. Denney said that the site plan needs to show that the curb and gutter is going to be extended
the full width of the property.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the proposed site plan shows a 14 foot planter strip. Mr. Denney said
the planter strip is a 13 foot planter strip .
Mr. Denney said another concern is that the curb and gutter will not be able to pass over the top
of the existing pipe that comes across State Street. He recommended going back to the driveway
for the curb to cross over the pipe.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the drainage issues have been resolved. He said that he has had some
heartburn with the drainage because he thinks that you are over building the detention pond.
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Mr. Denney said that they meet the minimum requirements. Mr. Jensen said that the pond does
not have to be that deep, but it was designed that way because of the landscape requirement.
Chairman Hadfield said that the pond does not become an asset for storm drainage because there
is the potential of an automobile getting in the pond, which could make the pond a liability.

Mr. Arb us moved to recommend approval of the site plan for Hart's at 585 East State
Road that it be noted (1) that the extra fire protection not shown on the proposed plan
includes a 10-inch line that runs across US-89 (2) there is an agreement with the owners of
the property where it says existing encroaching building is no longer there to the fence line
that divides the service station with the warehouse and (3) that the landscaping be
continued up to that fence (4) that the curb and gutter be extended to the property line on
the east and that they re-shoot the curb so that with the grades and profiles so that it will
properly pass over the top of the culvert. Mr. Fleming 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. Richan, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
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There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Chairman Hadfield said that each of the Planning Commission Members should have received
from the Utah Chapter of the AP A the notice of their spring conference that will be held March
19-20, 1998, in Moab, Utah. He said that if any of the Planning Commission Members are
interested in attending the spring conference in Moab, they need to fill out the application and
return it to him and he will get them signed up.
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Chairman Hadfield reported that he and Mr. Georgeson attended a Brown Bag Lunch at the Utah
County Complex. He said that he appreciated the attendance at the Planning Commission Party
on February 13, 1998. He complimented Mr. Denney and Mr. Despain for their technical review
meeting because many things get cleaned up before this meeting. He reported that Councilman
Hampton will clear a name on Tuesday night at the City Council Meeting for another planning
commission member.
Chairman Hadfield complimented Mr. Arbus for his service on the Planning Commission.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE FEBRUARY 4: 1998: MINUTES
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Mr. Richan moved approval of the February 4, 1998, minutes with the following corrections:
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On Page 1, Line 22 it should be changed from "Mr. Denney that" to Mr. Denney said that.
On Page 1, Line 24 it should be changed from "two derelict parcel disposal is going" to two
derelict parcels is. On Page 1, Line 38 should be changed from " it his intent" to it is his
intent. On Page 3, Line 41 it should be changed from "finds that as the parking is
presented" to finds that the parking as presented. On Page 4, Line 39 should be changed
from "going to come to together and topography" to going to come together. On Page 5,
Line 22 the word "ordinally" should be changed to originally. On Page 5, Line 1 should
read the Big 0' Tire site and it is substantially different than. On Page 6, Line 9 should be
changed from "in the middle in or' to in the middle of. On Page 6, Line 30 it should be
changed from "thinks the what it shows" to thinks that is what it shows. On Page 7, Line 6
it should be changed from "Councilwoman said" to Councilwoman Belmont said. On Page
7, Line 19 it should be changed from "concerned that if says lets go with the proposed site
plan, suddenly the he will be told" to concerned that if he says lets go with the proposed site
plan, suddenly that he we will be told. Mr. Arbus seconded the motion.
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Richan, and Mr. Fleming. Mr. Georgeson abstained
from the voting. The motion carried.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE FEBRUARY 7 1998: JOINT
SESSION MINUTES
Chairman Hadfield reported that he gave Ms. Marsh a list of more people who were in attendance
at the Joint Work Session on February 7, 1998, and who were representing the property owners
in the southwest portion of American Fork and he has asked that those names be added to the
minutes.
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Mr. Richan noted the following corrections:

35

36
37
38
39

40
41
42
43

On Page 4, Line 5 "there" should be changed to their.

Mr. Richan moved approval of the February 7, 1998, Joint Work Session Minutes with the
above noted corrections. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Richan, Mr. Fleming and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
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ADJOURNMENT
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Mr. Georgeson moved to adjourn at 10:55 p.m. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion. Those
voting aye: Mr. Arbus, Mr. Richan, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
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Melanie Marsh
Administrative Secretary
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MARCH 4, 1998
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on March 4, 1998, 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 amended preliminary site plan for
Pennylane Condominiums located at approximately 300 South 460
East.
Review and action on the Annexation Agreement for the
Riverburch Annexation at approximately 10 North 1100 East.
Review and action on an amendment to the existing Woodridge
Plat C PUD at 685 East 50 South.
Site Plan Committee report .
a.
Discussion of the Nature Trail plan in the Utah Valley
Business Park.
Continuation of discussion on the update of the General Plan.
Election of Planning Commission officers for 1998.
Other business.
Review and action on the approval of the February 18, 1998,
minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 23 day of February, 1998.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
MARCH 4, 1998
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on March 4, 1998, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included *Councilman Don Hampton, James
Hansen, Juel Belmont, Chairman J.H. Hadfield, Pat Fleming, Michael Georgeson, and Keith
Richan. City staff present included Howard Denney, Rod Despain, Kevin Bennett, and Melanie
Marsh. Others present included Gaylon Winters, Merma Winters, Kathy Proctor, Blair Proctor,
Rosemary Proctor, Jack Proctor, Everett Morse, Glade C. Cobbly, Paul Kitchen, Clio Masen,
Ron Phillips, Kenneth Briggs, Roger Dudley, John Dester, Steve Sowby, Dr. Karen, Bruce Olson,
Dr. Roper and Rick Woodbury.
Chairman Hadfield welcomed James Hansen as a new planning commission member.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE AMENDED PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN FOR
PENNYLANE CONDOMINIUMS LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY 300 SOUTH 460
EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
John Dester of Georgetown Development said that the current Pennylane condominiums are not
selling very fast, so he was asked to look into what could be done differently. He said that he
decided that it would be a good idea tore-plat the Pennylane Condominium project and build
townhouses like the ones that are built in the Northgate project. Mr. Dester said that he is
proposing to build townhouses with private backyards.
Councilwoman Belmont asked if the density has been increased. Mr. Dester said that the density
has not been increased. He said that the original Pennylane Condominium project was approved
at 72 units and it will stay at 72 units. Mr. Dester said that he held a neighborhood meeting last
night to discuss the proposed changes to the Pennylane project. Councilwoman Belmont stated
that some of the neighbors in the area of the Pennylane development have expressed to her that
they feel more comfortable with the new proposed configuration, rather than continuing with the
large buildings. Mr. Dester said the proposed buildings are only two stories high.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said that if the Planning Commission decides to proceed with the amendment to the
Pennylane project, he would like to be allowed to work with Mr. Dudley on the final detail for the
100-year storm drainage. He stated that the problem with the current design of the storm drain is
that it is only designed for a 25-year storm drain and American Fork requires a 100-year storm
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drain.
Mr. Despain said that the proposed project has about 33% open space, which meets the
requirement for open space. He pointed out that no project can have a sealed surface greater than
50%. Mr. Despain explained that the sealed surface is everything being committed to streets,
buildings, or anything for which there is a sealing over the ground. He said that the proposed
project has a sealed surface of about 36%. Mr. Despain said that the proposed project does meet
the R V parking requirement of 150 square feet. He said that the proposed project meets the
density standard in the R4-Zone. Mr. Despain stated that the proposed project could have 75
units, but only 72 units have been proposed.
Mr. Despain pointed out that one of the concerns expressed by the neighbors when the original
Pennylane project was proposed was the height of the buildings. He said that with the new
proposal the buildings will not be as high. Mr. Despain explained that the portions of the
Pennylane project that are already constructed will remain the same. He said that the Planning
Commission is being asked to repeal the ordinance and the plan that was previously approved and
to approve the new proposed plan. Mr. Despain stated that the outer boundaries will not change.
Mr. Kitchen said that after the neighborhood meeting last night with Mr. Dester, the neighbors
feel good with the proposed concept. He said that the proposal of lowering the roof line and
having buildings with more individuals look is a benefit for their neighborhood . Mr. Kitchen said
that the neighbors endorse the revised plan.

Councilwoman Belmont expressed concern because she did not see any trees on the proposed
plan. Mr. Dester said that there will be a lot of trees. Councilwoman asked what the plans are on
the east side of the driveway. Mr. Dester said that there will be trees on the east side of the
driveway. He said that the trees will act as a buffer.
Mr. Fleming moved to accept the amended preliminary site plan for the Pennylane
Condominiums located at 300 South 460 East. Mr Hansen seconded the motion.
Mr. Despain said that the PUD paper work is a concern. He also pointed out that the proposed
plan was brought to the planning commission without a landscape plan and he stated that it is up
to the Planning Commission if it would like the applicant to bring a landscape plan back to the
Planning Commission for review. Chairman Hadfield said that it has been a common practice that
the applicant come back to the Planning Commission with a landscape plan, if one is not
submitted.

Mr. Fleming amended his motion to include subject to (1) presenting a landscape plan at
the next planning commission meeting and (2) the condominium or planned unit
development documents, and (3) that Mr. Denney be allowed to work with Mr. Dudley on
the 100-year storm drain. Mr. Hansen seconded the amended motion.
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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. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and
Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE RIVERBIRCH
ANNEXATION AT APPROXIMATELY 10NORTH 1100EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Sowby.
Mr. Sowby stated that at the last planning commission meeting he agreed with all the conditions
of the annexation agreement as proposed, except the road that was proposed to go east and west
through the development at about 80 North. He said that he has met with Mr. Despain and they
have agreed on a better location for the road across the north side of the property. Mr. Sowby
said that they are prepared to accept approval tonight with dedicating enough road for a full 36
feet of asphalt and he will provide the curb, gutter, and sidewalk on the south side.
Mr. Denney asked where the sewer line fits in the road way. Mr. Sowby said the sewer line is
north of his property and north of the proposed property line on the north side. Mr. Denney said
that there is quite a grade difference between the irrigation line and the land and asked if that will
be a problem to work out in the planter strip. Mr. Sowby said that they will have to bring in fill
and make it work.
Chairman Hadfield asked for Mr. Despain' s comments.
Mr. Despain pointed out that each of the planning commission members should have received a
plan with the new Attachment 3 of the Riverbirch Annexation Agreement. He pointed out that
the Attachment 3 that the Planning Commission looked at the February 18, 1998, Planning
Commission Meeting showed the east-west road in an s-curve towards the southern part of the
property. He stated that Mr. Sowby came to him and told him that the s-curve does extreme
damage to the proposed project and asked him if the city would consider a road along the north
side of the property proposed for development. Mr. Despain said the real concern is to get a
public road that goes east and west through the proposed project and he said the road that is now
proposed and is shown on the new Attachment 3 of the Riverbirch Annexation Agreement will
work.
Mr. Denney said that with regards to the deed conveying the land for the road, he has some
concern with whether the road will fit. He said he does not know if the city should accept the 36
foot road because more than a 36-foot road may be needed.
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Chairman Hadfield asked what the discussion has been with Bonneville Home Health and the
surgical center relative to the cross section. Mr. Sowby said that he has had discussions with
Bonneville Home Health and they are fully aware of what is going to happen and are willing to
work with him.
Mr. Denney said that there is some uncertainty with regards to the alignment of 1100 East. He
said that down on the corner of 50 South 1100 East there is a historic structure. Mr. Denney said
that he is concerned that the road may have a negative affect on the historic structure. He said the
planning commission needs to look at whether the road is going to be directed into the house or
whether it will go around the house.
Bruce Olson said that he lives just south of the proposed development and expressed concern
about the proposed development impacting his residence. Mr. Olson stated that at the last
Planning Commission Meeting he proposed that a cement wall should be installed so that his
privacy will be maintained.
Councilwoman Belmont asked what is going to happen north of the Medical Center. Mr. Denney
said that the General Plan shows that 1100 East will be a 100-foot corridor. Chairman Hadfield
pointed out that at the intersection on 300 North, only one of the four corners is presently
annexed into American Fork. He said that at the time the other three corners are annexed into
American Fork, he thinks the City will get the property needed to make an adequate travel way on
1100 East.
Chairman Hadfield said the issue is with regards to the correct alignment of the road through the
intersection of 50 South 1100 East. Mr. Denney said that when the curb and gutter is installed in
front of the proposed development, the developer may want to deflect it so that it does not
eventually go through the historic home on the corner of 50 South 1100 East
Councilwoman Belmont stated that the home on the corner of 50 South 1100 is at least 100 years
old. She expressed concern for the historic home and said that she also has respect for Mr. Olson
who is planning on staying in his home, which is south of the proposed development.
Mr. Georgeson suggested that it might be prudent to accommodate Mr. Olsen's concern relative
to the separation of his property from the proposed development by requiring the developer to
install a cement wall.

Mr. Fleming moved to recommend to the City Council approval of the annexation
agreement for River birch Annexation at approximately 10 North 1100 East noting that the
Planning Commission should not include as the official document the site plan that was
presented by Mr. Sow by, but should only include the map that was provided by the city
planner. Councilwoman Belmont seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any discussion relative to deeding the roads.
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Mr. Denney suggested that the Planning Commission include something in the motion that states
what the widths of the roads will be.

Mr. Fleming amended his motion to include that the city should stay with the standard
cross section as identified on 1100 East and he stated that on 50 North Street he is
concerned about the north side, but at this point he thinks that if the improvements are
made on the south side plus the 36 feet of asphalt that will be fine.
Mr. Hansen asked if the Planning Commission has a problem with the property description gap .
Mr. Denney said that he does not know yet, if there is problem with the description gap. Mr.
Despain asked Mr. Sowby if he could give the city a good property description that is supported
by a boundary line agreement. Mr. Sowby said that he has already submitted copies of the title
insurance to the city, which gives the description of the property. Mr. Richan asked if the
problem with regards to the property description gap was solved by quit-claims. Mr. Sowby said
that some of the problems with the property description gaps were solved by warranty deeds, two
were solved with boundary line agreements, and three were solved with quit-claim deeds.

Mr. Olson stated that there is a disagreement on his boundary that needs to be resolved.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Sowby if he has any plans to solve the disagreement with Mr.
Olson. Mr. Sowby said that he has agreed to have the surveyor stake the property and he and Mr.
Olson will go from there.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and
Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDMENT TO THE EXISTING WOODRIDGE PLAT
C PUD AT 685 EAST 50 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He said that at the last Planning Commission Meeting,
the Planning Commission approved the proposed zone change and moved it forward to the City
Council. Chairman Hadfield said that the public hearing has been established for the zone change,
but pointed out that it was the intention of the planning commission that the zone change and the
approval of the site plan are a package deal and must be approved by the City Council at the same
time. He explained that the City Council will hold the issues of the Public Hearing relative to the
zone change, but the zone change will not go forward until the site plan is approved. Chairman
Hadfield stated that at the last meeting the Planning Commission approved the site plan less a
landscaping plan. He said that the landscaping plan has now been submitted.
Chairman Hadfield turned the time over to the applicant, Mr Briggs.
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Mr. Briggs said that he found out that there was a piece of property in the planned unit
development that was deeded to Lot 8 in Plat A of Woodridge. He said that he does not know
how a piece of the property was deeded to Lot 8 because in his mind that could have been an
illegal action. Mr. Briggs said that he went to the title company in Provo and got all the
information and now he has attached the piece of property that was sold to Lot 8 from the PUD
to Lot 8 in Woodridge Plat A. Mr. Briggs said the Planning Commission needs to look at
Woodridge Plat C and recommend that the original plat be withdrawn and that the new plan
proposed be amended to accommodate the new plat.

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney to state the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said that the agenda item only has to do with Plat C, so he is not sure how or if the
Planning Commission is able to take action on Plat B tonight. Chairman Hadfield said that if there
is a problem relative to the proper announcing of the agenda item relative to Plat C or Plat B he
apologizes.
Mr. Denney said that he will first discuss the deficiencies on Plat C. He said that Plat C needs the
state plane coordinates.

After Mr. Denney began stating the engineering concerns, Mr. Despain said that any action on
Plat Cis premature. He said that Mr. Briggs is really after approval of a different project that
covers the territory of the proposed Plat C. Mr. Denney pointed out that the recording of Village
Green will replace the original plat.
Chairman Hadfield said that he still questions the area that is going to be developed as a detention
pond. He said that there is an R V park proposed on the approved plat, but there is a tennis court
where the R V park was originally approved. Mr. Denney expressed concern that there might be a
zoning violation if the detention pond is placed where the RV park was originally reserved. Mr.
Despain said that the city has had a long history of discussion on the area reserved for the R V
parking and it is a source of friction within the homeowners association. Mr. Despain said that it
is his belief that the city is going to accept the inconsistency in the plan with regards to the area
that was to be used for an RV park and is currently being used as a tennis court.
Mr. Denney asked Chairman Hadfield how he would like him to proceed.
Mr. Georgeson asked Mr. Briggs to clear up the issue relative to the portions of the property to
the inner lot. Mr. Briggs explained that the piece of property that was conveyed was not
originally conveyed to Mr. Smith, but was conveyed to the person that originally built the house
and the original owner subsequently sold the lot to Mr. Smith. He said that he talked to the title
company and asked how this happened and they did not have an answer. Mr. Briggs said that the
whole piece of property has been conveyed through a meets and bounds description and was later
purchased. Mr. Despain explained that the person who owns Lot 8 gets two deeds (1) a tax
notice for Lot 8 and (2) a tax notice for the triangular meats and bounds description. Mr. Despain
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said that Mr. Briggs has proposed to solve the problem with Lot 8 by re-platting Lot 8 on Plat A
to include the meats and bounds description parcel and redescribe Lot 8 as a separate one lot
subdivision. He said the only difficulty with re-platting Lot 8 is that Lot 8 will now be part of the
PUD Association and the boundary of the PUD does not include the triangular shaped area, so
there is one lot in the PUD that has property in both the PUD boundary and a small space outside
of the boundary. He said that technically the Planning Commission could say go back and modify
the boundary of the PUD, but he said that it is not worth it. Mr. Despain said that what the
Planning Commission is really trying to do is divide Plat C into two sub-parts. He said that up to
this point, no one has been concerned about the triangular shaped parcel because no one wanted
to do anything with Plat C.
After the Planning Commission spent a great deal of time discussing Lot 8 and how to make it
whole, Mr. Richan said that the Planning Commission is spending a lot of time doing technical
things that he does not really care about. He suggested that they just solve the problem and move
on.
Mr. Despain said that as quickly as the Planning Commission is content with the revised site plan
for the bulk of the Plat C area, the revised site plan needs to go on to the City Council so that they
can set the public hearing. He explained that the City Council will conduct a hearing and approve
the preliminary plat and then it will come back to the Planning Commission for the final plat
process. He said that when the final plat arrives to the City Council, the City Council will make
three motions with regards to the following : (1) the zone change (2) the final plat approval for
the replacement plat and (3) action to vacate the existing Plat C. He said that everything needs to
come to the City Council all together so that it can be acted upon. Mr. Despain said that the
fourth item that the City Council will deal with is the approval of Plat D.

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that there is still the issue that Mr. Briggs has to get a 2/3 vote
from the homeowners association relative to the common area, which in effect will become part of
the retention pond. Mr. Briggs said that the people in the area are very much in favor of getting
the retention pond done because the cul-de-sac sometimes fills up with 2 to 3 feet of water and he
said the retention pond will help solve the problem of the cul-de-sac filling up with water.
Mr. Despain said that the City needs to know if Mr. Briggs is proposing to build a wall that keeps
all the drainage on the south of their property line. He pointed out that the landscaping plan
shows a great deal of landscaping between the pond and the Patterson Townhomes. Mr. Despain
question whether the easement will include the pond as well as the landscaping.
Mr. Despain said that the planning commission needs to decide whether the rentention pond
should fully be contained on Plat C or whether there should be some attempt to involve some
portions of Plat A and Plat B for the retention pond. He said the planning commission also needs
to decide whether the site plan and landscaping plan are acceptable.

Mr. Fleming moved that the planning commission finds that the landscaping plan meets
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the requirements and recommended approval of everything up to the north line of Plat C,
noting that the planning commission is just approving Plat C and not the area north of Plat

c.

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. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and
Mr. Richan.
Mr. Georgeson moved that it is the feeling of the Planning Commission that the detention
basin required for Village Green should include whatever parts of Plats A and B necessary
to accomplish the detention basin and encouraged staff to negotiate with the homeowners
association to help get part of the detention basin on Plats A and B. Mr. Rich an seconded
the motion.
Mr. Hansen asked if staff should negotiate or should it be the property owner that negotiates with
the homeowners association regarding the retention pond.
Mr. Despain said that Mr. Briggs has represented that the retention pond will be a good idea and
that the homeowners feel that the retention pond will be to there advantage. Mr. Briggs said that
there is no question that the homeowners see the benefits of the pond, but he stated that he is
going to meet the homeowners and show them the plan and he invited staff to be a part of the
presentation that he makes to the homeowners association when he shows the plan.

Mr. Georgeson amended his motion to remove the reference that staff should negotiate
with the homeowners association regarding the placement of the detention pond. Mr.
Richan 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. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and
Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
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a. Discussion of the Nature Trail plan in the Utah Valley Business Park
Rick Woodbury, President of the Woodbury Corporation, was present to discuss the trail in the
Utah Valley Business Park. He said that in the beginning the purpose of the Utah Valley Business
Park was to create an employment base for American Fork City and a tax base for American
Fork. Mr. Woodbury was present to request a retraction of what has previously been done in the
Utah Valley Business Park. He said that the decision on the nature trails was a mistake. Mr.
Woodbury said that with their success in the Utah Valley Business Park, they lost focus on what
they are trying to do . Mr. Woodbury said that he has checked with Intel and most of the major
tenants in the Utah Valley Business Park, and even though there may be certain employees that
would like the nature trails, he said as a whole no one really wants the nature trails. Mr.
Woodbury said that the nature trails are an amenity that is really not worth the price. He stated
the following concerns with regards tot he nature trails in the Utah Valley Business Park: ( 1) who
builds the trails (2) who maintains the trails (3) concerns about who is liable for injuries that may
occur and (4) there is a danger of physical molestation because there will not be any supervision
and the area will be very secluded.
Mr. Woodbury suggested that the Planning Commission should do away with the idea of the
proposed nature trail in the Utah Valley Business Park and he said that the parks should be placed
somewhere else in the city.
Mr. Woodbury said that the reason he would like to get rid of the nature trail is because Nature
Pharma would like to expand its business. He said that Nature Pharma would like all the land
both north and south of the pond. Mr. Woodbury said that by having the easement around the
pond and in middle of the pond that is not acceptable to Nature Pharma.
Mr. Woodbury said that he has thought a lot about the trail since he wrote the February 12, 1998,
letter and he honestly feels that the nature trail is a mistake and that they should keep the focus
for the Utah Valley Business Park on creating an employment base and tax base.

Chairman Hadfield said that until he knows what the road net will look like, he is not sure if he is
ready to decide to do away with the trail idea. Mr. Georgeson said that he personally feels that a
trail is an asset. He said that he is not sure what mechanism is available to handle liability and
maintenance of the nature trail.
l\1r. Fleming said the primary purpose of the nature trail was not a nature trial, but the concept of
the trail was to accommodate pedestrian traffic. He said that he still thinks the issue of pedestrian
traffic is important. Mr. Fleming said that he would like to see the water preserved and said he
does not see the pond as a liability. He said that he would like to see Nature Pharma expand, but
he said that the trail is important because it helps with pedestrian movement through the business
park.
Chairman Hadfield said the real issue that needs to be addressed is internal circulation of traffic.
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Mr. Ric han said that he thinks Mr. Woodbury raised some important points in regards to who
maintains the nature trail and the liability issues. He said that he does not think it is a good idea to
throw the nature trail out in it's entirety. Mr. Richan said that he thinks that nature trail is an
amentity that will benefit the businesses in the Utah Valley Park.

*Councilman Hampton left at 9:30p.m.
Chairman Hadfield said that the planning commission was previously sold a good concept relative
to a campus design where the traffic and parking and all those amenities were around the
perimeter and the openness and the lake were in the center.
Mr. Richan asked what Mr. Woodbury's time frame was in regards to solving the problem relative
to the nature trail. Mr. Woodbury said that he wants to solve the problem as soon as possible
because he either wants to try to solve the problem with the trail or try to get someone else to
come into the Utah Valley Business Park.
Mr. Georgeson said that he is not married to the nature trail in the Utah Valley Business Park, but
he does think that trails are a great amenity for employees. He said that if Mr. Woodbury
proposes something that accommodates pedestrian traffic, he would be willing to look at it.
Mr. Hansen pointed out that when any subdivision is put in, the cost of installation and the
maintenance of sidewalk are incurred by the developer and then by the owner. He said that the
trail serves the same purpose as a sidewalk and the cost should be born by the particular individual
or owner of the business. Mr. Hansen said that the trail is a way of moving foot traffic around
and within the business park. He said that they may not call the trail a sidewalk, but it serves the
same purpose as a sidewalk and liability should be born by the property owners.
Mr. Fleming said that the Planning Commission is not married to the original location of the trail
because that was a concept. He said that the primary concern is that there needs to be some
assurance that there will be pedestrian travel ways throughout the business park.
Mr. Richan suggested that Mr. Woodbury come back with a suggestion that would help
accommodate pedestrian traffic and still accommodate Nature Pharma' s needs.
Mr. Despain said the city made the decision that based upon the character of the Utah Valley
Business Park it would not be pedestrian oriented; therefore sidewalks were not needed, and that
the city well understood that the 15-foot landscape easement could be financed through the RDA
and that sidewalks could be constructed as needed.
Mr. Fleming said that when the planning commission approved the site plan, it stipulated that
there would be sidewalks put in, if the city deemed it necessary ..
Mr. Richan stated that Mr. Woodbury now knows the planning commission's feelings with
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regards to the nature trail and he suggested that Mr. Woodbury bring a proposal back to the
planning commission for it's review.
Mr. Despain said that the business park has held to a high standard. Mr. Richan told Mr.
Woodbury he is proud of what he has done in the Utah Valley Business Park and he thanked him
publicly for the quality of the Utah Valley Business Park.

Dr. Roper said that the industrial park is now polluting the water that goes in front of his property
because of the oil that is coming off of the parking lots and getting into the water. He said that he
had a cow die. Dr. Roper said that the Utah Valley Business Park is not all good.
Councilwoman Belmont asked who takes care of the problems with pollution in the water.
Mr. Georgeson said that Mr. Denney is aware of the problem with the water being polluted and
he is working on the problem. He suggested that Dr. Roper could call the Utah County Health
Department.

Dr. Roper said that he contacted the EPA.
CONTINUATION OF DISCUSSION ON THE UPDATE OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Chairman Hadfield reported that Mr. Despain, Mr. Denney, and Mr. Wanlass and himself met
with members of Horrocks Engineer, as well as Kip Gilleland ofWoodside Homes to discuss
running the models to update the General Plan. He said that Horrocks Engineers will start the
traffic counts on key intersections. He stated that there is still the issue of the wetlands, but
stated that Horrocks will not handle the wetlands issue. Chairman Hadfield said that Horrocks
will do some issues relative to drainage. He reported that he called Rulon Dutson and asked him
what he has done about wetlands. Mr. Dutson gave him three names of people he worked with
on wetlands. Chairman Hadfield said that he has contacted Cary Smith and he reported that next
Tuesday, Mr. Denney, Mr. Despain and himself will meet with Cary Smith of Cary Smith &
Associates to discuss wetlands.
Chairman Hadfield said that at this point Horrocks Engineers will be moving ahead with the
models on traffic, sewer, and water.
ELECTION OF PLANNING COMMISSION OFFICERS FOR 1998
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the City Council is still trying to decide if the councilmember
that serves on the planning commision will be a voting member and stated that the city council
will take action on this issue at the March 10, 1998, City Council Meeting.
Chairman Hadfield asked for nominations for a new planning commission chairman.
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Mr. Fleming moved that the planning commission re-elect J.H. Hadfield as chairman of the
planning commission for one year.

Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and
Mr. Richan. Chairman Hadfield abstained from the vote.
Chairman Hadfield asked for nominations for a vice-chairman.
Councilwoman Belmont nominated Mr. Richan for vice-chairman.
Mr. Ric han asked Mr. Georgeson if he could be the vice-chairman Mr. Georgeson said that he
prefers not to be the vice-chairman because he works in Salt Lake and it would be hard for him to
do the job adequately.

Councilwoman Belmont moved to nominate Mr. Rich an as the vice chairman of the
planning commission. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
Mr. Richan said that he feels very inadequate to be the vice-chairman because he has not served
on the American Fork Planning Commission very long, but said that he will do anything that he
can to help out.

Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion. Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen,
Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Georgeson. Mr. Richan abstained from
the vote. The motion carried.
OTHER BUSINESS
Councilwoman Belmont asked about 500 East. She said that is was discussed about two years
ago that American Fork would have some input on the entrance into the city. Councilwoman
Belmont stated that she spoke with the Beautification Committee and they were told that they can
help design the sign that will be placed along 500 East. Chairman Hadfield said that Mary Fox
came in and got the plans of what UDOT plans to do along 500 East.
Mr. Georgeson stated that the landscape plan for the LeBaron Office Complex is now submitted.
Councilwoman Belmont pointed out that the calliper of the trees is not listed on the landscape
plan.

Mr. Georgeson move to approve the landscaping plan for the LeBaron Office Complex
noting that the trees need to be 2-inch calliper and that the landscape strip needs to be
completed on the out lot. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
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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. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and
Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Fleming asked if Melanie could pull the minutes where the Planning Commission put the
caveat in the motion for the sidewalk by buildings 5 and 6 in the Utah Valley Business Park.
Chairman Hadfield said that he will put a copy of the minute in each of the Planning Commission
packets.

Chairman Hadfield said that the Utah Chapter Planning Conference will be held in Moab on
March 19 and 20. He said that Mr. Richan is the only one that has notified him that he would like
to attend the conference. Chairman Hadfield said that if any of the other planning commission
members interested in going to the conference, they need to let him know and he will get them
signed up .
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE FEBRUARY 18; 1998; MINUTES
Mr. Hansen noted that on Page 20, Line 6 10:55 a.m. should be changed to 10:55 p.m.

Mr. Richan noted the following corrections to the February 18, 1998, minutes:
On Page 4, Line 5 "calls out" should be changed to includes the. On Page 5, Line 11 "and the
building permits need to be bonded for" should be deleted and should be changed to read as
follows : "and any improvements required prior to getting a building permit will be bonded for."
Page 6, Line 30 the second "at this" should be deleted. On Page 7, Line 3 it be changed from
"in subdivision" to in a subdivision. On Page 9, Line 32 "right-of-width" should be changed to
right-of-way. On Page 10, Line 32 "said" should be deleted. On Page 11, Line 32 "concern"
should be deleted. On Page 12, Line 36 it should be changed from "Chairman Hadfield said that
why" to Chairman Hadfield said that is why. On Page 12, Line 40 it should be changed from
"Horrock's" to Horrocks. On Page 13, Line 17 "or" should be changed to of On Page 14, Line
23 it should read to the R3-7500 Zone. On Page 15, Line 15 "no" should be changed to not. On
Page 15, Line 28 it should be changed from "lot acts as one lot" to lots should act as one lot. On
Page 15, Line 39 should read as follows: Mr. Arbus said that he wondered if they would
recommend to the City Council that it be a four-way stop. On Page 15, Line 42 should be
changed from "be four way stop" to be a four way. On Page 16, Line 8, item 2 should be
changed to read as follows: that this will reflect in the next agenda and that there will be an
amendment to Woodridge Plat C. On Page 16, Line 13 should be changed from "takes for City
Council" to takes for the City Council. On Page 17, Line 9 should be changed to read that Mr.
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Denney said that the Baskin Robins site and the Harts site need to be considered as one site as far
as the parking analysis is concerned and where it reads "Mr. Denney said that analyzing the
parking with respect to the new store and also considering this one site plan will add the Baskin
Robinson site needs to be deleted." On Page 17, Line 17 it should read as follows: He said that
the City will participate and aide in the crossing of a fire line from 600 East and bring across State
Street to this point. On Page 17, Line 40 "is far larger than it needs to be" should be deleted. On
Page 18, Line 11 should be changed from "it will properly" to so that it will properly.

Mr. Fleming moved to approve the minutes with the above noted corrections. 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. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. Councilwoman Belmont
and Mr. Hansen abstained from the vote because they were not in attendance at the
February 18, 1998, Planning Commission Meeting.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Georgeson moved to adjourn at 10:47 p.m. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion. Those
voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr.
Richan. All voted in favor. The motion carried.
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14

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MARCH 18, 1998
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on March 18 , 1998 , 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 final plat of the Tri-City Twin Homes
PUD at approximately 1135 North 200 East.
Review and action on the Hunter Annexation Agreement and
concept development plan at approximately 500 North 800 West .
Discussion of signage in the PO-l zone.
Further discussion on the update of the General Plan.
Report on the Inner-block Ordinance .
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the approval of the March 4, 1998,
minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 9 day of March , 1998 .

J . H. Hadfield , Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING MINUTE
MARCH 18, 1998
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on March 18, 1998, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Councilman Don Hampton, James
Hansen, Chairman J.H. Hadfield, Pat Fleming, Michael Georgeson, and Keith Richan. City staff
present included Howard Denney, Rod Despain, Kevin Bennett, and Melanie Marsh. Others
present included Paul Washburn, Steve Sowby, Chad Robinson, Kay Robinson, and Barbara
Christiansen, a member of the press.
Chairman Hadfield excused Councilwoman Belmont.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF THE TRI-CITY TWIN HOMES PUD AT
APPROXIMATELY 1135 NORTH 200 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item .
Mr. Denney stated the engineering concerns. He said that there is a note on the plat that
discusses the treatment ofthe improvements on the East side of200 East. Mr. Denney said that
on sheet T -1 it says that all improvements five foot east of the center line will be paid for by
American Fork City. Mr. Denney said that if American Fork is going to pay for improvements, it
will have to be negotiated with American Fork City and approved. Mr. Denney said that the city
requested the storm drain line in the center of 160 East to be a solid line and also requested that
the laterals coming off of the storm drain line around the foundations be perforated. He stated
that there are no provisions for laterals to the south. Mr. Denney said the drainage system should
not exceed .2CFS per acre when using a 100-year storm analysis. He said that he still has not
received the calculations to be able to determine what the detention on site will be.
Mr. Sowby said that he did as the city requested and did show a sump at the far south end of the
center of the street.
Mr. Denney stated that he has the boundary line description, but has not yet had time to verify it.
He said that he is also concerned about the documentation for the homeowner association. Mr.
Denney said that the proposed plan also needs to comply with Section 3 3 of the Uniform Building
Code, which has to do with grading and drainage.
Mr. Despain noted the replacement plat that made the correction in terms of defining the building
footprint envelope and the limited common space in front of each of the buildings. He pointed
out that the prior plat provide a limited common space behind each unit, which is not included on
the proposed plat. Mr. Despain said the ordinance requires 300 square feet of space associated
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with each unit.
Mr. Sowby said that instead of including 10 feet of limited common open space behind each unit,
he included 10 feet with the private open space. He said that the pads have been extended by 10
feet.

Chairman Hadfield asked if the proposed plat is a real PUD or is just a substandard subdivision.
He said that his question is in regards to the difference in the footprint lot where there is 50 'X 60'
lot. He asked if the proposed 50' X 60' lot is a substandard lot.
Mr. Despain said the question is where does a building envelope become an illegal lot. He stated
that the 50' X 60' lot is contrary to what the specific ordinance states. Mr. Despain said that if
the proposal goes forward, the Planning Commission assumes that the outer space is intended to
be part of the rear of the building. Chairman Hadfield expressed concern whether the proposed
plan really meets the intent of the PUD.
Mr. Denney stated that on sheet T -1 of the proposed plat there is an area where groundwater rises
within 5 feet of the surface. He said that the statement that groundwater rises within 5 feet of the
surface needs to be included in the CC&R documents. Mr. Denney said the soils and foundation
treatment statement that the homeowners are responsible to verify needs to be added to the plat.

Kay Robinson said that the water table has really dropped in the area proposed for development.
He said that he does not think that they need the drainage system, but he does not want to take
the chance.
Mr. Denney said that on sheet T -4 of the proposed plat, the catch basin shows a different kind of
grate than the city uses. He said that the city uses a hollow back grate. He said that on sheet T -1 ,
Item 8 refers to the relocation of the existing power lines onto 200 East. Mr. Denney stated that
Item 8 indicates that the desire is to locate the power lines under ground, which is great, but he
does not like the part of the note that says it may be used as part of the sidewalk easement. He
said that in the past if the power line has gone underneath the sidewalk, there have been
agreements that guarantee that the City will bear the cost of sidewalk relocation, in case
something fails with the power line. Mr. Denney said he prefers that the main power line on the
west side of 200 East not go underneath the sidewalk.
Mr. Chad Robinson said that Utah Power & Light is moving the power line across the street and
that Item 8 on Sheet T-1 is not applicable.
Mr. Denney said that the street department is concerned about snow plowing around the
proposed planter strips. He stated that the street department is urging the Planning Commission
not to allow the proposed planter strips.
Mr. Fleming said that the Planning Commission is sensitive to the street department's concern
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with the proposed planter strips, but he feels the city should try the planter strips.
Mr. Despain said that the planter strip will be the city's property so if the planter strips really
become a problem, the city can take them out.

Chairman Hadfield suggested that the developer put in a sprinkling system and also put in some
power in the planter strip. He said that it would be nice to have some lights on the trees around
Christmas time.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the final plat for Tri-City Twin Homes subject to (1) the
successful negotiation with the City Council relative to the improvement on 200 East (2) the
storm drain laterals need to be stubbed out on the lots east of 160 east (3) the storm drain
calculations need to be provided to the city engineer (4) complying with Section 33 of the
Uniform Building Code (5) verifying the depth of the ground water (6) the hollow back
grate on the catch basin (7) the boundary line descriptions (8) the PUD documents and (9)
the groundwater statement needs to be included on the preliminary plat.
Councilman Hampton seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilman Hampton, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and
Mr. Richan. The motion passed unanimously.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE HUNTER ANNEXATION AGREEMENT AND
CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN AT APPROXIMATELY 500 NORTH 800 WEST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Washburn.
Mr. Washburn said that he would like to purchase the Hunter Annexation. He stated that he has a
concept plan that is marginally different than Mr. Patterson's concept plan. Mr. Washburn said
that the major difference between his concept plan and Mr. Patterson's concept plan is that Mr.
Patterson's concept plan was proposed with the PR-15,000 Zone and his concept plan is
proposed with the PR-9000 Zone. He said the proposed lots are between 8,000 and 13,000
square feet. Mr. Washburn said that he is requesting 4 more units than what Mr. Patterson
proposed. He said the big difference in his proposed configuration is that there will be 1;2 acre
more park. Mr. Washburn said the street plan flows better with his proposal. He pointed out that
the lots will be smaller. Mr. Washburn gave some examples of research that has been done to
show that smaller lots sell much faster than large lots. He said that the smaller lots will save the
city money on water.
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Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney stated that he has concerns with closure and how the annexation fits with the other
annexations in that area. He said that there are no significant closure errors. Mr. Denney said
that as homes get closer together, the water demand goes up so more lots does not save the city
money. Mr. Washburn did not agree with Mr. Denney in regards to the fact that the water
demand will go up with more lots. He said that less water will be used with the proposed 8, 000
square foot lots.
Mr. Hansen asked if it is a right-of-way easement through Carson's property or is it a utility
easement. Mr. Despain said that it is a utility easement through Carson's property. Mr. Sowby
said that he was told that it was a right-of-way easement through Carson's property that was
deeded to the city. Mr. Georgeson said that he also understood that the right-of-way easement
through Carson's property was a right-of-way deeded to the city. Mr. Bennett said that it is not a
travel easement. Mr. Sowby said that Mr. Colborn gave him a deed and that is why he drew the
right-of-way easement where he did.

Mr. Despain said that Mr. Carson did not want to be compelled to put a road to access this
property against his will. He said that Mr. Carson was worried that if the city required the road to
be constructed that he would loose his green belt status.
Mr. Hansen asked if the sewer would impact the smaller lots. Mr. Denney said that he is not sure
what the alignment is. Mr. Sowby said that the sewer will come down 6800 West and across 700
North in the front. Mr. Sowby said the Abbot Property and the Hunter annexation want to
remain in the RA-1 Zone.

Chairman Hadfield said the issue the Planning Commission needs to look at is under what zone
the city will annex the property. He asked ifMr. Washburn is now the owner of the property
proposed for annexation into the city. Mr. Washburn said that he has not closed on the property,
but he has an option on the property. He said that his intention is to close on the option, if he can
get the density that he wants. Mr. Washburn stated that he has increased the open space. He said
that it is his intention to make the proposed project as part of the Northgate PUD. Mr. Washburn
said that he would really like to be able to have smaller lots so that the lots will be sold.
Mr. Denney said there is some concern about the curves meeting the codes. Mr. Denney said he
would like 500 North to continue over to 900 West. Mr. Despain said that 500 North has been
designed as a minor street, but over time 500 North has emerged as a collector road. He said
that there was some discussion as to whether 500 North should be a collector class road and it
was decided not to make it a collector class road.

Mr. Despain said that as the Planning Commission looks at the zone, it needs to bear in mind that
there have been proposals for increased density in the past for the proposed property and those
have been denied. He said that there is nothing in the R1-15,000 Zone that would prohibit 8,000
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square foot lots. Mr. Despain said the matter is not just lot size, but it is also density. He said
there has been some discussion that it is difficult to sell 15,000 square foot lots. Mr. Despain said
that he assumes that the greater the number of lots, the more economically beneficial it is for the
developer.
Mr. Despain said the question of water rights will be dependent upon the number of units that are
approved. He said that Section 7 of the proposed Hunter Annexation Agreement addresses the
park issues. Mr. Despain pointed out that a PUD is required to have 25% open space, regardless
of the zone. He said that it is proposed that the city will take title to the proposed park, rather
than leaving the park as open space for the sole advantage of the homeowners. Mr. Despain said
the question is whether the city wants a park or needs a park in the proposed location. He said
that if the city is willing to accept the park as public open space, then Section 7 of the proposed
annexation agreement needs to be revised because this anticipates that the park obligation will be
satisfied solely by cash.

Mr. Despain said that he assumes that if Mr. Washburn is granted the PR-9000, he will not want
the maximum density that he is allowed. He said that he needs to know what changes the
Planning Commission would like to put into the proposed annexation agreement. He said that he
told Mr. Washburn that it will be a lot harder to change the zone once it is annexed into the city.
Mr. Richan said that it bothers him that the city requires a concept plan to accompany an
annexation. He said that the concept plan does not give any opportunity for real planning. He
said that when a person comes in with a piece of ground that he or she wants to annex into
American Fork, he or she should be given the opportunity to develop the land to its best use. Mr.
Richan said that to put the R 1-15,000 Zone on the perimeter does not necessarily mean that it will
tie in with what Lehi will do. He said that it is not necessarily good planning to have large lots.
Mr. Richan said that the city is stifling good creative thinking by requiring a concept plan to come
accompany an annexation.
Mr. Georgeson said that he feels that it is necessary to have a concept plan accompany an
annexation. He said that before the city required a concept plan to accompany the annexation, the
presentation on the annexation was made and then what was developed did not tie together with
what was proposed at the time of annexation. Mr. Georgeson said that the concept plan required
with the annexation is not cast in stone, but at least the city does retain some control over what is
developed.

Mr. Despain said that the concept plan that is required to accompany the annexation just forces
the creativity to come earlier in the process. Mr. Richan said that everything he has seen
presented to the Planning Commission is designed to meet and get approval with the least amount
of imagination possible in order to meet the current ordinances. Mr. Georgeson said that he does
not think that is the fault of the ordinance that imagination is not being used. Mr. Despain said
that if the city wants increased flexibility to help encourage creativity, then the city would have to
do away with the current zoning system and go to a design zone system.
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Mr. Georgeson said that he has thought a lot about Governor Leavitt's statement in regards to
affordable housing. He said the most common thing that he has heard residents of any city say
they want is open space. Mr. Georgeson said that one does not get open space by having 5
dwellings units per acre. He said that he does not know how affordable housing and open space
can be balanced.
Chairman Hadfield said that he is not sure that smaller lot are the answer.
Mr. Washburn said that he would like some flexibility to design the project. He said that he is
willing to say that he will not ask for more than 38 lots, even though the PR-9000 would be
allowed to have more than 38 lots. He said that if there were a statement in the annexation
agreement that states that the maximum number of lots will be 3 8 he thinks that will cover any
concerns relative to any more lots being developed under the PR-9000.
Mr. Washburn said that the lots he is proposing are not really small lots, but they are just
manageable lots.

Mr. Fleming asked what purpose is a park going to serve in the proposed location. He said that if
it was a public park, what would the city use it for. He said that if it is private park, it will just be
a lot of lawn and there will not be a lot of use. Mr. Fleming said that if it is a public park it could
be used for soccer fields or little league. Mr. Fleming asked if they need a park in the proposed
area, with the Strong Park, the Hindley Park, and the Mitchell Hollow Park in the area. He said
that if the park is not something that is going to be used for little league or soccer they may not
really need it.
Mr. Despain said that 3 acres is not an incidental park. He said that if it is a public park, the city
needs to be concerned about it's access.
Chairman Hadfield said that the PR-15,000 zone has been enforced to the property to the east of
this proposed development. He said that if the Planning Commission does not require the
proposed property to develop under the PR-15,000, he wonders if the property owner to the east
will have a claim.
Mr. Washburn said that he is the developer to the east of the property proposed for development
and he has no intention of doing any type of litigation with the city.
Mr. Despain said that he has concerns with annexing the property into the city under the PR9, 000 because it may require a change to the General Plan. He said that the maximum density
could be 52 units under the PR-9000 Zone, which would be 3.4 dwelling units per acre. He said
that ifMr. Washburn only develops 38 units, that would result in a development density of2.54
dwelling units per acre. Mr. Despain said that if the PR-9000 is lumped with a limited use of the
3 8 units that Mr. Washburn is proposing, the General Plan requirement would not be exceeded.
He said that if the Planning Commission decides to annex the property into the city under the PR-
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9000 without limiting the number of lots, the Planning Commission will probably need to look at a
General Plan amendment. Mr. Fleming said that there should be something in the annexation
agreement that fixes the number of lots so that the gross density is not allowed for the proposed
development
Chairman Hadfield said that the Planning Commission forced the property owner to the east of
the proposed development to develop under the PR-15,000 Zone and he feels that out of fairness
to the property owner to the east, the proposed development needs to be compatible with the
development to the east.
Mr. Denney said that he thinks the road network is going to work. He said that the utilities to the
adjoining properties need to be considered. Chairman Hadfield said that in regards to the utilities,
he would like to hear what the plan is for N orthgate to get off the lift station and to be hooked
into the sewer line. Mr. Washburn said that he thinks that they are currently working on getting
N orthgate off the lift station.
Mr. Fleming suggested that the maximum number of dwelling units be fixed in the annexation
agreement. He said that there should be something in the annexation agreement that states that
500 North should continue to 900 West. Mr. Fleming suggested that the park should be a public
park. Mr. Fleming feels that if the park were a private park, it would be useless. Chairman
Hadfield suggested that the park be a linear park.
Mr. Washburn pointed out that if he is going to run 500 North through to 900 West, he will not
have 3 Y2 acres to give for the park.

Mr. Despain stated that if the Planning Commission decides to allow Mr. Washburn to develop
under the PR-9,000 Zone with the limitation on the number of dwelling units, then all of the other
factors that apply in the PR-9000 will apply.
Chairman Hadfield said his concern is with traffic flow. He said that 500 North and 700 North
will be the two major inlets and outlets for the proposed development.
Mr. Fleming moved to table this item and he instructed Mr. Despain to re-work the
annexation agreement and also asked Mr. Washburn to bring two or three different
concept plans back to the Planning Commission.

Mr. Washburn asked for clarification on the motion. He wanted to know if the motion was to
have Mr. Despain re-work the annexation agreement in terms of the PR-9000 Zone with a limited
number of lots or is the annexation agreement still working with the PR-15,000 Zone. He said
that the zone that the property will be developed under makes a difference on whether he will
close on the property.
Mr. Fleming said that if they can stay at the total number of dwelling units that they would have
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had on the gross area and stay close to what it would have been under the PR-15,000 Zone, he
would be willing to accept the annexation under the PR-9000 Zone.

Councilman Hampton 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. Hansen, Councilman Hampton, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and
Mr. Richan. The motion passed unanimously.
Mr. Despain said that one factor that needs to be considered when looking at the proposed
annexation and the zone that it will be annexed into the city under, is the consistency with the
General Plan. He said that if the Planning Commission departed significantly from the General
Plan, the city could be open to lawsuits.
Chairman Hadfield said that when Mr. Washburn brings his proposal back to the Planning
Commission he is going to ask what was the zone that Mr. Patterson originally proposed on the
project and the planning commission turned him down. He said he is going to see what the
proposed density that the planning commission is now considering. Mr. Despain said that density
may be a more critical issue than the zone.
Mr. Sowby said that he and Mr. Washburn could come to the site plan meeting on March 23 ,
1998, with a revised site plan.
DISCUSSION OF SIGNAGE IN THE PO-l ZONES
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
Mr. Despain said that the reason the Planning Commission is discussing signs in the PO-l Zones
is because of Advanced Insurance request to put up a large sign on their building, which would be
for more than just identification purposes. He stated that the PO-l Zone currently has significant
limitations on signs. Mr. Despain said that signs in the PO-l Zone are currently limited to name
plates and not advertising signs. He said the theory with regards to signs in the PO-l Zone is that
the sign is to be an identification sign and it is not to serve the purpose of advertising.
Chairman Hadfield said that there is a monument sign at the American Fork Hospital and there is
also a monument sign at Taylor Drug, which are both located in the PO-l Zone. He asked what
the Planning Commission's feelings are about signage in the PO-l Zones.
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Mr. Despain said that he thinks that the signs in the PO-l Zone needs to be more than what the
city currently allows. He said the real question is how much glitz the city wants to permit in the
PO-l Zone.
Chairman Hadfield said that the Planning Commission needs to look at having signs in the PO-l
Zone that are non-aggressive or non-combatant with the residential zone. He asked at what point
in time does signage start to distract from the aesthetics of the residential neighborhood.
Chairman Hadfield stated that he does not have a problem with monument signs or tasteful signs.
He pointed out that in the past signs have not been allowed in the PO-l Zone. Mr. Despain
stated that an office building in the PO-l Zone is allowed a name plate for identification purposes.
Chairman Hadfield said that he does not have a problem with signage in the PO-l Zone as long as
the signage does not clash with the adjacent residential neighborhood.
Mr. Hansen said that there needs to be directional signs in the PO-l Zone to identify tenants.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the Planning Commission is willing to look at something different than
what is allowed in the PO-l Zone with regards to signage. Mr. Despain said that it would be
appropriate to so something different than what the current ordinance allows for signage in the
PO-l Zone. He pointed out that the minute an office puts something up other than a name plate,
the ordinance has violated.
Mr. Denney said that the fire department has requested that the city start requiring a marquee for
office complexes and medical complexes so that the fire department will have an easier time
locating a particular office when it is called out on a fire.
Chairman Hadfield said that signs in the PO-l Zone need to be something that will not infringe
upon the quality of life in the surrounding residential neighborhood. Chairman Hadfield said that
by looking at the current ordinance in regards to signs in the PO-l Zone, the Planning
Commission may come up with a way to legalize some of the existing signs that are already in the
PO-l Zone. He said that he is not saying that some of the signs in the professional office
complexes are not tasteful, but some of the signs in the PO-l Zone are not in accordance with the
existing ordinance.
Mr. Despain said that if the Planning Commission revises the sign ordinance, there should be
something that allows some form of facia sign in the PO-l Zone.
Chairman Hadfield said rather than just opening the door and letting any type of sign in the PO-l
Zone, he believes that there should be something in the ordinance that allows for some degree of
negotiation.
Mr. Despain pointed out that Mr. Smith of Doug Smith Auto has been to the City Council to
challenge the signage requirements in the highway frontage overlay zone. He said that he thinks
the Planning Commission is content with the current provisions in regards to signs in the highway
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frontage overlay zone. Mr. Despain said the ordinance regulating signage along the freeway
needs to be seriously looked at.
Mr. Georgeson said that the pole sign at Wal-Mart is located in the wrong place. He said that the
pole sign should be 200 feet further down the on ramp and then Quality Inn could have a sign that
means something.
Chairman Hadfield said that when looking at the sign ordinance, the Planning Commission needs
to look at the quirks in the ordinance that are causing problems and then it needs to determine
where there can be some negotiation to allow certain things to happen without throwing
everything away in the sign ordinance.
Mr. Richan asked why Quality Inn can't put a sign on the top of the building to take care of their
sign problem. Mr. Despain said that the city has not typically said that the roof constitutes part of
the place for a facia sign to go, but he said that Chairman Hadfield has made some suggestions
about possibly allowing the roof as a place to put a sign. He said that the Planning commission
will probably be re-evaluating the entire sign ordinance.
Chairman Hadfield said that he would not encourage the whole disregard for the sign ordinance.
Mr. Fleming said that the key is going to be the project identification sign in the PO-l Zone.
FURTHER DISCUSSION ON THE UPDATE OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Chairman Hadfield said that Mr. Despain, Mr. Denney, Mr. Wanlass and himself met with
Horrocks Engineers and they were instructed to begin working the models for the General Plan.
He said that Horrocks Engineers will look at water, sewer, the drainage within the community,
and traffic.
Chairman Hadfield said that he is concerned about wetlands issues in the area south of I -15. He
said that he has a proposal from Karri Smith & Associates to look at the wetlands in the area
south of I-15. He said that he thinks that it is time to start the bidding process so that the
Planning Commission can study the wetlands issues in the area south of the freeway, as well as
Mitchell Hollow. Chairman Hadfield said that he would like to get a uniform feel from the
Planning Commission on what it would like to do with regards to the wetlands issues. Mr.
Georgeson said that the city should send out a request for proposals to study the wetlands.
Chairman Hadfield said that he would like to discuss K.A. Smith & Associates proposal at the
next planning commission meeting.
Mr. Despain said there are several parts of the General Plan that need to be re-looked at.
REPORT ON THE INNER-BLOCK ORDINANCE
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Chairman Hadfield stated that the City Council approved the inner-block ordinance and is going
to try it out for a couple of years to see how it works.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Despain had nothing to report.

OTHER BUSINESS
Chairman Hadfield reported that Mr. Richan will be representing the Planning Commission at the
APA Spring Conference in Moab tomorrow. He said that he appreciates Mr. Richan's willingness
to attend the conference. Chairman Hadfield said that he will give Mr. Richan's a few minutes at
the next meeting to report what he learned at the AP A Spring Conference.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE MARCH 4; 1998; MINUTES
Mr. Despain said that wherever it says "Deser" it should be changed to Dester.
Mr. Richan noted the following corrections that need to be made to the March 4, 1998, Minutes:
On Page 3, Line 41 "Mr. Denney said" at the end of the line should be deleted. On Page 3, Line
22, it should read "Mr. Denney asked where the sewer line fits in the road way." On Page 3, line
30 "memmbers" should be changed to members. On Page 3, Line 35 "severe" should be changed
to extreme. On Page 5, Line 20, should be changed to "asked Mr. Sowby if he has any plans." On
Page 6, Line 41 "meats and bound description" should be changed to meets and
bounds description. On Page 8, Line 24 it should be changed from "will to be to there advantage"
to will be to their advantage. On Page 9, Line 5 "and" should be changed to an. On Page 9, Line
22, it should be changed from "nature is" to nature trail. On Page 9, Line 29 the first "and"
should be changed to an. On Page 10, Line 35 it should read as follows: "the city made the
decision based upon the character of the Utah Valley. On Page 11, Line 40 should changed from
"the March 10, 1998, Planning Commission Meeting" to the March 10, 1998, City Council
Meeting." On Page 13 , Line 11 it should be changed to by buildings 5 and 6 of the Utah Valley
Business Park.
Mr. Richan approved the minutes with the above noted corrections. Mr. Hansen seconded
the motion. Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilman Hampton, Mr. Fleming, Mr.
Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. The motion passed unanimously.
ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Georgeson moved to adjourn at 10:20 p.m. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion. Those
voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. The motion passed
unanimously.
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
APRIL 1, 1998
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on April 1, 1998, 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.

Review and action on a zone change request at approximately
266 West Main from the existing R-4 to the CC-2, Central
Commercial Zone.
Review and action on the Hunter Annexation Agreement and
concept development plan at approximately 500 North 800 West.
Review and action on the preliminary and final plats of
Pacific Corner Subdivision Plat A at 190 West Pacific Avenue.
Review and action on the final approval of the Utah Valley
Business Park Lot 3, Plat A Subdivision at 550 East 620 South.
(Radio Shack)
Review and action on the site plan for a modular office for
City Hall expansion at 30 North Center Street.
Review and action on the site plan for public works expansion
at 270 East 200 North.
Review and action on the preliminary plan for the Riverbirch
Professional Office park at 30 North 1100 East.
Review and action on an amended site plan for NaturPharma at
600 East Quality Drive.
Review of the sign ordinance.
Review of the annexation provisions of the State Law.
Further discussion on the update of the General Plan.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business .
Review and action on the approval of the March 18 , 1998 ,
minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 23 day of March, 1998.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETINGS MINUTES
APRIL 1, 1998

REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on April 1, 1998, in the City
Hall, commencing at 7:05p.m. Those present included James Hansen, Councilwoman Juel
Belmont, Chairman J.H. Hadfield, *Michael Georgeson, and Keith Ric han. Staff present included
Howard Denney, Rod Despain, Kevin Bennett and Melanie Marsh. Others present included B.
Kay Hutchings, Jim Hardy, Carry Dunn, Brock Peterson, Ginger Hunter, Ray Hutchinson,
Howard Gordon, and Barbara Christiansen; a member of the press.
Chairman Hadfield excused Pat Fleming and Councilman Don Hampton.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST AT APPROXIMATELY 266
WEST MAIN FROM THE EXISTING R-4 TO THE CC-2 CENTRAL COMMERCIAL ZONE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineer concerns.
Mr. Denney and Mr. Despain did not have any concerns.

Mr. Hardy said that Walker Oil and S& L were allowed to build their buildings over the sewer
line, which he believes may cause problems for him in the future .
Councilwoman Belmont asked if Mr. Hutchings is going to add onto the Durfey Dry Cleaners
Building. Mr. Hutchings said that he will not be adding onto the existing Durfey Dry Cleaners
building, but that he will be building a separate building.

Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend to the City Council the zone change request at
approximately 266 West Main from the existing R-4 Zone to the CC-2, Central
Commercial Zone. Mr. Hansen 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. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan.
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Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE HUNTER ANNEXATION AGREEMENT AND
CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN AT APPROXIMATELY 500 NORTH 800 WEST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
Mr. Washburn stated that he looked at a number of different options and because of the width of
the property it was difficult to make some of the options work as well as others. He said that
what he is proposing incorporates the recommendations of the Planning Commission. Mr.
Washburn said that by orienting the cul-de-sac so it exits to the south will help make it so that
there are less double frontage lots.

Chairman Hadfield stated that Mr. Sowby was successful at getting a double frontage lot
approved on another subdivision in American Fork, but the Planning Commission is going to wait
to see how the double frontage lot works before it will consider any other double frontage lots in
American Fork. Mr. Washburn pointed out that he has two double frontage lots in Northgate,
which have not been a problem.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney to state the engineer concerns.
Mr. Denney said that Mr. Washburn has incorporated the suggestions of the Planning
Commission into the proposed plan. He said 500 North has been smoothed out and is much
better than what was proposed on the previous plan. Mr. Denney said the 410 North road looks
like it will function well. Mr. Denney expressed concern about the awkwardness of the proposed
cul-de-sac at the north end of the project.
Mr. Despain said that he looked at some different ways of developing the property because there
were many people that asked him if he could bring the cul-de-sac in from the west. He said the
conclusion that he came to is that there is not enough room to bring the cul-de-sac in from the
west.
Mr. Despain said that if the city is serious about looking at the park in terms of a public park,
access becomes a significant issue. He said if the park is to be a public park, one option is to put
the park in the center. Mr. Despain said that another option with regards to the park is to make it
a linear park. He said that the Planning Commission needs to realize that there is already a park in
the area near the park proposed by Mr. Washburn.
Mr. Despain stated that the issue with regards to changing the zone from the PR-15,000 to the
PR-9000 has not been resolved yet.

Chairman Hadfield asked if the Planning Commission is willing to look at changing the zone.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that on the plat there are properties owned by three different
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parties (1) Hunter' s (2) Abbot's and (3) Patterson' s. He asked if all parties are signatory to the
annexation. Mr. Washburn said that to his knowledge all parties are signatories to the annexation.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Bennett what type of legal ramification the city will face if the
Planning Commission decides to change the zone or consider the proposed annexation at a lessor
zone than what has been established for the property adjacent to the proposed development.
Mr. Bennett said that he is concerned about considering the proposed annexation under a lessor
zone because the city already has a lawsuit where the prior developer of the proposed piece of
property alleges that American Fork City has discriminated against him and favors other
developers. He pointed out that the previous developer has indicated in the lawsuit that he has
tried since before 1994 to develop the property that Mr. Washburn is now proposing for
development. He said that unless the developer wants to join Mr. Washburn in developing the
property proposed for development or unless the developer will sign a letter stating that he will
not pursue any further legal action regarding the property that Mr. Washburn is proposing for
development, the city needs a hold harmless and needs a dismal of that portion of the lawsuit with
prejudice that the developer is not going to pursue a claim against the city.
Mr. Bennett said that the city could offer the previous developer the same opportunity to develop
the proposed property before anyone else is given the opportunity to develop it. He pointed out
that the property proposed for development has not been sold yet. Mr. Bennett said that he fears
that the city will have a claim come back to the City, if they allow Mr. Washburn to develop the
proposed property under the PR-9000 Zone. He pointed out that several complaints in the
lawsuit by the previous developer deal with equal protection. Mr. Bennett stated that he has a
great deal of concern in allowing a different developer to develop the property with a new set of
rules.

Mr. Washburn said that Mr. Patterson has told him that irrespective of what ever agreement he
makes with the city to develop the property, Mr. Patterson has no intention of litigating over it.
He said if it would make legal counsel feel better if he and Mr. Patterson work together as a joint
development on the project, he does not have a problem.
Mr. Washburn said that he has difficulty in marketing the large lots. He said that if there was a
10,000 square foot lot and an 8,000 square foot lot side by side the 8,000 square foot lot would
sell faster. Mr. Washburn said that when he approached the Planning Commission about annexing
into the city under the PR-9000 Zone, there was some concern about the potential of having 55
lots. He said he has no intention of developing 55 lots, if he is allowed to annex the property into
the city under the PR-9000 Zone. Mr. Washburn said that he is proposing 39lots and explained
that the reason he is proposing 39lots, instead of38 lots is because he lost one lot in North Park.
He said that it is his intention to make the proposed development part of the North Park
Homeowners Association.
Mr. Washburn stated that he can't get the previous applicant to release every lawsuit that he has
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against the city, but he thinks that he can get the previous applicant to walk away from any
potential lawsuit dealing with the Hunter Annexation.
Councilwoman Belmont said she is concerned about annexing the property under the PR-9000
Zone because the outlying areas of the city are supposed to have less density. She also expressed
concerned about where people are going to put their cars, boats, and R VS with only 80 foot
frontage .
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that a lot of the discussion at last weeks meeting was whether the
building lots are an important issue or whether density per acre is the important issue. He said
that the Planning Commission decided that the issue is not lot size, but the issue is the number of
dwelling units per acre. Chairman Hadfield compared determining lot sizes to cookies that are
made in a factory. He pointed out that just like cookies that are made in a factory and each
cookie looks a like, American Fork has many lots that look a like. Chairman Hadfield said that
maybe lot size is not the common denominator that needs to be looked at as much as dwelling
units per acre.
Mr. Washburn stated that with the 39lots that he is proposing, he is still at 2 1h units per acre.

Councilwoman Belmont said that the proposal of the R1-9000 Zone is hard for her to accept
because the Planning Commission worked so hard on the General Plan. She said she agrees with
Chairman Hadfield that maybe all of the lots should not all be the same, but she is concerned
about quality.
Mr. Georgeson said he is concerned about access to the proposed park.

Mr. Washburn said that there is plenty of room to put a 20-foot parking lot around the proposed
park.
Mr. Washburn said that he does not want to sell the property off to a single developer because
he would like to have many different styles of homes. He said that he does not want to see the
property developed with all two story homes.
Mr. Despain stated that the General Plan for the area proposed for development recommends that
the density should between 0 to 3 units per acre. He pointed out that the R1-15 ,000 and the PR15,000 Zones have practical densities of about 2.9 dwelling units per acre. He said the PR-9000
and the Rl-9000 Zones will allow somewhere in the magnitude of about 4.3 units per acre ..

Mr. Despain said that if the property was to be allowed to develop under the PR-9000 Zone and
there was no provision to keep the density down, the General Plan would have to be amended
because the zone would be inconsistent with the General Plan. He said that for slight increases in
the density and for smaller lots, Mr. Washburn is willing to take a slight decrease in density and
not develop to the full advantage that the PR-9000 Zone would allow. Mr. Despain said that if
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the Planning Commission is willing to annex the property into the city under the PR-9000 Zone,
there has to be something in the agreement that limits the number of units that can be developed
so the number of units does not exceed the classification of the General Plan.
Mr. Georgeson said that he is basically in favor of the proposed concept plan, but he is concerned
about the double frontage lot and the eyebrow.
Mr. Richan asked if there is any provision in the North Park area for recreational vehicle parking.
Mr. Washburn said that there is not a provision in the North Park area for recreation vehicle
parking, but in the CC&R' s there it states that there is no prolonged parking permitted on the
streets.
Mr. Washburn stated that he is certain that he can get Mr. Patterson to release any lawsuit
involving the property proposed for development.
Mr. Richan asked if 500 North is now designed to make a practical exit through the Carson
Property. Mr. Washburn said that 500 North is now designed to make a practical exit through the
Carson Property.
Mr. Ric han asked if the Carson's have reviewed the proposed configuration. Mr. Washburn said
that the Carson's have not reviewed the proposed configuration. He pointed out that the
Carson's have given the city a utility easement and are not looking forward to 500 North going
through their property yet.

Mr. Georgeson moved that the Planning Commission expresses concurrence with the
density proposed on the concept plan and finds that the density is substantially the same as
what would be accomplished under the Rl-15,000 Zone and he asked that Mr. Washburn
pursue the lawsuit issues that legal counsel has referred to and that he work with the
concept plan to reduce some of the non-conformities. Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion on the motion.
Mr. Despain reminded the Planning Commission to bear in mind that it is not approving the
concept plan, but is only addressing what needs to be in the annex agreement.
Mr. Hansen asked Chairman Hadfield to state the concepts of the above stated motion.
Chairman Hadfield said that the Planning Commission concurs with the density on the concept
plan, meaning that it will accept 39 units on the 15 acres. He said that Mr. Washburn is to work
with the owner of the property to work out some of the details regarding the lawsuit and clear up
other concerns on the concept plan.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen. Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Washburn asked for clarification on the motion.
Mr. Despain said that he will be making some modifications to the draft annexation agreement so
that it implements what was stated in the motion.
Mr. Georgeson said that he is not comfortable with passing the proposed annexation agreement
and concept plan onto City Council until the issue of the zone is work out with Mr. Bennett, Mr.
Washburn and Mr. Patterson.
Chairman Hadfield stated that there is still some work that needs to be done on the concept plan.
He said the Planning Commission is comfortable with 39 units on 15 acres and feels that the
proposed density is still in accordance with the General Plan.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLATS OF PACIFIC
CORNER SUBDIVISION PLAT A AT 190 WEST PACIFIC AVENUE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Hutchinson.
Mr. Hutchinson said that the corner piece of property on 200 West Pacific Avenue has always
been two lots. He said that he wants to build two duplexes on the piece of property. Mr.
Hutchinson said that in order to build two duplexes on the property he needs to move the center
property line. He said that because he needs to move the center line to get the frontages that he
needs, he has to go through subdivision approval.
Chairman Hadfield said that Mr. Hutchinson has adequate frontage so that the setbacks can be
met. He pointed out that the utilities are already there. He said that where the existing sidewalk
is, the city is asking Mr. Hutchinson to give up property in order to carry the same cross-section
the full width of the property as it faces Pacific Cove. Mr. Hutchinson said that he is giving up
about 19 feet on the corner of Lot 1. Chairman Hadfield explained that the corner of the Howe
property becomes the hinge point for the movement of the road. Chairman Hadfield told Mr.
Hutchinson that he will have to work with the Howe's in regards to the transition of the sidewalk.
Mr. Hutchinson said that he will put in all new curb, gutter, and sidewalk along the south
frontage . He said the curb and gutter on the west side is up to city standards, but that the
sidewalk -will be replaced. Mr. Hutchinson said that he is going to move the street back to the
north and put all new curb, gutter & sidewalk in.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney to state the engineer concerns.
Mr. Denney stated the preliminary concerns first. He said the major concern is the transition that
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is made between the proposed sidewalk and the sidewalk that goes before the Powell home. He
said the plan does not detail the transition very well.
Mr. Despain said the proposed plan conforms with the zoning requirements.

Chairman Hadfield said that living on the block and knowing the uncertain future of the railroad
and knowing that the lots are extremely deep, the site plan committe asked Mr. Hutchinson to
setback the dwellings as far as possible. Mr. Hutchinson said that he will setback the dwellings as
much as possible.
Chairman Hadfield said that the previous developer on the proposed project had difficulties with
surveys and gaps and overlaps and had to come up with some kind of boundary line agreement.
He cautioned Mr. Hutchinson not to walk into the project without knowing that there could be
some problems with gaps and overlaps. Mr. Hutchinson said that there are some problems and
he has already worked out a fence line agreement with the Blaine property, which is directly
behind the Powell's. He said that he is in the process of working out a property line agreement
with the Long Subdivision to the north of the proposed project. He said that there is also a little
discrepancy on the line between the property proposed for development and Powell' s.
Mr. Denney said that the twin homes needs to be faced in such a way that the fire walls are side
by side to that the twin homes could be turned into condos, if so desired.
Mr. Hutchinson said that the units will be side by side units and they will be approximately 1200
square feet. He said that the units will be two stories with a main level and a second level.
Mr. Hutchinson said that if the twin homes were ever condominimized, they could be split the
length of the lot.
Mr. Hutchinson said that the buildings that are presently being designed are conducive to the
other buildings in the area. He said that the twin homes will basically be a 1930's and 1940's style,
which is similar to what is down the street to the south.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the preliminary plat of Pacific Corner Subdivision Plat A
at 190 West Pacific subject to (1) the units being side by side, facing Pacific Avenue (2) that
the sidewalk detail and the transition area between the Powell home and Lot 2 be provided
to the city engineer and approved by the city engineer (3) that the front setback be
substantially greater than 30 feet and ( 4) any property line discrepancies need to be settled.
Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any discussion on the motion.
Mr. Powell said his biggest concern is with the fence and the sidewalk. He said that the fence is
already existing and he does not feel that he should have to pay for whatever needs to be done
with the fence and the sidewalk. He said that another concern he has is with the twin homes being
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two stories. Mr. Powell said that there are not really any two story buildings on their block.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Mr. Long' s home is two stories.
Councilwoman Belmont expressed concern about the sidewalk. Chairman Hadfield said that the
sidewalk will be in front of the Powell's and will align with Pacific Cove. He said that at some
point in time the city will ask the Powell' s to consider curb and gutter because it will handle the
drainage and the runoff of the street.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Hutchinson if he had any questions relative to the final plat.
Mr. Hutchinson said that there is a fire hydrant on the corner that he plans to move to the north.
Chairman Hadfield said that the city has asked Mr. Hutchinson to do individual sewers for the
twin homes in case it the twin homes are sold separately in the future.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney to state the engineering concerns for the final plat.
Mr. Denney said that the final plat shows a gap with the Powell property overlap . He said the real
concern he has is with the overlap on an already existing subdivision and he is concerned that a
boundary line agreement will not work without a subdivision plat.
Chairman Hadfield said that the Longs subdivided an existing lot into two lots and got variances
because the lots were not wide enough to meet the overlying zone. He suggested that the best bet
might be to go to Longs to find out who did their survey and get their surveyor to help resolve the
overlap problem. Mr. Hutchinson said that he has taken Longs recorded subdivision plat and
taken his plat up to Longs boundary. He said that he is giving property to the Longs. He said
that if Longs are in agreement with the property line agreement the overlapping problem should
be solved. Mr. Hutchinson said that he has only gone up to Longs recorded property line
boundary. Mr. Denney said that the proposed plat does not show that Mr. Hutchinson has only
gone to Longs recorded property line.

Mr. Georgeson moved approval of the final Plat A of Pacific Corner Subdivision subject to
the north boundary being changed to confirm to the Long Subdivision. Mr. Richan
seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any discussion on the motion.
Mr. Denney stated that he hopes that Mr. Hutchinson does not take the statement in the motion to
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literally and leave the overlap.
Councilwoman Belmont said that when the project east if the Powell's was approved, it was
promised that the trees would not be taken removed and the trees were removed. She asked if
there is an ordinance that addresses the issue of tree removal.
Mr. Denney said that the city has a drainage and grading ordinance, but it does not specifically
deal with the removal of trees. Councilwoman Belmont stated that the developer who developed
the property to the east ofPowell's promised that the existing trees would not be removed. Mr.
Denney pointed out that now there is a new owner of who is developing the property to the east
of Powell's. Councilwoman Belmont asked if the new owners are required to live up to what the
first person said that they would do. She said that there should be something that requires the
new owner to live up to what the first person said that they would do. Mr. Georgeson asked if the
trees were part of the approval for the development to the east of Powell's. Councilwoman
Belmont said that it was part of the approval. Mr. Georgeson said that the city should make the
owners replace the trees.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that only one building permit has been issued and said that there is
second home to go on the property. He said that he will talk to Mr. Morrill so that when they
come in for their second building permit, Mr. Morrill will send them to him so that they can have
a conference with the city engineer and himself.
Councilwoman Belmont said that there needs to be an ordinance in regards to trees because to
often trees are removed and are not kept like was promised by the developer. Mr. Denney said
that it would be hard to have an ordinance that deals with tree removal because there would have
to be specific ordinances for each case.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Powell asked if the sidewalk issue is now resolved. He said that he is more than happy to put
in the curb and gutter, but he does not want to put in the sidewalk because he will have to move
his fence.

Chairman Hadfield explained that the motion is that Mr. Hutchinson needs to bring something
back to the city engineer that shows the transition between the sidewalk he is putting in and the
existing sidewalk.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL APPROVAL OF THE UTAH VALLEY BUSINESS
PARK LOT 3~ PLAT A SUBDIVISION AT 550 EAST 620 SOUTH (RADIO SHACK)
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Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said that the monuments need to be properly located. He recommend that the
sidewalk be continued from 620 South, south to the property line that will be involved in Lot 1 of
the proposed subdivision. Mr. Denney said that a third of that driveway can be put in. Mr.
Denney pointed out that the city owns a 15-foot easement for landscaping and it is reimbursable
through the RDA.
Mr. Dunn said that he thinks the gap in the island needs to go. Mr. Denney said that for the truck
traffic it has to be wider than the gap.
Mr. Denney said the developer needs to post a bond for the sidewalk. Mr. Cary said that he does
not have a problem with bonding for the curb & gutter, but he does think that it would be
appropriate for Ernst to be responsible for the drive itself because it is really intended with them in
mind.

Chairman Hadfield read the motion from the January 7, 1998, Planning Commission Meeting and
said that if the Planning Commission approves the subdivision plat, he would suggest that the
subject to's of the January 7, 1998, Planning Commission Meeting be tied to the motion.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the Plat J Subdivision of the Utah Valley Business Park
subject to (1) the state plane coordinates being properly located (2) and that the items of
the January 7, 1998, Planning Commission Meeting be complied with and (3) the sidewalk
on Utah Valley Drive needs to be bonded for. Councilwoman Belmont seconded the
motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any discussion on the motion.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that there is already a Plat J in the Utah Valley Business Park so
he advised Mr. Cary not to put Plat Jon the Plat.
Mr. Denney said that nothing was included in the motion regarding the driveway on Utah Valley
Drive and asked if the Planning Commission wanted to include anything regarding the driveway in
the motion.
Chairman Hadfield said that Mr. Cary is bonding for the improvements and told Mr. Denney that
they need to meet Mr. Cary on site to discuss the opening of the island on Utah Valley Drive.
Mr. Cary said that he will bring some traffic loops showing what size opening on Utah Valley
Drive would be appropriate.

Mr. Hansen amended his motion to include that possibly a portion of the opening will be
on Utah Valley Drive. Councilwoman Belmont seconded the amended motion.
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE SITE PLAN FOR A MODULAR OFFICE FOR CITY HALL
EXPANSION AT 30 NORTH CENTER STREET
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He said that the modular office will go in the green space
between city hall and Center Street. He said that it has been worked out so that the water and sewer
can get to the modular office and still not impact the landscaping relative to the trees.
Mr. Denney said the modular office will be straddled between the trees.

Mr. Ric han asked what the size of the modular office will be. Chairman Hadfield said that the
modular office will be 14' X 70'.
Mr. Despain explained that the proposed modular office is a temporary measure until the new city
hall is built. He said the proposed modular office does comply with the zoning ordinance.

Mr. Georgeson moved approval of the site plan for a modular office for city hall expansion at
30 North Center Street. Councilwoman Belmont 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. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE SITE PLAN FOR PUBLIC WORKS EXPANSION AT 270
EAST 200 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
Mr. Despain and Mr. Denney did not have any concerns.
Councilwoman Belmont asked if there was a place for the float to be stored. Mr. Denney said that
there is a bay specifically for the float.
Mr. Hansen asked why the city still uses it's own fuel tanks. He asked if the city still feels a need for
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it' s own fuel tanks and does not wish to go with the state fuel gas card. Mr. Wanlass said that the
city is using both it's own fuel tanks and is also using the state fuel gas card. He said that the city still
needs to have on site fuel in case of an emergency or national disaster and also for efficiency.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the site plan for the public works expansion at 270 East 200
North. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Chadwick asked where the proposed building is going to be in relationship to his house. Mr.
Denney showed Mr. Chadwick where the proposed building will be located.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR THE RIVERBIRCH
PROFESSIONAL OFFICE PARK AT 30 NORTH 1100 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Sowby.
Mr. Sowby said he is proposing three one-story buildings with basements. He said the proposed
buildings will be used for medical office buildings. Mr. Sowby said that Dr. Lind will be one of the
owners of the buildings. He stated that the proposed surgical center will be a one-story building with
no basement. Mr. Sowby said that he has proposed 165 parking spaces. He said that he has made
all the changes that the Planning Commission has recommended. He said that he has been working
with Questar and is now ready to dedicate the easements for the gas line.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney to state the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said that his primary concern with the big power box is that the sidewalk is being directed
into it and he is concerned about how to handle pedestrians going around the power box. He said
that if they can do a combination curb, gutter, and sidewalk; the road could be moved to just miss
the box. He recommend bending the sidewalk or having a combination curb, gutter, and sidewalk.

Mr. Denney said that he is not sure that the discharge has been restricted to .2CFS per acre on site
with all the sumps that the water is being injected into. Mr. Denney proposed that there be fewer
sumps and more ponding on site to allow for the 100-year storm.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain to state his concerns.
Mr. Despain said that the city has been asked to take title to the well, which may require a slight
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amendment to the annexation agreement. He said that the annexation agreement has not been
recorded yet.
Mr. Despain said the primary statistical issue that has not fully been resolved is the question of the
off-street parking. He said that the city does not currently have a specific requirement for off-street
parking for medical facilities. Mr. Despain said that the city has used the medical facility standard as
being for the standard for office buildings with fixed interior, which is one space per 200 square feet
of gross floor area. He pointed out that all three of the proposed buildings have two stories and the
standard is based on gross floor area, which is a total of 45,000 square feet. Mr. Despain said that
45,000 square feet divided by 2, would produce a requirement of225 parking spaces. He said that
Mr. Sowby is proposing 165 parking spaces, which makes the parking standard 60 spaces deficient.
He said that the applicant is requesting that the parking standard be waved for portions of the
building being identified as storage use and if the planning commission agrees to wave the parking
requirements, the 165 parking spaces would meet the requirement for 33, 000 square feet of floor
area, which is the ground floor area of all the proposed buildings plus an additional 6,000 square feet.
He said that only half of the floor in two of the proposed buildings would be occupied and the rest
would be committed to storage. Mr. Despain said that if the planning commission chooses to depart
from the 225 space standard, it would require a finding by the planning commission that the use
characteristic were not an adjustment and there would need to be something provided to ensure that
the designated unusable area would be permanently restricted from subsequent conversion to office
use.

Mr. Denney said the irrigation ditch on the north has caused the landscaping to be placed high
compared to the property proposed for development. He said one way to over come that is to slope
the road all one direction. Mr. Denney suggested that they look at some high back curb and some
things to soften the landscaping, but still try to keep the 2% cross section at 50 North.
Mr. Richan asked if Mr. Sowby and Mr. Denney have discussed the issue of changing the sumps
before tonight.
Mr. Sowby said that he and Mr. Denney have discussed changing the sumps, but he would like to be
able to use the 14 sumps.

Mr. Olson pointed out that the soil is clay. He said that the you can go down 6 feet in the soil and
the water will not go down. He said the soil is like cement as far as the percolation goes. Mr. Olson
expressed concern about how is well is going to be affected.
Chairman Hadfield told Mr. Olson that if his well is affected, he can hook onto the city water and
use the well for landscaping purposes. Mr. Olson stated that he is in the county.
Mr. Olson proposed that a concrete fence like the one that the City required for World Gym be
installed on the property line between his home and the proposed development.
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Chairman Hadfield stated that American Fork City did not require World Gym to install a concrete
fence, but the city did require the developer to work with the adjacent property owner and come up
with something that is mutually agreeable. He said that the city is not in the position to dictate to the
builder what it considers to be acceptable or aesthetically pleasing. Chairman Hadfield said that the
Planning Commission can include in the motion that the fencing be agreeable to both parties.
Mr. Hansen asked how the basements that will be used for storage can be restricted to storage use
only so that they cannot become an office in the future .
Mr. Sowby said that he put in the CC&R's that all of the basement of building 1 and half the
basement in buildings 2 and 3 is prohibited from occupancy for offices. He said that another thing
that can be done to prevent the basement from being used for offices is to not pour basement floors
and only have a crawl space.
Mr. Washburn said that half the basement could be taken to raise the floor up 18 inches so that there
are only 6 112 foot ceilings. He said that an office could not be put in with 6 1f2 foot ceilings, but filing
cabinets could be stored in the basement.

Mr. Georgeson said that if there is some way that they could mechanically restrict the use of the
basement for office buildings that would be a good idea. Mr. Despain said the notion of the short
ceiling is a good idea.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the preliminary plan for Riverbirch Professional Office Park
at 30 North 1100 East on the condition that (1) the basements in buildings one, two and three
be used for storage only and the ceiling height be restricted to 6' 4" (2) the surface drainage
concerns need to be worked out between Mr. Denney and Mr. Sowby (3) the fence between
Mr. Olson's property and the proposed development needs to be negotiated between the two
parties (4) the street cross section at 50 South needs to be adjusted so that there is a 2°/o grade
in each direction and (5) the alignment on 1100 East be right around the block. Mr. Richan
seconded the motion.
Mr. Olson said that he would like to negotiate with Mr. Sowby to get the fence up before
construction is started so that he can maintain his privacy.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
*Mr. Georgeson was excused.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED SITE PLAN FOR NATURPHARMA AT 600 EAST
QUALITY DRIVE
14

Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to the applicant, Brock Peterson.
Mr. Peterson said that the parking lot has been modified since the last concept plan was proposed.
He said the curb cut has been moved to allow trucks to move from the existing curb cut to access the
existing shipping and receiving and garbage receptacle area. Mr. Peterson stated that part of the
proposed new addition is a new production area. He said the proposal includes an additional 160
parking spaces because there will be 83 more employees per shift. Mr. Peterson said the proposal
shows that the fire road will loop around the entire site.

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney to state the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said that he has two issues that deal with drainage and fire protection. He said that
Nature Pharma is starting to spread across two drainage systems and it is starting to be noticed by
some of the neighbors to the east. Mr. Denney said that some of the neighbors to the east ofNature
Pharma are complaining that some of the drainage ditches are being overfilled. He said that they need
to be very careful on the analyses of trying to get the waters to the points that they were going before.
Mr. Denney again stated that the neighbors adjacent to Nature Pharma are complaining about
receiving too much water and are concerned about water quality. Mr. Denney said that they need
to study the area and try to restore drainage to it's original course. and not just immediately pipe
everything into the storm drain system in the private streets.
Mr. Denney said that another concern is in regards to the fire flows. He said that in technical review
they discussed the need for showing the fire flows and the fire demands of the combined two new
sections or the possible location of another OS& Y. He said part of the concern is the location of the
OS&Y and it's ability to access the distance from the fire hydrant and the possibility of extending the
fire suppression in the building beyond the extent of the two OS& Y' s.

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Hardy to express the fire departments concerns.
Mr. Hardy said that the fire hydrant will go to the east of the new addition. He said that he is
concerned about suppression.
Mr. Peterson said that he thinks the additional OS& Y on the southeast corner is a good idea.
Chairman Hadfield suggested looping the waterline back up to Quality Drive so that there is water
being pull ed from two different directions.
Chairman Hadfield asked for Mr. Despain concerns.
Mr. Despain said that the trail question has not been resolved. He said that the plan does provide for
the trail along the southern boundary. Chairman Hadfield said that whether the city ends up with a
trail easement is not Nature Pharma's responsibility, but it is Woodbury's responsibility to come up
with a plan that satisfies the Planning Commission.
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Chairman Hadfield stated that in regards to waterline issues the proposal shows that there will be 10inch gate valves. He said that it is real hard to close a 10-inch gate valve that has a full head of
pressure on it. Chairman Hadfield said that a 10-inch gate valve cannot be closed because of all the
pressure against the gate and the gate cannot be lowered or raised. He suggested that a butterfly
valve be put in, instead of the proposed 10-inch gate valve. Chairman Hadfield said that butterfly
valve makes it so there is equal pressure on both sides of the butterfly.
Mr. Hansen moved to approve the amended site plan for Natura Ph arm a at 600 East Quality
Drive subject to (1) drainage continued to points that have historically received the waters (2)
calculation on fire flows sufficient to determine if additional sprinkling circuits or additional
OS & Y's are needed (3) looping the waterline back to quality drive and (4) butterfly valves
need to be used. Councilwoman Belmont 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. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, and Mr. Richan.
unanimous. The motion carried.

Voting was

REVIEW OF THE SIGN ORDINANCE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain said that there are a lot of issues that are driving the revisiting of the sign ordinance. He
said that Doug Smith is challenging the current sign ordinance in the Highway Overlay Zone.
Chairman Hadfield asked the Planning Commission to read the memorandum that Mr. Despain
prepared and to also read the sign ordinance and he will put this on the next agenda.

Howard Gordon, a citizen of American Fork, said that he hates signs. He said that the Advanced
Insurance sign needs to come down because it is not in compliance with the city sign ordinance. Mr.
Gordon asked why the city has a sign ordinance, if it cannot be enforced.
Councilwoman Belmont said that the sign ordinance should be enforced. She asked who enforces the
sign ordinance.
Mr. Despain said that Mr. Hardy may be the one that enforces the sign ordinance because it is a
zoning enforcement issue.
Chairman Hadfield said that if the issue was one sign for an auto dealership on West Main Street it
would be very simple. He said that as soon as the standard is lowered there will be many people lined
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up to get a new sign.
Chairman Hadfield said that he will put the discussion of the sign ordinance back on the April 15,
1998, Planning Commission Agenda.
REVIEW OF THE ANNEXATION PROVISIONS OF THE STATE LAW
Mr. Despain said that as a result of some decisions and interpretations by the Boundary Commission
there are two types of annexation processes. He said one process is by petition. Mr. Despain said
where there are circumstances where the annexation is an area, which qualifies as a peninsula or an
island there is another procedure that is best described as a city initiated annexation. He said with a
city initiated annexation, the people are not asked if they want to annex because they are just told that
they are going to be annexed. Mr. Despain said that with the city initiated annex no one has the right
to protest.

Mr. Despain said that all the territory on the east and west side of the city, lies in areas that qualify
as an island or peninsula. He said that one cannot piecemeal annexations in peninsula areas by
petition.
FURTHER DISCUSSION ON THE UPDATE OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Mr. Despain stated that each Planning Commission member should have the proposal from K.A.
Smith Consulting. He said that Karri Smith is a wetlands specialist. Mr. Despain said that Chairman
Hadfield has reviewed some of the areas in the south part of the city with Karri Smith. He said that
the proposal from Karri Smith is a three stage proposal, but the sum total of the proposal is to
evaluate the wetlands characteristics of the land in the south part of the city.
Mr. Richan and Mr. Hansen stated that the proposal from K.A. Smith Consulting is very well put
together. Chairman Hadfield said that the proposal from K.A. Smith Consulting is more expensive
than he thought it would be.
Chairman Hadfield said that he needs to go to the City Council with a recommendation that the
Planning Commission wants to go out for competitive bid with Karri Smith's bid as one of the bids.
Mr. Despain said the pressure to develop south of the freeway is coming to the city. He raised the
question of what kind of information is necessary to make the right kind of decisions for the land in
the south part of the city. Mr. Despain pointed out that George Brown believes that the city needs
to have a detailed water model or water inventory of the land south of the area, which he said is
different than what Karri Smith has proposed. He said that Mr. Brown feels that there should be
an underground water study conducted to determine what the impacts of development maybe on the
ground water and how ground water may impact development in the area south of the freeway . Mr.
Despain said that Mr. Brown feels that the ground water issues in the area south of the freeway are
very significant and severe. He said that Mr. Brown has some legitimate concerns with regards to
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the ground water issues south of the freeway.
Chairman Hadfield stated that Karri Smith or someone who does similar work like Karri Smith is the
first step and then if the city needs to conduct other studies it can.

Mr. Richan moved to request funds from the City Council to fund a wetlands survey. Mr.
Hansen 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. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, and Mr. Richan. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Despain said that there is nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Councilwoman Belmont reported that she has asked the County Trail System to come give a slide
presentation to the City Council and she would like the Planning Commission to attend the night that
the presentation is made. She stated that she was up by Riverwalk last week and she noticed that the
trees were gone, so she asked Mr. Robison where all the trees went. Councilwoman Belmont said
the Mr. Robison told her that the police department requested a much wider area so some trees had
to be removed.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE MARCH 18; 1998; MINUTES

Mr. Richan approved the March 18, 1998, Minutes with the following corrections:
On Page 1, Line 23 "say" should be changed to "says". On Page 1, Line 37 "need" should be
changed to "needs". On Page 1, Line 41 it should be changed from "in front of the building"
to in front of each of the buildings. On Page 2, Line 12 "it" should be changed to if. On Page
2, Line 14 "or' should be deleted. On Page 2, Line 27 "grade than the city uses" should be
changed to grate than the city uses. Also On Page 2, Line 27 "hollow back grade" should be
changed to hollow back grate. On Page 2, Line 33 should be changed from "with power line"
to with the power line. On Page 3, Line 15 "grade" should be changed to grate. On Page 4,
Line 33 "sellable" should be changed to sold. On Page 4, Line 35 "curbs" should be changed
to curves. On Page 4, Line 38 should be changed from "some as to whether" to some
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discussion as to whether." On Page 4, Line 39 should be changed from "make it collector" to
make it a collector. On Page 5, Line 39 "in the least amount" should be changed to with the
least amount. On Page 6, Line 15 delete the first "they". On Page 6, Line 18 should be
changed from "gong" to going. On Page 6, Line 37 it should be changed from "he concerns"
to he has concerns. On Page 6, Line 37 "PR-15,000" should be changed to PR-9000. On Page
6, Line 10 should be changed from "PR-9000 would allow to have" to PR-9000 would be
allowed to have. On Page 9, Line 1 "need" should be changed needs. On Page 9, Line 16 "look
something" should be changed to look at. On Page 9, Line 34 "that the if' should be changed
to that if. On Page 10, Line 1 it should be changed from "Mr. Despain said signage along the
freeway" needs to be changed to Mr. Despain said the ordinance regulating signage along the
freeway. On Page 10, Line 31 "Carry" should be changed to Karri. On Page 10, Line 37
should be changed to K.A. Smith & Associates. On Page 11, Line 31 it should be changed
from "by buildings 5 and 6" to by buildings 5 and 6 of the Utah Valley Business Park. Mr.
Hansen seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen and Mr. Richan. Councilwoman Belmont abstained from the
vote because she was absent at the March 18, 1998, Planning Commission Meeting. The
motion carried .
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Richan moved to adjourn at 11:30 p.m. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion. Those voting
aye: Mr. Richan, Councilwoman Belmont, and Mr. Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The
motion carried.

11)?~1~
Melanie Marsh
Administrative Secretary
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
APRIL 15, 1998
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on April 15, 1998, 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.

Discussion of roads and trails in the Utah Valley Business
Park.
Review and action on the vacation of Phase III and IV of
Pennylane Condominiums located at 460 East 400 South.
Review and action on the final plat of Phase III of Pennylane
Townhomes located at 460 East 400 South.
Review and action on the Hunter Annexation Agreement and
concept development plan at approximately 500 North 800 West.
Review of a site plan for an additional building at Gene
Harvey Chevrolet to be located at 206 South 600 East.
Discussion and action on modifications to the City Sign
Ordinance.
Discussion and action on Land Use Element of the General Plan.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the approval of the April 1, 1998,
minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 6 day of April, 1998.

J.H . Hadfield, Chairman

--.

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETINGS MINUTES
APRIL 15, 1998

REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on April 15, 1998, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included James Hansen, Councilwoman Juel
Belmont, Pat Fleming, Michael Georgeson, and Keith Richan. Staff present included Howard
Denney, Rod Despain, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included Ned Stephenson, Blair
Proctor, Kathy Proctor, Merma Winters, Gaylon Winters, John A. Riding, Hal Magleby, Jim
Hardy, Brad Smith, Charles LeBaron, Paul Washburn, John L. Dester, Roger Dudley, and
Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
Chairman Hadfield was out of town so Mr. Richan conducted the meeting.
DISCUSSION OF ROADS AND TRAILS IN THE UTAH VALLEY BUSINESS PARK
Mr Richan introduced this item.
Ned Stephenson said the retail area of the Utah Valley Business Park is now about 75%
developed. He pointed out that the Utah Valley Business Park is about 70% constructed. He
said the Utah Valley Business Park is contributing significantly to the employment base of
American Fork and also is contributing to American Fork's tax base. Mr. Stephenson said that
when Rick Woodbury came to the Planning Commission Meeting about a month ago he told the
Planning Commission that he cannot live with the proposed trail system because Nature Pharma
has approached Woodbury about obtaining the lot on the south side of the existing pond and also
the lot on the north side of the existing pond. He explained that Nature Pharma is concerned that
the trail system will affect its plans for future development.
Mr. Stephenson requested that the trail system around the pond and up to Quality Drive be
eliminated. He said the purpose of eliminating the trail system around the pond and up to Quality
Drive is due to the fact that Nature Pharma has some extreme difficulty with having the trail
system bisect through their property. Mr. Stephenson said that if the city were to force the
development of the trail system, Nature Pharma feels that the trail system would limit what it can
do with the property. Mr. Stephenson said that he understands that some members on the
Planning Commission are concerned about pedestrian and vehicular circulation within the business
park. He said that with the proposed modifications to the trail system, pedestrian and vehicular
circulation is properly dealt with.
Councilwoman Belmont asked if the pond will remain.
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Mr. Stephenson said that the pond will remain.

Mr. Fleming said that the whole reason the trail system has been talked about is because the
nature of the business park has really changed since it began. He pointed out that there are a lot
more professional, white-collar technical kinds of jobs than were originally thought would be in
the business park. Mr. Fleming said Utah Valley Drive does not have any sidewalks on it, which
is a big problem because there are a lot of people walking around. He said on the lower lots on
93 0 South the city did retain the right to actually put a sidewalk in there as part of the approval.
He said the intent of the trail system was to accommodate pedestrian movement through the
business park. Mr. Fleming said there is a problem because there still is no sidewalk on 600 East.
Mr. Stephenseon pointed out that there is sidewalk in front ofWal-mart and Quality Inn now.
Mr. Fleming said that if there is some internal, pedestrian movement, he does not have any
problem with modifying the trail system. He said that he would like the trail to touch the tip of
the pond on the east side because it is a natural feature .
Mr. Stephenson stated that the potential for growth with Nature Pharma could be several times
what they are now. He said that ifNature Pharma continues to expand, it wants to have the
flexibility to adjust the trails as necessary.
Mr. Georgeson said that the Planning Commission can be flexible as long as Nature Pharma has a
significant circulation pattern. He said pedestrian traffic needs to be accommodated. Mr.
Georgeson said when Nature Pharma submits any future plan, the Planning Commission will look
at the accommodation for pedestrian traffic.
Mr. Denney said that Woodbury is proposing a pea gravel surface for the trail system. He said
that the Planning Commission needs to decide if the pea gravel surface is acceptable. Mr. Denney
said that the Planning Commission also needs to decide if the dedicated easement is acceptable.
Mr. Georgeson said the soft surface for the trail is not acceptable to him.
Councilwoman Belmont said that people who walk and jog like a soft surface. She said that she is
not opposed to modifying the proposed trail system as long as their is circulation and place for
people to walk.
Mr. Denney asked who is going to build the trail.
Mr. Fleming said the pedestrian travel ways function in place of a sidewalk. He said sidewalks
and curb & gutter are usually put in at the time of the development, therefore, the trail should be
put in at the time of development.
Councilwoman Belmont said that trails are usually 8 feet wide. She asked why the trail is going
to be 10 feet wide. Mr. Denney said that the trail will be 10 feet wide because of the easement.

2

Mr. Despain pointed out that the city does not have standards for the development of trails.

Mr. Despain said that the discussion at the last Planning Commission Meeting was that the focal
point does not need to be the pond. He said that the Planning Commission needs to decide if it is
content with the alternative location of the trail.
Jim Hardy asked if the parks department is going to have to maintain the trail. He expressed
concern that the trail could become very ugly if it is not maintained.
Mr. Stephenson said that the property owners will need to maintain the landscaping adjoining the
sidewalk.
Mr. Hansen expressed concern about the trail going north past the pond and then it quitting. He
is concerned that the trail will not connect back to Quality Drive. Mr. Stephenson said that the
dead end trail would be dealt with in much the same way that a dead end street would be dealt
with.
Mr. Richan said that he does like the term trails. He said that the terms walkway should be used
instead of trails.

Mr. Fleming suggested that the staff start preparing some cross sections and also present the pros
and cons for different types of surfaces for the trail.
Councilwoman Belmont said that she has a copy of Park City's trail system that may help. She
said that there may be a presentation at the April 28, 1998 City Council Meeting from the Utah
County Bonneville Trails Association. She invited the Planning Commission to attend the
presentation.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE VACATION OF PHASE III AND IV OF PENNYLANE
CONDOMINIUMS LOCATED AT 460 EAST 400 SOUTH
Mr. Richan introduced this item.

Mr. Hansen moved to vacate Phase ill and IV of the Pennylane Condominiums located at
460 East 400 South as it concurrently goes a long with the re-plat. Councilwoman Belmont
seconded the motion.
Mr. Richan asked for any discussion on the motion.
There was no discussion.
Mr. Richan called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Fleming, and
Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF PHASE III OF PENNYLANE
TOWNHOMES LOCATED AT 460 EAST 400 SOUTH
Mr. Richan introduced this item.
Mr. Georgeson asked the applicant if he has met with the neighbors surrounding the proposed
Pennylane Townhomes. John Dester said that he has met with the neighbors.

Mr. Denney pointed out that many of the utilities have been put in for Phase III. He said that the
hardest process is going to be to marry the documentation because part of the documentation is
for a PUD and another part of it is for condominiums.
Mr. Despain said that he has copies of the PUD documents and has reviewed them briefly, but he
still needs to discuss them with Kevin Bennett, City Attorney.
Mr. Hansen asked why the limited common area is so far away from unit 10. Mr. Dester said
that the limited common area is a little far away from unit 10, but the only alternative is to put the
limited common area for unit 10 with, unit 11 's and unit 12's limited common area. He said that
maybe he could work on trying to get the limited common area closer to unit 10.
Councilwoman Belmont asked if 400 South is going to be a thru street. Mr. Denney said that
400 South is not a thru street. John Riding said that he is the one who originally proposed the
Pennylane Condominium Project. He said in regards to the 400 South Street, he talked to UDOT
about two years ago and UDOT said that they will allow 400 South Street to go thru; if American
Fork City wants it to go thru.
Mr. Richan asked for any other comments.
Mr. Despain said that this is for final approval and he pointed out that the public hearing has
already been held. He said that the final plat is consistent with the preliminary plan and a lot of
the utilities are already in place. Mr. Despain said the PUD documents still need to be reviewed
by Kevin Bennett.
Mr. Hansen moved to approve the final plat of Phase III of Pennylane Townhouses subject
to the city attorney's final review and approval of the PUD documents. Mr. Georgeson
seconded the motion.
Mr. Richan asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
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Mr. Richan called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Fleming, and
Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE HUNTER ANNEXATION AGREEMENT AND
CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN AT APPROXIMATELY 500 NORTH 800 WEST
Mr. Richan introduced this item.
Mr. Despain said that there needs to be some modifications to the proposed Hunter Annexation
Agreement. He reported that he has talked to both Wayne Patterson and to Paul Washburn about
the changes that need to be made to the proposed agreement. Mr. Despain said the character of
the changes are (1) who is going to be the contracting party and (2) who will sign the agreement
and be the owner of the property at the time of the annexation. Mr. Despain said that it is his
understanding that at the time the property is annexed into American Fork, the property will still
be owned by Mr. Patterson. He said that it is Mr. Washburn's intent to acquire title to the
property after annexation.
Mr. Washburn said that it was his intention to purchase the property prior or at the same time of
the annexation, but there are some legal issues with the lawsuit Mr. Patterson has with the city.
He said that because of the legal issues that Mr. Patterson has with the city, it was suggested that
he be Mr. Patterson's partner. Mr Washburn said it is Mr. Patterson's and his intention to pass
title upon the approval of the preliminary site plan. .
Mr. Despain said the other thing that needs to be incorporated into the annexation agreement is
the zoning and the actual preferred concept plan that would be incorporated in the annexation
agreement. Mr. Despain said that Mr. Washburn is presenting four different concept plans so that
the Planning Commission can pick one to include in the annexation agreement.
Mr. Richan stated that Chairman Hadfield ruled out concept 1 and concept 2. He said that
Chairman Hadfield felt concept 3 is partially acceptable, but felt that concept 4 is the most
acceptable. Mr. Richan said that Chairman Hadfield thinks that they could go back to the other
annexation and rezone the lots to the east of the proposed annexation. Mr. Washburn said that
they cannot rezone the lots because they have already been sold and the improvements are in.
Mr. Washburn stated that the CC&R's say that there will be nothing smaller than 1,000 square
feet on the main floor plus a double car garage.
Mr. Despain said that he did not think the city would own the proposed park, unless there is a
change in view.
Mr. Fleming asked if the city really wants the proposed park as a private park.
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Mr. Washburn said that it was not his understanding that the proposed park is to be a private
park. He said that he went to a lot of work to make the park accessible to the public, but he will
do the park either way.
Mr. Fleming asked why the city wants the proposed park to be a private park.
Mr. Despain asked if the city wants the proposed park as a public park. He said that the park has
always been proposed as a public park, but that is an unresolved issue. Mr. Despain asked if the
city really needs another park in the area that is proposed. He said that if the Planning
Commission wants the park to be a city park that is fine .
Mr. Hansen said that he asked Cal Houghton, Parks Superintendent, how he felt about having the
proposed park be a public park and he got the feeling that unless the park is going to be
developed; Mr. Houghton hates to see another park come into the city. He pointed out that the
city just purchased a large piece of property and it is taking a lot of funds to take care of that
park. Mr. Hansen said that Mr. Houghton is not in favor of another park in this area of the city.
Councilwoman Belmont said that she asked Mr. Houghton if he needs more people working in his
department. She said that if the city needs to hire more people to maintain the parks, then more
people should be hired. Councilwoman Belmont said that the city needs more parks for the
families that are moving into the city.
In regards to whether the proposed park should be public or private, Mr. Richan said the first
question he would ask is what is the nature of the families that are moving in.
Mr. Washburn said that in regards to the park, he will do whatever the Planning Commission tells
him to do . He pointed out that at the last Planning Commission Meeting there were a lot of
questions raised about access to the park, if it were a public park. Mr. Washburn pointed out that
they put in another 600 feet of additional road to make the park more accessible to the public.
He said that if the proposed park is going to be a private park, he does not think that they want to
go to the expense of putting in the road to make it accessible to the public. He said the proposed
park could be used for a little league baseball field or miniature soccer fie~ds. Mr. Washburn said
that if the park is developed as a private park, the homeowners association will want it to be a
private park.
Mr. Fleming said that he remembered from the last meeting that they were going to do something
with parking around the park. He said that he sees the proposed plan as being a city park.
Mr. Despain pointed out that if the park is to be a public park, some of the impact fees will be
waived.
Councilwoman Belmont said that they have to serve the citizens. She said that if they need more
employees, she is in favor of hiring more employees to help maintain the parks in American Fork.
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Councilwoman Belmont said that they can't short change the citizens by not allowing them to
have parks in all areas. She said that a lovely place to live has a lot of parks.
Mr. Hansen pointed out that there are four parks in the city that are undeveloped and there is no
budget to develop them. He said that the people that live in the area of the undeveloped park see
the empty piece of ground and want a developed park. Mr. Hansen said that whether the
proposed park gets developed when the homes are built or 10 years down the road, may depend
upon who owns the park.
Mr. Georgeson said that he feels the proposed park should be designated as a city park.
Mr. Fleming said that the proposed park should be a city park. He suggested that the park should
be developed at the time the whole project is developed and there should be something worked
out with the developer and the city so that the city can participate in some of the costs and the
developer can put the park in.
Councilwoman Belmont said that she wants the proposed park to be a city park. She stated that
she also likes concept plan #4.
Mr. Hansen said that he is not opposed to the proposed park being a city park. He said that he is
opposed to the fact that if it is to be a city park that it never gets developed.
Mr. Washburn said that he would put together a development plan and have it approved with the
parks department and then once the plan was approved by the parks department he would put in
the sprinkling system, put in the grass and everything else and have the park developed with the
proposed development , if the city would subtract the exact amount that it would cost to put in
the park from their building fees.
Mr. Hansen had some questions in regards to concept #4. He pointed out that on concept #4
there is 6,160 square feet ofRV parking and he asked if that is owned by Mr. Washburn. Mr.
Washburn said that property proposed for R V parking is owned by him. He said the R V parking
is only a suggestion and he is not sure if the R V parking will work. Mr. Washburn stated that
Councilwoman Belmont raised the issue of R V parking and he decided to see if it will work. He
said that he hopes that he is not committed to the R V parking
Mr. Hansen pointed that now there is no roadway thru the Hansen property.
Mr. Richan asked how city staff feels about the proposed concept plan #4.
Mr. Despain said that concept #4 is probably the best option ..
Mr. Hansen asked what is wrong with concept plan #3.
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Mr. Despain said that either concept plan #3 or #4 would work.
Mr. Denney said that utility access is greater with concept plan #4 than it is with concept plan #3.
Mr. Ric han said the other issue that needs to be addressed is the double frontage with Lot 8. He
asked what is wrong with double frontage lots.
Mr. Despain said the problem with double frontage lots is that there are twice as many roads. He
said that it is the policy of the city to avoid double frontage lots. Mr. LeBaron explained that the
owner of a double frontage lot could choose which is his backyard. He said that he would hate to
live on either side of someone' s back yard on a nice street.
Mr. Hansen suggested that the line between lots 6 & 7 could be straightened out so that Lot 8
only has one frontage. Mr. Washburn said that the problem with straightening out the line
between 6 & 7 is that no one wants to be responsible for mowing one foot of ground. Mr.
Washburn said that they would like to put it in the CC& R's that the owner of Lot 8 can't use the
other street.
Mr. Despain said that the ordinance does provide that under certain circumstances, that double
frontage lots can be allowed.

Mr. Hansen said that he was looking at reducing the back frontage of lot 8. Mr. Washburn said
that they could do that. Mr. Hansen said that he does not have a problem with people having
access to the backyard.
Mr. Despain said that it could be stipulated on the final plat, which is the front yard.

Mr. Hansen said that he does not have any problem with the double frontage lot.
Mr. Georgeson asked if Mr. Washburn worked with Mr. Patterson to get an agreement. Mr.
Washburn said that he has worked with Mr. Patterson. He said that Mr. Despain has talked to
Mr. Patterson. Mr. Washburn said that rather than him buying the property outright from Mr.
Patterson prior to the approval of the preliminary plat, he and Mr. Patterson will be partners
through the preliminary approval process and he will buy the lots after that process has been
completed.
Mr. Despain said the action that needs to be made by the Planning Commission is to approve the
annexation agreement with the following conditions (1) the acceptance of concept plan 4 (2) the
notion that the park ought to be public (3) Mr. Patterson will be a co-signer to the annexation
agreement (4) and limit the development to no more than 39 units.

Mr. Fleming said that the park also needs to be developed concurrently with the development.
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Mr. Richan asked Mr. Washburn tore-look at Lot 8.

Mr. Hansen moved to recommend to the City Council annexation of the Hunter Property
with the following conditions: (1) recommend to the city council that the proposed park be
a public park (2) recommend concept plan #4 (3) there will be no more than 39 lots, which
would be right at 3 lots per acre, which fits with the general plan (4) Mr. Patterson is also a
signatory to the annexation as the current owner (5) that the park development occurs
concurrent with the development of the subdivision (6) noting that there may be some
changes to concept #4 with regards to alterations in road radiuses. Mr. Fleming seconded
the motion.
Mr. Richan asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Mr. Richan called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Fleming, and
Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW OF A SITE PLAN FOR AN ADDITIONAL BUILDING AT GENE HARVEY
CHEVROLET TO BE LOCATED AT 206 SOUTH 600 EAST
Mr. Richan introduced this item.
Mr. Georgeson asked about fencing. Mr. LeBaron said that the corner fence will come down.
He said that there will be a curb cut that will come off of 600 East.
Mr. Denney asked if it is proposed to relocate the fence back to the building. Mr. LeBaron said
that it is proposed to relocate the fence back to the building.

Mr. Fleming moved to approve the site plan for the additional building at Gene Harvey
Chevrolet located at 206 South 600 East. Councilwoman Belmont seconded the motion.
Mr. Despain pointed out that there is a phone pole and three guy wires that he does not know
how the proposed building will work around. He asked if the property will be fenced on both the
west and south side. Mr. Despain also asked if there will be access through the fence . Mr.
LeBaron said that there will likely be a gate.
Mr. Despain said the question he has is in regards to spotting the cars. Mr. LeBaron said that
Gene Harvey Chevrolet has 400 parking spaces and he asked if parking is really a question. Mr.
Despain said that parking is a question. Mr. LeBaron asked how parking could be a question
when Gene Harvey has 400 parking spaces.

9

Mr. Despain had concern about how the rental cars will be picked up.
Mr. Despain said that he does not have a question with the parking, but he does have a question
with the exchange of the vehicles. Mr. LeBaron asked if the exchange of vehicles should be Mr.
Despain' s concern. Mr. LeBaron again stated that there are 400 parking spaces at Gene Harvey
Chevrolet. Mr. Despain said his concern is with the movement of the traffic.
Mr. Lebaron said that the reason it is fenced is because of security.
Mr. Denney asked if there needs to be another access for the function of the people. Mr.
LeBaron said that there could possibly be another access for people. Mr. LeBaron said that there
probably does need to be a traffic pattern.
Mr. Richan said Chairman Hadfield has some questions about utility connections. Mr. LeBaron
said that they are connecting to existing connections. Mr. Richan said that Chairman Hadfield
also has questions about landscaping. Mr. LeBaron said that the area to the north of the proposed
development already has the landscaping put in.
Mr. Richan said Chairman Hadfield also had some questions in regards to fencing. Mr. LeBaron
said that the fence will be removed around the north corner.
Mr. Despain said that there is no specific landscaping requirement.
Councilwoman Belmont asked if the proposed plan can be passed with so little information on the
traffic flow.
Mr. Despain said that Mr. LeBaron has indicated that the proposed building is just an office and
that the access to the individual's cars will not be at this site, but will somehow access the main
area of Gene Harvey so the only people accessing will be the people who come to rent and the
people who come to return their rental car.
Mr. Richan asked what type of sign will be on the building.
Mr. LeBaron said that there will be a small identification sign on the building.
Councilwoman Belmont said that she is not concerned about Gene Harvey because she knows
that Mr. Harvey always goes the extra mile.
Mr. Richan asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Mr. Richan called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Fleming, and
Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON MODIFICATIONS TO THE CITY SIGN ORDINANCE
Mr. Richan introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain said that the City Council is asking the Planning Commission to look at potential
modifications to the sign ordinance, particularly in the freeway overlay zone. He said the
question is whether or not the sign ordinance should be amended or how it might be amended in
order to allow pylon signs on the freeway.
Mr. Fleming asked what direction the City Council has given to the Planning Commission.
Councilwoman Belmont said that there was mixed signals among the City Councilmembers on
whether the sign ordinance should be modified. She said that she is against modifying the sign
ordinance.
Mr. Despain said that Chairman Hadfield thinks that ordinance could be tweaked in some ways
that would substantially serve the needs of some who are currently without signage.
Mr. Despain stated that they have learned that the project identification sign at Wal-Mart is only
for Wal-mart and is not a project identification sign. He pointed out that Quality Inn does not
have a sign either.
Mr. Despain said that there is a lot of pressure on the City Council to abandon the sign ordinance.
He said that part of the tweaking that could come is by looking at the 25 acre feature. He
pointed out that they looked at the 25 acre feature before.
Mr. Fleming asked if Quality Inn could do some kind of a sign off of it's roof.
Mr. Despain said that Quality Inn thought that it would have access to the Wal-Mart sign. He
said that there has been some discussion as to whether the city should allow Quality Inn to attach
a sign to it's roof. He said the problem with Quality Inn truly putting the sign on the facia of it's
building is that there are so many window that there is not a place to put the sign.
Mr. Denney pointed out that facia signs are currently limited to the vertical roof line.
Mr. Fleming wondered if they could look at everything from Doug Smith to Hart's and see how
many acres there are and see what the feasibility of looking at the whole area would be so that
they could share a pylon sign. Mr. Despain said that there will be such divergent uses that it will
be hard for the businesses to share a pylon sign.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the Planning Commission has been favorable to the preservation of
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the sign ordinance.
Mr. Georgeson is concerned about the current sign ordinance because Doug Smith and others
built their building with the sign ordinance as is. He said that he does not know what happened
with Wal-rnart's sign. Mr. Georgeson said that there is a problem with the way that Doug
Smith's property is configured and the way that Doug Smith's was built, but he thinks there is a
solution to getting Doug Smith a sign. He said that the sign needs to be substantially in
compliance with the sign ordinance. Mr. Georgeson said that Quality Inn's sign also needs to be
in compliance.
Mr. Despain said that when Doug Smith Auto first carne to the city, there matter of signage was
discussed and it was there impression that something would be worked out.
Brad Smith said that he has centered everything around the Doug Smith Autoplex and does not
have any signage that identifies the dealership as Doug Smith Autoplex. He said that he felt that
with regards to the sign ordinance, everyone was in agreement that some changes needs to be
made to the sign ordinance, except Councilwoman Belmont.
Mr. Despain told Mr. Smith that it is not just his inquiry that is forcing the Planning Commission
to look at the sign ordinance. He said that Chairman Hadfield thinks that the sign ordinance can
be tweaked.
Mr. Smith said that he will try to adjust the sign any way that he can. He said that he originally
proposed two signs on the plan. He said that he hates to see the owner of Quality Inn wither
away because he does not have any signage, especially after he has spent so much money to be in
business. Mr. Smith said that if the owner ofNational Security Safe is willing to spend $20,000
to $30,000 on a sign, it would look a lot better than what he has there now. He said that the sign
needs to look good.
Mr. Fleming said that there is a difference in American Fork that the Planning Commission is
proud of He said that it is not so much the quality of the sign as it as the frequency of the signs.
Mr. Fleming said that when there are too many signs people just become numb from looking at
them. He said that American Fork City does not want too many signs along 1-15 . Mr. Fleming
said that problems will occur if the city allows Doug Smith Auto to have a sign along the freeway
because other business will want to have a sign along the freeway.
Mr. Smith said that he does not understand why the city allows signs in the city center, but the
city does not want signs along the freeway.
Councilwoman Belmont said that the freeway has become so hideous. She said that the freeway
used to be beautiful. She said that American Fork was a host to people from 14 westerns states
and the first thing that the visitors said is what is wrong with the people in Utah.
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Mr. Smith asked about the Universal Campus Credit Union sign that was allowed to go up .
Mr. Despain said that for a long period of time there was nothing adjacent to the freeway. He
said that the freeway was virgin territory, but there had been a long history of signage on State
Street so when the Planning Commission started looking at signage it decided that there was
nothing that could be done on State Street because of what is already there. Mr. Despain said
that Mr. Smith is correct that there is a different attitude about signs in the downtown area and
signs along the freeway .
Mr. Fleming pointed out that when the Planning Commission was creating the current sign
ordinance, it tried to limit the signage on 500 East.
Mr. Richan asked what kind of sign Mr. Smith would like to put up.
Mr. Despain said the sign Mr. Smith would like to put up is similar in sign face to the auto mall
sign that Tri-City Ford and Christensen's has.
Councilwoman Belmont said that image is important. She said that there are signs on State Street
that should not be there. Councilwoman Belmont said that the image of everyone in the Western
United States is that Utah has a crumby freeway filled with billboards and trash.
Mr. Smith said that the city is contradictory when it says that signs look bad along the freeway,
but it allows big signs in the city. He gave the example of how big Universal Campus Credit
Union's sign is and the city allowed it. .
Mr. Despain asked that if the philosophy behind the sign ordinance needs to be modified or if it is
incorrect, he asked what direction the Planning Commission wants to move in looking at
modifying the sign ordinance.
Mr. Fleming said that he is not sure that he wants to throw the sign ordinance out, but he said that
the Planning Commission needs to begin the process of openly discussing the sign ordinance.
Mr. Despain said that philosophically the Planning Commission has said that it would really rather
not have pylon signs, but it is willing to accept pylon signs if there primary purpose is to announce
the presence of some large scale commercial activity, which is where the discussion about the 25
acres came from. He asked if the Planning Commission is willing to take more pylon signs and
move away from the acreage number to a frontage number. Mr. Despain asked if the city is
willing to have signs every 500 feet or 1,000 feet. He said that there may be more signs, but there
will be smaller signs.
Mr. Richan said that he finds billboards extremely irritating. He can't find anything positive about
billboards, but he has seen some attractive pylon signs. Mr. Richan said that when one person
puts up a sign, the next person tries to better it and it just keeps going and going. He said that he
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does not find the Christensen Auto and the Tri-City Ford sign offensive.
Mr. Smith said that the sign he is proposing is not the sign that it has to be, but he is just asking
them to tell him what sign will work.
Councilwoman Belmont said that just as soon as Mr. Smith is given approval, there will be many
people that will come to the city requesting signs because there have been many people who were
not allowed to have large signs. She stated that she owned a business in Provo and they had a
sign that hung on a small shingle and people knew where they were located. She said that they
did not have big, flashy lights on their sign. She said that they did very well with their small sign
and had a good reputation. Councilwoman Belmont said that she is not sure that bigger is better.
Mr. Smith said that when he first came to the city with his plans to build Doug Smith Autoplex,
he came with a proposal for two signs out by the freeway. He said that the city told him that two
signs would be difficult, but one sign would be fine . Mr. Smith said that Doug Smith's whole
advertising scheme was built around the name of Doug Smith Autoplex and he does not have
Doug Smith's Autoplex anywhere because he cannot put his sign up. He said that he is loosing
business.
Councilwoman Belmont said that she does not think it is the sign that is going to make people the
big bucks.
Mr. Smith said that when one comes into a place and thinks that he or she is getting something
and then he or she cannot get what he or she thought he would get it, it leaves a bad taste.
Mr. Hansen said that there is a double standard in the current sign ordinance. He asked if there is
a modification that can be done to eliminate the double standard.
Mr. Georgeson said that there is a solution that would maintain the intent of the ordinance, but he
does not know what it is yet. He said that he would like to know how other communities view
the sign ordinance.
Councilwoman Belmont suggested that the Planning Commission look at some other city's sign
ordinances.
Mr. Georgeson said a handful of people need to get together to work on making some changes to
the sign ordinance. He said that the Planning Commission is too big of a group to work with
coming up with some things that could make the sign ordinance better. He said a small group
needs to work together before the Planning Commission can look at the sign ordinance.

Mr. Fleming said that maybe some consulting help maybe needed to come up with some changes
to the sign ordinance.
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Mr. Despain said that if the Planning Commission is willing to look at a modifying the end result
of the sign ordinance, there are a number of options.
Mr. Georgeson said that it may take 6 months to look at the sign ordinance and he said that he
does not know if Doug Smith wants to wait that long. He said that the Planning Commission
needs to move more quickly.
Mr. Fleming said that if the Planning Commission does not do something with the sign ordinance,
the City Council will.
Mr. Smith said that he will not go to the City Council again, as long as he knows that the Planning
Commission is working on something. He said that it is not his intention to force the hand of the
City Council.

Mr. Hansen moved that the Planning Commission continue to look at modifying the
current sign ordinance in some manner and charge that the chairman of the Planning
Commission work with staff to bring back some samples, suggestions, and other things that
can help the Planning Commission make such a modification and that staff and the
chairman may get some consulting help if needed. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
Mr. Richan asked for any further discussion.
Howard Gordon asked if the motion only applies to the freeway overlay zone.
Mr. Hansen said that it does not.
Mr. Gordon commended the Planning Commission for the way that it has looked into the sign
ordinance. He said that there are so many violations of the total sign ordinance and he asked who
is responsible for enforcing the sign ordinance. Mr. Despain said that it is a zoning enforcement
matter. He said that Ron Morrill is the zoning enforcement officer, as well as the chief building
inspector. Mr. Despain pointed out that Mr. Morrill is a very busy person and does not always
have time to enforce the sign ordinance.
Mr. Gordon said that Mr. Morrill has cleared up some problems with sign for him before. He said
that he realizes that Mr. Morrill is not in a position to overlook the whole town.
Mr. Smith asked what the time frame will be on coming to a decision with regards to the signage
for Doug Smith Auto . Mr. Richan said that it will be just as quickly as possible.
Councilwoman Belmont said that she really quite likes the sign ordinance.
Mr. Richan asked for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Fleming and Mr.
Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON LAND USE ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN

Mr. Hansen moved to defer discussion and action on the land use element of the General
Plan to to another meeting. Councilwoman Belmont seconded the motion.
Mr. Richan asked for any discussion.
There was no discussion.
Mr. Richan called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Fleming, and
Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT

Mr. Denney had nothing to report.
Mr. Despain said that the City Council is favorable to the added tasks associates with K.A. Smith
relative to the wetlands study, but the real question is the ability to finance it this year.
OTHER BUSINESS

Mr. Richan pointed out that the Planning Commission has all received a letter from Roland
Robison regarding a change to the Riverwalk plan.
Mr. Robison said that in the interest of making sure that there is enough room for the trail and to
preserve the trees in Riverwalk Subdivision, the City Council agreed that the trail would take the
place of the sidewalk and that he would not need to put sidewalk in.
Mr. Denney said that the Planning Commission needs to decide if the change proposed by Mr.
Robison is an insignificant or significant change to the plan.
Mr. Denney said that the ADA requirements require that the homes in the Riverwalk Subdivision
have to access to a walk or trail to make them accessible to meet the ADA requirements.
Mr. Fleming asked if they could use the street.
Mr. Denney said that the street is not an alternative. He said a trail on the other side could be an
alternative as long as it is accessible to wheel chairs. He said that the trail would have to be a
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hard surface and would have to be accessible to each lot.
Mr. Denney said that he suggested that a walk be placed in front of all the lots to meet the federal
requirement. He said that if a walk is placed in front of the lots to meet the ADA requirements, it
would take away the requirement for the trail.

Mr. Georgeson asked what was originally approved.
Mr. Dudley said that the curb and gutter on both sides and the trail and no sidewalk in the
subdivision was what was originally approved.
Mr. Denney said that there is another complication factor in regards to the location of the river.
He said that it is too tight to allow the curb and gutter to be placed right next to the property line
and to allow the walkway to be in the street.
Mr. Dudley stated that Mr. Morrill said that under the new ADA guidelines there has to be a
sidewalk in front of the homes. He said that after Mr. Morrill told him that the sidewalk has to be
in front of the homes, he went to Mr. Robison and told him that sidewalk has to be in front of the
homes. Mr. Dudley said that Mr. Robison is willing to put the sidewalk in, but he is not financed
to put in a trail and sidewalk on the other side. Mr. Dudley said that they can put the curb on the
property line like they were going to and still have asphalt. He said that there is the problem with
the added width of the sidewalk. Mr. Dudley said that if they can pull their offset from the
property line, the building envelope still works.

Mr. Robison said that he was told that the sidewalk is on private property. He said that the
setback has to go through the new sidewalk, instead of the curb and gutter.
Mr. Dudley said that they are building subdivisions without sidewalks in other cities. He said that
if this is a federal violation, they are violating it everywhere.
Mr. Despain said that he is not knowledgeable about ADA requirements.

Mr. Denney said that Mr. Morrill is the one that is advising them on the ADA requirements. He
explained that Mr. Morrill said the ADA requirement is that every lot has to have access to an
area that is away from cars and is a trail walk that is a hard surface.
Mr. Georgeson said that they have two positions to take (1) if Ron Morrill is correct about the
ADA requirements, then the plan needs to be modified and (2) if Mr. Morrill is incorrect, then
they need to go back to the original concept.

Mr. Denney pointed out that the plat is already recorded. He said the question is whether the
proposed change is an insignificant change to the plan or is it a significant enough change that it
needs to come back to the Planning Commission with a full proposal of what is to be done. Mr.
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Denney asked if they can put an easement against recorded lots. Mr. Georgeson asked what are
the ramifications twenty five years from now. Mr. Dudley said that there will be a sidewalk in an
easement that has been granted. Mr. Georgeson asked if it is going to cause trouble for
somebody, if they come across the plat and find that the sidewalk is not where it was to be shown.
Mr. Georgeson said that his feeling is that it is not a significant change, if the difficulties are
foreseen. Mr. Fleming said the proposed change is not a significant change, if it can be recorded
and it does not leave a mystery.
Mr. Hansen said the only significant change that he can see is that they will be developing the
sidewalk and not the trail.
Mr. Fleming said that if Mr. Morrill is correct, then the city should put the trail in and pay for it.
The Planning Commission determined that the proposed change to the Riverbirch Subdivision is
an insignificant change.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE APRIL 1. 1998. MINUTES
Mr. Richan noted the following corrections that need to be made to the April 1, 1998, Minutes:
On Page 2, Line 25 "awkardness" should be changed to awkwardness. On Page 4, Line 22
"have" should be deleted. On Page 4, Line 39 it should be changed from "the proposal was only
to be allowed" to the property was to be allowed. On Page 6, Line 3 0 "there" should be deleted.
On Page 7, Line 14 it should be changed from "into project" to into the project. On Page 7, Line
30 it should be changed from "they twin homes" to the twin homes. On Page 8, Line 5 it should
be changed from "Councilwoman expressed" to Councilwoman Belmont expressed. On Page 10,
Line 14 it should be changed from "itended for them" to intended with them. On Page 12, Line
33 it should be changed from "directed into and" to directed into it and. On Page 12, Line 35
should be changed from" a combo" to a combination curb, gutter and sidewalk. On Page 13,
Line 4 "statical" should be changed to statistical. On Page 13, Line 36 "expressed concern about
how is well" to expressed concern about how his well. On Page 14, Line 29 "percent" should be
deleted. On Page 15, Line 19 it should be changed from "to study the area and try to restore and"
to to study the area and try to restore drainage to its original course. On Page 15, Line 34 it
should be changed from "water pull" to water being pulled. On Page 17, Line 8 it should be
changed from "as of some decisions" to as a result of some decisions. On Page 17, Line 36 it
should be changed from "Mr. Brown" to George Brown.
Mr. Denney stated that the outcome of the K.A. Smith report is really wetlands. He said the
report is not going to discuss soil types. Mr. Denney said that all K.A. Smith is doing is
classifying areas that need further study for wetlands. Mr. Denney pointed out that more studies
need to be done.
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In reference to the Riverbirch project, Mr. Richan said that sumps will never work in clay. He
asked what is going to happen to the runoff. Mr. Denney said they are required to meet the
.2CFS requirement.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the Aprill, 1998, Minutes with the noted corrections.
Councilwoman Belmont seconded the motion.
Mr. Richan called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, and Mr. Richan. Mr. Fleming
and Mr. Georgeson abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Georgeson moved to adjourn. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion. Those voting aye:
Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Fleming and Mr. Georgeson.
The meeting adjourned at 10:55 p.m.

ft~7~

Melanie Marsh
Administrative Secretary
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MAY 6, 1998
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Not i ce is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on May 6, 1998, 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.

Woodbury Corporation will make a presentation concerning the
pedestrian walkways within the Utah Valley Business Park.
Review and action on the preliminary and final plat of the
River Edge Subdivision Plat G, a one lot subdivision at 409
East 980 North.
Review and action on the final plat of Riverbirch Office Park
Plat A, a PUD at 30 North 1100 East.
Review and action on the preliminary plan of Heritage Estates
Subdivision Plat A at 365 East 700 North.
Discussion and action on a replacement sign for Hart's at 717
West Main Street.
Discussion and action on modifications to the City Sign
Ordinance.
Discussion and action on Land Use Element of the General Plan .
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the approval of the April 15, 1998,
minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 27 day of April , 1 998.

J.H . Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
MAY 6, 1998
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on May 6, 1998, in the City
Hall, commencing at 7:05p.m. Those present included Councilwoman Juel Belmont, Councilman
Don Hampton, Chairman Hadfield, Pat Fleming, Michael Georgeson, and Keith Richan. Staff
present included Howard Denney, Rod Despain, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included
Ned Stephenson, Glen P . Wagstaff, Denise Judd, Denise Pederson, Walter Hayman, Stan Jardine,
Jerry Jensen, Steve Sowby, Kent Karen, David Peterson, Travis Tolman, and Barbara
Christensen, a member of the press.
Chairman Hadfield excused James Hansen.
WOODBURY CORPORATION WILL MAKE A PRESENTATION CONCERNING THE
PEDESTRIAN WALKWAYS WITHIN THE UTAH VALLEY BUSINESS PARK
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Ned Stephenson.
Mr. Stephenson said that he has prepared a planning commission document on the advice of Mr.
Despain. He said the purpose of the planning commission document is so that as further
development occurs in the Utah Valley Business Park, the Planning Commission will have a
document on file that shows the general location of where the pedestrian walkways will be
located. Mr. Stephenson said that the trail or pathway should meander and not be just a straight
grid. He said that he would like to have some flexibility to relocate the trails as future
development takes place, if needed.
Mr. Stephenson said that he envisions a 4-foot walk that meanders through the 20-foot wide
easement.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Lots 32 and 33 are still undeveloped. Mr. Stephenson said he
would like to have the right to be able to move the trail depending on how Lots 32 and 33
develop.
Mr. Richan asked if there is a sidewalk on Quality Drive. Mr. Stephenson said that there is not a
sidewalk on Quality Drive. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the sidewalk will be put in on the
corner of Lot 1, Plat F when Courtyard Point comes in.
Mr. Georgeson stated that the trail should be at least 6 feet wide. He said that 4 feet is too small
for the trail, especially when people are walking side by side. Mr. Stephenson said that the only
difficulty with having a six-foot wide trail is that there will be some areas where they only have
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10-feet and it will be hard to meander the trail . He said that he thinks that the trail could be five
feet wide and things will still work just fine .
Chairman Hadfield said that the cross-section and the composition of the trail are things that still
need to be agreed upon.
Mr. Stephenson explained that they are proposing to build pedestrian trails that go south of the
Nature Pharma property to the east property line of the Business Park and then a trail that would
go north and south from what will be the extension of 620 South down to Utah Valley Drive.
Mr. Stephenson said that they are in the process of trying to sell additional property to Nature
Pharma and the issue of where the trail is going to be placed is holding up the sale. He said he
would like the Planning Commission to accept a business park plat map as a document that the
Planning Commission can refer to as future development takes place. Mr. Stephenson said that he
would also like the Planning Commission to accept this document because then it would have
something to refer to in regards to what the agreed location of the trails would be. He said that
as the Utah Valley Business Park and adjoining properties continue to develop, they could rediscuss alignments and exact locations of the trails in order to best meet the needs of the tenants
and owners.
Chairman Hadfield said that until the Planning Commission gets a final plan, it is not really in a
position to say where the building will be or where the trail is going to be or what the road widths
will be.
Mr. Richan said that the trail needs to be at least 5 feet wide. Mr. Stephenson said that they can
make the trail 5 feet wide.
Mr. Fleming asked what Nature Pharma's plans are with the pond. Mr. Stephenson said that the
pond will remain. He said that it is possible that some of Nature Pharma' s site plans will show a
reconfigured pond. Mr. Stephenson said that the pond will not be smaller than what is there now.
Mr. Fleming said that it would be nice that whatever Nature Pharma' s plans are in the future that
it be aware of the significance of the pond and try to incorporate some design features to preserve
some of the natural features of it.
Mr. Richan said the issues of who will maintain and pay for the trail needs to be addressed. Mr.
Stephenson said that he would like to see the RDA involved with helping pay for part of the
development of the trail and also help with the cost of the maintenance of the trail. Mr.
Stephenson said that if sidewalks had been required 10 years ago, it would not have been a
question. He pointed out that 10 years have gone by and now trails have become a question.
Mr. Stephenson said that he is proceeding ahead with the idea that the Planning Commission is in
agreement with what he is proposing to do in regards to the trails in the Utah Valley Business
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Park, but he is concerned because the Planning Commission is not voting on anything at this
point.
Chairman Hadfield polled the Planning Commission regarding their feelings of the trail corridor
within the Utah Valley Business Park. Each commissioner responded . Chairman Hadfield did not
call for a motion.
RIVER EDGE SUBDIVISION PLAT G. A ONE LOT SUBDIVISION AT 409 EAST 980
NORTH
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that River Edge is an existing subdivision of record. He said that
the applicant is not subdividing a lot, but is proposing to make a larger lot on an existing plot.
Mr. Despain said that the proposed one lot subdivision is so that the owner can build a detached
garage and construct a swimming pool. He said the basic concern American Fork City has
expressed is to make sure that the American Fork River Channel remains. He said that in terms of
a flood channel it appears to be fairly straight and there is not much concern.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that on the preliminary plat there is the existing lot. He said that
there is a current public utility easement of 8 feet that needs to be vacated. Mr. Despain said
that there are no public utilities presently in that easement and they are willing to vacate that
parcel.
Travis Tolman said that 10 minutes before he came to the meeting he received a call from the
homeowner that the Dean's are unwilling to sign off on the dedication of the street.
Chairman Hadfield said that his main concern is that now the Planning Commission will be
looking at something different than they have seen before because now the Deans are unwilling to
sign off on the dedication of the street.
Mr. Denney pointed out that when the Deans sold a piece of their property to the Rossiters, they
did not subdivide the property. Chairman Hadfield explained that at some point in time the Deans
sold the property and it did not come to the Planning Commission to subdivide the property so
now there is an illegal subdivision. He said that the River Edge Subdivision, Plat G was going to
help make part of the subdivision whole and proper, but now they can't approve the River Edge
Subdivision, Plat Gas proposed because the Deans do not want to sign off on the dedication of
the street.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain to advise the Planning Commission on what it should do
now that the Deans are unwilling to sign off on the street dedication.
Mr. Despain said that the city could decide that it will not require the dedication of the road and
the applicant could change the plat or the city could decide that it still wants to require the street
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dedication and it could visit with the Deans to see it they will be willing to sign off on the street
dedication.

Mr. Georgeson moved that action on this item be deferred until some future time until the
builder has time to talk to the Deans. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
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. Georgeson, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Don Hampton,
Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF RIVERBIRCH OFFICE PARK PLAT A;
A PUD AT 30 NORTH 1100 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Sowby.
Mr. Sowby stated that 50 North Street has already been deeded to the city.

Chairman Hadfield asked if Mr. Sowby has worked with Mr. Olsen regarding the fence. He also
asked if the issue with regards to the basements not being occupied for more offices and if the
drainage issues with the city engineer have been resolved.
Mr. Sowby said that he thinks the issue with regards to drainage has been resolved. He said that
Mr. Olsen is not willing to participate in the cost of the fence so Mr. Olsen told him that the
development could install any kind offence that it wants as long as it is a 6-foot high, sightobscuring fence.
Mr. Sowby stated that he has given Mr. Despain a letter that says if Mr. Olsen's well becomes
polluted, the developer will hold Mr. Olsen harmless and pay for him to hook onto the city water.
Mr. Georgeson asked ifthe letter set forth a standard of proof that the well is contaminated. Mr.
Despain said that the letter proposes that contamination of the well will be determined by an
independent, qualified agent. Mr. Georgeson said that the letter is inadequate. Mr. Despain said
that the extent of the indemnification is the cost of connecting Mr. Olsen to American Fork City
water. Mr. Despain explained that Mr. Olsen is in the county and there is an implicit notion that
the city would hook him up, if the well is contaminated.
Mr. Georgeson pointed out that ground water contamination sometimes takes years to become
apparent and he is concerned that the people who the agreement is made with may not be made
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available for enforcement and then the claim will be against the city. He said that he is also
concerned about the proof of contamination because in groundwater nothing is really certain,
unless there is a great deal of money spent investigating the issue. Mr. Georgeson said his
concern is that if there is any question at all as to whether or not the well would become
contaminated, they ought to find a more positive means of relief He suggested that the water
connection be purchased for Mr. Olsen as a condition of approval.
Mr. Georgeson did not dispute the technique to solve the problem with regards to the possibility
of the well becoming contaminated, but just the method and the timing.
Mr. Sowby said that it is far more probable that Mr. Olsen's well will be polluted from his own
septic tank rather than from occasional storm run-off from the proposed office park.
Councilman Hampton said that if the Planning Commission is worried about Mr. Olsen selling his
property to someone else and the subsequent owner not honoring his indemnification, he
suggested that some sort of lean could be agreed to and filed so that at the time of the sale the
lean would have to be cleared before the new owner takes title. Mr. Sowby said that he would
just like to pay for the water connection fee now.
Mr. Despain said that he still has concerns about dealing with the inadequate parking for the size
of the proposed building. He said that in previous meetings it was discussed that a good solution
would be to make the roof lower in the basements or to build up the floor in the basements so that
the area in the basement would be used for record keeping and not for future offices. Mr.
Despain said that the applicant decided that he preferred making the roof lower so that if
additional parking is acquired, the unusable space could be made useable for more office rentals.
Mr. Despain said that Mr. Sowby has put in the restrictive covenants that the basements can't be
used for office rentals until more parking is obtained, but he said that the only people that are
signatory to the protective covenants are the people that are in the development. He stated that
the city does not enforce the protective covenants. Mr. Despain expressed concern about
allowing the basement and there not being enough parking because it does not comply with the
city ordinance. Mr. Despain is concerned that the city may see more projects that do not really
comply, but the developer will promise not to do anything illegal.
Mr. Despain proposed that the city enter into a development agreement with the developer. He
suggested that the development agreement include a section that acknowledges the fact that there
is not enough parking for there to be offices in the basement and there needs to be something in
the agreement that states that the owner agrees not to rent out the basements for office space.
Mr. Despain said that the development agreement needs to state that if the basements are rented
out for office space without enough parking it will constitute a violation of the city ordinance. He
said that the development agreement is the link between compliance with the ordinance and the
enforcement mechanisms of the law.
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Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposal is to drop the ceiling in the basement so that offices
can't be put in the basement.
Mr. Denney said that the development agreement could address the parking issues and also the
well contamination issue. Mr. Sowby said that he would be comfortable signing a development
agreement because his intent is to comply.
Mr. Despain said that he can't fault the desire to look to the future. He said that the developer is
trying to obtain more property so that he can have more parking space so that the basements can
be used for more offices ..
Councilwoman Belmont asked Mr. Sowby what type of fence will be put in. Mr. Sowby said that
the fence will be a 6-foot, wood fence . Councilwoman Belmont asked if the fence will be
maintained by the development. Mr. Sowby said that the development will maintain the fence .
He pointed out that Mr. Olsen gave some suggestions of how to preserve a wood fence and said
that he will do what Mr. Olsen has suggested to help preserve the wood fence .
Councilman Hampton moved to approve the final plat of the Riverbirch Office Park Plat
A, a PUD at 30 North 1100 East with the added requirement that a development agreement
addressing (1) parking and (2) well contamination be signed by the developer. Mr.
Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Ric han asked if the developer is assuming responsibility for maintaining the well in a usable
condition. Mr. Sowby said that they are not assuming responsibility to maintain the well in a
usable condition.
Mr. Richan asked for clarification on the motion.
Councilman Hampton said that the motion means to incorporate the indemnification terminology
that the developer has already engaged in as part of the development agreement that the developer
needs to sign.
Mr. Despain explained that the limit of the developer's obligation would be the cost of connecting
Mr. Olsen to the city water system. He said that Mr. Georgeson is uncomfortable with Mr.
Sowby' s representation of what the standard pollution has to be before the well is contaminated.
Mr. Despain said that he would like Mr. Georgeson to help him come up with the level of
degradation that has to occur before the well is contaminated.
Mr. Fleming said that it would be a lot easier to just have the developer pay for the cost of the
water connection and just hook Mr. Olsen up to the city water. Mr. Despain raised the issue of
whether Mr. Olsen wants to be hooked up to the city water or is he willing to be hooked up . He
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said that his assumption is that Mr. Olsen would not want to be hooked up to city water.
Mr. Sowby said that they would pay the costs to have Mr. Olsen hooked up to the city water, if
he wants to be hooked up .
Mr. Fleming pointed out that there is no guarantee that the city will accept Mr. Olsen to be
connected to city water.
Chairman Hadfield said that a development agreement will give the city a vehicle in which to
enforce the ordinance. Mr. Despain said that a development agreement would give the city an
outlet for the city to avoid liability that may come.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Georgeson, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr.
Fleming, and Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN OF HERITAGE ESTATES
SUBDIVISION PLAT A AT 365 EAST 700 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
Mr. Denney said that there needs to be a boundary line agreement on the north and west of the
property proposed for development. He explained that the city received a warranty deed in 1975,
which was in reference to a city street. Mr. Denney said that it is more complicated than a
boundary line agreement with the city. He said that there is a state process to release lands that
are dedicated for city streets.
Mr. Despain said that the preliminary plan depends on the city's vacation of some portion of the
street.
Mr. Denney pointed out that there is also a conflict on the north property line.
Councilman Hampton asked what the conflict on the north is.
David Peterson, applicant, said that there is a slight overlap on the boundary line that is shown.
He said that they just need a boundary line agreement to create the boundary that is shown on the
proposed plan.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the Harris Family has been contacted.
Mr. Hayman said that the Harris Family is not interested in being part of the proposed
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development. He said that they have prepared a letter that states that the Harris Family is not
interested in being part of the development and asked the Harris Family to sign it, but they have
now decided that they do not want to sign it because they do not think it is the city's business or
their business to require them to sign the letter. Mr. Hayman said that they have prepared a letter
to give to the city that discusses that the Harris Family has been contacted, but do not want to be
a part of the proposed development or work with the developers.
Chairman Hadfield said that the reason the technical review committee wanted the developer to
work with the Harris Family is because if the property is developed the Harris's property could be
landlocked. He said that the technical review committee just wanted to make sure that the Harris
Family has the potential to develop their property. Chairman Hadfield said that the Planning
Commission needs to hear from the Harris Family.
Chairman Hadfield said that the Planning Commission will accept Mr. Hayman' s letter that the
Harris Family does not want to be part of the development.
Mr. Denney said that there are triple frontage lots in the proposed subdivision. He said that there
are surplus properties that are having to be exchanged back to other people. Mr. Denney said
that the center lines are proposed at the 17-foot offset and the ordinance requires a 15-foot
minium offset distance. He suggested that it may be better to have the cul-de-sac come off of 3 50
East.
Mr. Fleming said that pulling the entry off of 700 North is creating a triple frontage lot. He said
that even though the property owner of Lot 1 in Courage Estates is willing to accept the triple
frontage lot, he does not think that they should allow the triple frontage lots because then other
developments will also want to have double or triple frontage lots. Mr. Fleming thinks that there
is a better way to design the subdivision.
Mr. Peterson said that if they were to have the road come off onto 350 East, they would have to
have a cul-de-sac and they would not be able to get the same number of lots that they are
proposmg.
Mr. Fleming said that it is not the city's policy to have triple frontage lots.
Mr. Fleming asked what the sight-obscuring fence is going to be made out of. He is concerned
about graffiti on the fence and he said that if the subdivision is laid out right, the fences would not
have to be in there at all.
Mr. Fleming said that the proposed plan is not the right way to develop this property. He said
that everything is being tweaked too much.
Mr. Peterson said that if they do a cul-de-sac, they can't get 6 lots because they would need to
put part of the cul-de-sac on the Harris's property.
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Mr. Fleming suggested they should do five lots, instead of six lots. He said that they should not
have to stretch the standards of the city to accommodate getting one more lot. He said that he
understands why they want to maximize the development of the land, but he does not think the
way the subdivision is proposed is the right thing to do.
Mr. Georgeson said that the city does not owe the developer a maximization of the property.
Mr. Hayman said that there is not any way for them to make any profit if they do not develop six
lots.
Chairman Hadfield said that they could take off of 3 50 West and put the frontage in on Lot 4, Lot
5 and partially on Lot 6 and there would be sufficient frontage so that they could still develop 6
lots.
Chairman Hadfield said the question is whether there is a way to still generate the six lots to get
the necessary margin of development to make it a profitable venture and still not eliminate any
neighbors potential for some particular future benefit to them.
Mr. Peterson said that the could put in a road, if they did not have to put in a cul-de-sac. He said
that they could put a full width road on the north property that would provide access in the future
and they would still be able to get their six lots.
Mr. Despain said that the city needs to talk to the Harris Family.
Mr. Wagstaff asked if the old home has to stay. He said that he hates to see five new homes built
around an old house. Mr. Despain pointed out that the old house is not really in a bad location in
terms of the proposed development.

Mr. Fleming moved to table this item. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Richan stated that he will abstain from the vote because he knows Mr. Hayman and he may
have some future business arrangement with him in the future .
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Georgeson, Councilman Hampton, Councilwoman Belmont, and
Mr. Fleming. Mr. Richan abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON A REPLACEMENT SIGN FOR HARTS AT 717 WEST
MAIN STREET
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Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Jensen.
Mr. Jensen said that they are proposing to move their current sign two hundred feet further to the
west and refurbish it.
Chairman Hadfield said that at one point in time, Harts West had three signs. He said that one of
their signs was done away with as a result of the extension of the canopy over the fueling stations.
He said that Harts currently only has one sign on the west side of the driveway on Main Street.
Chairman Hadfield said that the sign is approxitnately 38 feet high and 8' X 8'.
Mr. Jensen said that the current sign is 12' X 12' and he thinks that it is higher than 38 feet.
Chairman Hadfield said that Harts West is proposing to put up a 60-foot sign. Mr. Despain said
the maximum height allowed for a free standing pylon is 3 5 feet. Chairman Hadfield stated that
moving the sign is not the issue. He said that the issue is in regards to the size of the sign that is
being proposed.
Mr. Despain explained that Harts signage is a non-conforming use. He pointed out that if Harts
asked if they can have an independent pylon sign under the current sign ordinance, the city would
tell Harts that the ordinance does not permit it. He said the question is what basis would the
existing signs be permitted. Mr. Despain raised the issue of whether they can modify the nonconforming use by allowing the sign to be moved to the west and have it's height increased. Mr.
Despain said that under the notion of a non-conforming use, if the sign was destroyed Harts could
rebuild it at the same height.
Mr. Fleming asked how tall the current sign is at Harts West. Mr. Jensen said that he would
guess that the height of the sign is about 50 feet ..
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Mr. Jardine may have the opportunity to put a sign up
somewhere on the I -15 side, if the sign ordinance issue along the Freeway Overly Zone is
resolved. He explained that currently businesses can't have a sign along the Freeway Overlay
Zone, if they have less than 25 acres.
Mr. Fletning told Mr. Jardine and Mr. Jensen that he would wait on the moving of the proposed
sign until the issue of signs along the Freeway Overlay Zone is resolved. Chairman Hadfield
explained that the City Council has told the Planning Commission that in many respects it
appreciates the work of the Planning Commission in regards to the sign ordinance, but it feels that
the sign ordinance as it impacts the I -15 Overlay Zone is too restrictive. He said that the Planning
Commission is going to be making some recommendations to the City Council on what could be
done to modify or improve the sign ordinance with regards to the I -15 Overlay Zone.
Chairman Hadfield explained that the ordinance allows Harts to replace a damaged sign with a
like sign. He said that he gets concerned when he hears Harts talking about putting up a bigger
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and higher sign because that does not fit into the realm of just relocating the existing sign.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Jardine and Mr. Jensen if they would like to withdraw their request
and wait for a couple of months and see what comes out of the discussion relative to the sign
ordinance.
Mr. Jensen asked what would happen if they moved the sign 200 feet to the west, but the sign
stayed the same height.

Chairman Hadfield said that he does not have a problem with Harts moving their sign 200 feet to
the west as long as the sign is the same height as the current sign is now ..
Mr. Richan said that he does not agree with Chairman Hadfield. He said that if the sign was
demolished or moved that would be putting up a new sign. Mr. Richan said that if Har' s is not
putting up the same sign in the same location, then he thinks that the height of the sign would
have to be what the current sign ordinance will allow now and not what the height of the current
stgn IS now.

Mr. Fleming said that in consideration that Harts is an existing business prior to the Freeway
Overlay Zone and that the proposed sign is orientated towards Main Street and that as long as it
is connected with Main Street, he has no problem with moving the sign 200 feet to the west.
Councilman Hampton said that he is for keeping the sign the same height that it is now and
moving it 200 feet to the west.
Councilman Belmont said that she agrees that Harts can move the existing sign.
Mr. Jensen said that they would be refurbishing the old sign so that it looks better.
Councilwoman Belmont said that it will be fine to have the sign refurbished.
Mr. Georgeson said that the sign should be the same height that it is now and that it must be a
new stgn.
Councilwoman Belmont said that if it is a new sign it has to conform to the current sign
ordinance.
Mr. Despain explained that if a non-conforming structure is damaged, it may be restored to the
same extent that it was before it was damaged. He said the question with the proposed sign is
that it is a repositioning of a non-conforming sign.
Councilman Hampton said that he does not have a problem with Harts relocating their sign to the
west as long as some of the same parts from the existing sign are used on the new sign.
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Mr. Fleming moved to allow Harts West at 717 West Main Street to relocate the Main
Street Sign 200 feet further to the west onto Main Street and to refurbish the sign noting
the following: (1) the sign is to be no higher than the sign that currently exists (2) the
Planning Commission finds that the sign is a non-conforming use and that the proposed
sign is a replacement sign. Councilman Hampton seconded the motion.
Mr. Richan asked for some clarification on the motion. He wanted to know if Harts will be
allowed to have a new sign.
Mr. Fleming and Councilman Hampton explained that the existing sign will be moved and
refurbished.

Councilman Hampton seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Georgeson, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, and
Mr. Fleming. Those voting nay: Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
Chairman Hadfield said that he would be happy to come out and measure the existing sign.
DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON MODIFICATIONS TO THE CITY SIGN ORDINANCE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
Mr. Despain said that since the last Planning Commission meeting he has obtained four sign
ordinances from other cities and has given copies of the sign ordinances to the planning
commission members for their review.
Chairman Hadfield referred the Planning Commission to the April 15, 1998, Planning Commission
Minutes where Mr. Hansen moved that some consulting help may be obtained, if needed. He said
that based on Mr. Hansen's motion, he talked to Bear West about reviewing American Fork
City's sign ordinance. Chairman Hadfield said that Bear West faxed him a letter today explaining
what they could do to help the city. He read the letter from Bear West. Chairman Hadfield
asked what the philosophy behind the sign ordinance should be.
Councilwoman Belmont said that she really likes Bear West. She said that Bear West did a great
job in helping the city with it's General Plan. Mr. Fleming agreed with Councilwoman Belmont
that American Fork City has already worked with Bear West and it has a good working
relationship with them. He likes the idea of the matrix that Bear West has proposed because it is
easier to pick out the similarities and differences between the different sign ordinances.
Councilman Hampton said that he thinks that the City Council basically wanted to focus on
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signage in the Freeway Overlay Zone and not necessarily look at modifying the whole ordinance.
He asked why the whole ordinance should be torn apart. Councilman Hampton said that the
focus should be on the freeway overlay zone because that is where the pressure is right now.
Councilwoman Belmont said that there is one citizen that has been to two planning commission
meetings and has expressed concern that the whole sign ordinance needs to be modified.
Mr. Despain said that he would welcome outside help because when dealing with the signs it is a
no win deal.
Councilman Hampton said that he will ask at the May 12, 1998, City Council meeting whether the
City Council only wants to focus on the freeway overlay zone.
Councilwoman Belmont said that they need to look at the whole sign ordinance.
Chairman Hadfield said that there are so many places in the city that are in violation of the sign
ordinance that they need to put something in the ordinance to strengthen the sign ordinance.
Mr. Fleming suggested that the City Council and Planning Commission have a joint work session
to come up with a philosophy statement that can be used to help guide the Planning Commission
and the consultant in the direction that they need to be going in order to modify the sign
ordinance.
Chairman Hadfield said that Rulon Dutson of Bear West said that the hardest thing for him when
he was working with Box Elder County was trying to get a mix of what people expected. He said
that Mr. Dutson said told him that no one can really define what they really like.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that some background information should be given to the City
Council before they generate a philosophy statement.
Mr. Georgeson asked how far should they go on trying to receive public input. He asked if they
should try to schedule some public meetings and invite the public to tell what they feel about
signs. Chairman Hadfield said that the public hearing portion will come when the sign ordinance
is ready to be adopted. Mr. Georgeson said that the public's input may have some impact on the
philosophy that will be adopted by the City Council. Mr. Fleming said that it might be good to
have some public input meetings. He said that Mr. Dutson may have some ideas on how to do a
focus group.
Mr. Georgeson said that he is in favor of getting Bear West.
Mr. Richan said that he agrees with Mr. Fleming's suggestion of holding a joint meeting with the
Planning Commission and the City Council because it will be more affective for Bear West if they
have a feel for what the city really wants to see incorporated into the sign ordinance.
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Mr. Fleming moved to recommend to the City Council that funding be obtained to allow
the Planning Commission Chairman to negotiate with Bear West, based upon the City's
previous experience of working with them and upon successful negotiation retain Bear
West for consultation services on the sign ordinance. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any discussion on the motion.
There was no discussion on the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Georgeson, Councilman Hampton, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr.
Fleming, and Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON LAND USE ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
Chairman Hadfield stated that they do not need to get too excited about Karri Smith's proposal.
He said that maybe they do not need to inventory every square foot of wetlands and determine
what the wetland entails. Chairman Hadfield said that the city should identify a check list that
each developer will have to give the city, if he or she is developing. He said that maybe some of
the burden can be put on the developer and relieve the city of some of the expense and
responsibility.
Chairman Hadfield said that he is concerned about taking care of the little guy with 5, 10 and 15
acres who sends his kids to American Fork schools and who goes to church in American Fork and
stands at risk of being swallowed up .
Mr. Fleming said he hears Chairman Hadfield say that instead of worrying about the size of the
lots, they should focus on the density; which would be how many dwelling units you could have
per acre of land.
Chairman Hadfield said that he likes what Karri Smith said in her proposal, but he wonders how
helpful that information will really be. He said that the wetlands issues are not as monumental as
they were made out to be originally.
Mr. Despain said that the real estate industry uses a concept which they call highest and best use.
He said that highest and best use means how one can make the money today. He said that cities
have to approach things on the notion of the most appropriate use and not the highest and best
use.
Mr. Despain said that the Planning Commission is going to have to assign a density classification.
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He said that up to this point, it has been promoted by George Brown and others that there needs
to be a lot of detailed data in order to render a valid opinion as to what the right density
classification or color on the zoning map should be. Mr. Despain said that it does not really
matter what the land will hold because the issue really is what density the city is willing to allow
on the land that is of south of I -15 .
Chairman Hadfield said that in looking at the General Plan from 1972 forward, the higher density
is in the city center and it goes out in concentric rings, the density gets less and less dense. He
said that the Planning Commission can justify making the area south ofi-15 have a less density.
Mr. Fleming said that there are things that are going to make the area south of I -15 tough to have
high density. He said access to the city center is going to make it hard to have high density in the
area south ofi- 15.
Mr. Fleming said that the property south ofi-15 has been in the county and the most density that
has been allowed is one unit per acre. He said that the developer is asking for a privilege of
coming into the city.
Chairman Hadfield said that in the past the Planning Commission has thought that it needs to have
engineering studies to determine wetlands, feasibility, geo-technical and underwater supplies
before it can determine what the density should be for the area south of I -15. He said that the
Planning Commission should take a different approach to determining what the density should be
for the area south of I -15. Chairman Hadfield said that the Planning Commission should decide
what density it is comfortable with and then put the burden on the developer to have the necessary
engineer studies conducted and then the developer can come up with a plan that best fits the
property with the particular density that the Planning Commission has decided upon.
Mr. Despain said that how a community defines it's General Plan and the densities in their General
Plan are for the most part policy calls, not legal calls. Mr. Despain said the essence of Planning is
what is the most appropriate use of the land. He said that it is not wrong for the city to have
differing land use densities. He said that there is not a right to maximization of the economic
return on a piece of property.
Mr. Despain said that he and Mr. Denney are going to be meeting with Lee Cabell of Horrocks
Engineers and need to know what density to tell Mr. Cabell to put in the formula.
Mr. Richan brought up the issue of affordable housing. Councilwoman Belmont asked how much
affordable housing does the city want. Mr. Richan said that the city has not yet identified how
much affordable housing is needed Mr. Despain said that the Planning Commission is going to be
shocked at how much affordable housing there already is. Chairman Hadfield said the affordable
housing element is not going to be that difficult to incorporate into the General Plan.
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Mr. Despain said that the Planning Commission has to come to a conclusion on what the right
density should be. He does think that the extensive, physical studies really need to be done at this
point in time.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Despain had nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Georgeson said that he will not be in attendance at the May 20, 1998, Planning Commission.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE APRIL 15: 1998 MINUTES

Mr. Fleming moved to approve the April15, 1998, Planning Commission Minutes with the
following corrections:
On Page 1, Line 29 "eliminate" should be changed to limit. On Page 1, Line 33 "properly
dealt" should be changed to properly dealt with. On Page 1, Line 5 "Mernia" should be
changed to Merma. On Page 2, Line 8 "where 930 South is the city" should be changed to
on 930 South the city. On Page 2, Line 40 "in under the development" should be changed
to at the time of the development. On Page 4, Line 14 "townhomes" should be changed to
condominiums. On Page 5, Line 21 "between" should be changed to with. On Page 5, Line
23 "Patterson" to Patterson's. On Page 5, Line 24 "at the approval" should be changed to
upon the approval. On Page 6, Line 16 the second "of another" should be deleted. On
Page 9, Line 9 "in regards to alterations to road radiuses" should be changed to with
regards to alterations in road radiuses. On Page 10, Line 1 "about the rental" should be
changed to about how the rental. On Page 10, Line 16 "landscaping to the north" should
be changed to area to the north. On Page 11, Line 43 "pointed that" should be changed to
pointed out that. On Page 12, Line 38 "sign" should be changed to signs. On Page 13,
Line 26 "said" should be changed to asked. On Page 13, Line 26 "was" should be changed
to is. On Page 13, Line 34 "signs is there should be changed to signs if their. On Page 14,
Line 10 "there small sign" should be changed to their small sign. On Page 14, Line 16
"surrounded against Doug Smith Autoplex" should be changed to built around the name of
Doug Smith Autoplex. On Page 14, Line 37 "is to big" should be changed to is too big. On
Page 14, Line 41 "me be maybe'. On Page 14, Line 42 "so" should be changed to to. On
Page 15, Line 34 "something problems with sign for him" should be changed to some
problems with signs. On Page 16, Line 42 "that trail" should be changed to a trail. On
Page 17, Line 13 "not tight enough to allow" should be changed to too tight to allow. On
Page 17, Line 22 "off set" should be changed to offset. On Page 17, Line 34 "block" should
be changed to walk. Councilwoman Belmont seconded the motion.
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Georgeson, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Richan.
Councilman Hampton abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Georgeson moved to adjourn at 11:22 p.m. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Georgeson, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr.
Fleming, and Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.

-rr~ ?faw.-Melanie Marsh

·
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MAY 20, 1998
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on May 20, 1998, 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.
17.

Discussion and action on pedestrian walkways in the Utah
Valley Business Park.
Review and action on a subdivision of property located at 62
West 100 North, Magnusson Twin Home.
Review and action on the preliminary and final plat of the
River Edge Subdivision Plat G, a one lot subdivision at 409
East 980 North.
Review and action on the preliminary plan for Heritage Estates
Subdivision at 365 East 700 North.
Review and action on a site plan for a the Hadlock Studios to
be located at 250 West Main.
Review and action on a site plan for the Kelter Offices at 315
South 500 East.
Review and action on the preliminary plan for the Willow Creek
Condominiums, a Planned Unit Development at 69 East 150 North.
Review and action on the site plan for an LDS Stake Center at
approximately 950 East 850 North.
(North of the Mt.
Timpanogos Temple)
Review and action on the annexation agreement for the Merrill
Annexation at 1000 West Main.
Review and action on the annexation agreement for the Lundin
No. 1 annexation at 1095 East 50 South.
Review and action on the annexation agreement for the AJM
Annexation at 475 East 620 South.
Review and action on the annexation agreement for the Calder
Brothers Annexation at 800 West South Frontage Road.
Discussion and action on Land Use Element of the General Plan.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the approval of the May 6, 1998, minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 11 day of May, 1998.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
MAY 20, 1998
ATTACHMENT

REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session
on May 20, 1998, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:05 p.m. Those
present included Chairman J.H. Hadfield, Juel Belmont, Don Hampton,
James Hansen, and Pat Fleming. Michael Georgeson and Keith Richan
were excused. Staff members present included Rod Despain, Howard
Denney,
and Richard Colborn.
Others present included Ned
Stephensen, Mike Raymond, Kevin Kelter, Ken Kelter, Bradley
Stephensen, Sarah Jane Stephensen, Denice Pedersen, Mr. & Mrs. Jim
Magnusson, Mr. Rossiter, Steve Larson, Jim Hardy, John Lundin, Mr.
Kunze, Mr. MacDonald, Errol Childs, Stan Smith, Ed Buhler, Kenneth
Crandall, Lon Thomas, Barbara Christiansen, and 7 citizens.
DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON PEDESTRIAN WALKWAYS IN THE UTAH VALLEY
BUSINESS PARK
Ned Stephensen noted that the document of April 9, 1998, was again
presented regarding the trails. The issues he would like some type
of motion on were identified as 1,2,3,4, & 7. He felt that items
5 and 6 belonged with the RDA and City Council.
Woodbury
Corporation requested a motion that would reflect the items in the
letter.
(This letter is attached to these minutes)
Under item 3, he suggested that it be with the approval of the
Planning Commission.
Don Hampton expressed appreciation for the efforts of the Woodbury
Corporation and felt that they had gone the extra mile.
Don Hampton moved approval of the document before them.
Hansen seconded the motion.

James

Juel Belmont stated that item number 3 needed to be with the
approval of the Planning Commission.
She had concerns regarding
number 6.
Chairman Hadfield felt that 5 and 6 were best left to the City
Council.
James Hansen also felt that number 3 needed to be subject to the
approval of the Planning Commission.
Don Hampton commented that he assumed that trails when completed
would be conveyed to the City.
Ned Stephensen responded that they would remain on private
property.
The trails would be looked at each time there was a
request for site plan approval.
Chairman

Hadfield

noted

that

the
1

trails

was

a

corridor

for

pedestrian traffic.
In the beginnings of the business park there
was an internal road network.
The campus style then came into
play. There were now commercial uses and a hotel as well. There
was now a major bus route on 500 East Street.
The idea of
pedestrian traffic needed to be clarified as it had become very
important.
It was the corridor that was important at this time,
not the deeding of property. They did not want to hinder business.
Don Hampton felt there was a conflict to ask a owner to make his
property available
for a
trail and the City not taking
responsibility.
Pat Fleming noted that if this document was going
then there needed to be some additions.
The City
sidewalks at the beginning on City property. This
whim of the City, but was becoming the nature of the
There was a need for pedestrian friendly access.

to be recorded
would have had
was not at the
business park.

Chairman Hadfield noted that this was not to be recorded, but would
be what was expected when it came to the issue of trails in the
business park.
He did not think that the public was liable to
American Fork City whether it was walking or playing volleyball or
basketball.
Pat Fleming suggested that they consider scrapping the trails and
put in some sidewalks.
He thought that the pond provided a nice
focus.
Now that the access to the pond was eliminated there was
not a benefit.
Ned Stephensen stated that Woodbury Corporation would prefer the
trail concept rather than sidewalks.
They were still looking at
access through lots 32 and 33.
Don Hampton moved to amend his motion to include items 1,2,3,4, &
7, and to exclude items 5 & 6, and that 11 with the approval of the
Planning Commission, 11 be included in number 3. James Hansen agreed
with his second.

Jim Hardy stated that they wanted to have pea gravel. It was very
hard to keep pea gravel from permeating the soil. He felt that a
trail would be better served with concrete or asphalt paving so
that it was durable.
Pat Fleming agreed.
Ned Stephensen noted that a cross section of 5 feet was agreed to
previously.
Rod Despain noted that they had not discussed the surface of the
trail. Howard Denney added that the trail in Temple Meadows was to
be asphalt.
Don Hampton commented that the underlying preference was soft
surface.
Juel Belmont noted that they were going to have a
presentation regarding trails on the 23rd of June and invited the
2

Planning Commission to attend.
Chairman Hadfield noted that Camp Williams had used a crushed
limestone and it had packed very nicely and was easily maintained.
Pat Fleming asked the City Engineer to draw up a specification on
compaction, thickness, layers, etc. and then that should be the
standard.
Rod Despain suggested to strike out "pea gravel"
accordance with the City standards," on item 4.

and add

"in

Don Hampton amended his motion to strike out "pea gravel" and add
"in accordance with City standards," on item 4 -.
James Hansen
agreed with his second.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
favor.

All were in

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SUBDIVISION OF PROPERTY LOCATED AT 62 WEST
100 NORTH, MAGNUSSON TWIN HOME
Chairman Hadfield noted that the Commission had previously seen
this as Ruder Acres Subdivision. It was back before the Commission
to be split to allow for a twin home with separate title.
Howard Denney
documentation.

recommended

approval.

Rod

Despain

had

the

James Hansen moved approval of the Magnusson Twin Home at 62 West
100 North. Don Hampton seconded the motion. All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLAT OF THE RIVER
EDGE SUBDIVISION PLAT G, A ONE LOT SUBDIVISION AT 409 EAST 980
NORTH
Chairman Hadfield noted that the Rossi tor's had previously appeared
before the Commission and there was a question on road dedication.
That was now redrawn. There was a 12 foot flood easement. He felt
it was ready to go.
City Engineer Howard Denney noted that subdivision monuments were
needed and the state plane coordinates provided. The property line
of the Dean's across the right of way needed to be shown.
Chairman Hadfield commented that they would discuss with the City
Attorney about how to correct illegal lot splits that had taken
place. He noted that City Attorney Kevin Bennett was excused as he
was on military duty.
Don Hampton moved to grant preliminary and final approval of the
River Edge Subdivision Plat G at 409 East 980 North subject to the
identification of the Dean property across the right of way and the
concerns of the City Engineer including the location of subdivision
monuments and the inclusion of state plane coordinates.
Pat
3

Fleming seconded the motion.

All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR HERITAGE ESTATES
SUBDIVISION AT 365 EAST 700 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield noted that this was reviewed at the last meeting.
There was one lot less and there was no eyebrow. Mr. Haymond had
redrawn it.
Howard Denney noted that the new configuration had gotten away from
the objections raised previously.
James Hansen asked about the property that fronted on 350 East.
Chairman Hadfield explained that it was proposed that the City keep
the right of way as wide as indicated and that it would just be
additional landscape area. 700 North Street would be 66 feet wide.
All other engineering concerns had been taken care of.
He felt
this would be a successful development.
Don Hampton moved approval of the preliminary plan for the Heritage
Estates Subdivision at 365 East 700 North.
Juel Belmont seconded
the motion.

Juel Belmont asked if the City right of way was to be a landscape
area. Mr. Haymond responded that it was .
Juel Belmont asked if they were going to be able to save any of the
large plantings on the corner lot as they made the land attractive
and also more valuable. Mr. Haymond did not know, that it would be
up to the home owner, but that he had no plans to have them
removed.
Denice Pedersen asked for an explanation on the planting strip.
This area was to be landscaped just as any other planter strip .
Mrs. Pedersen asked which way the home on the corner lot would
face.
Chairman Hadfield responded that it could face either way.
After some further discussion it was felt that the driveway should
come out onto 350 East Street.
Howard Denney noted that the lot was about
feet.

.8 feet short of 100

All were in favor of the motion.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR THE HADLOCK STUDIOS TO BE
LOCATED AT 250 WEST MAIN
Chairman Hadfield noted that this was used as a residence,
commercial, then a residence, and now commercial.

then

Howard Denney explained that the site plan was similar to the
previous submitted site plan. There was some concern with through
traffic . The sewer line location needed to be shown on the plan as
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a reference.
Mr. Larson noted that it certainly helped from a safety feature to
have the turn around.
Jim Hardy noted that he had lived there for 37 years. When PeckEllsworth was there, there was the customer parking and in the
evening it was a passage way to make their turn around.
The
driveway was 25 feet from his bedroom window.
The CC-2 was
supposed to maintain the flavor of a residence.
In the business
area with no residence, it was not a problem. He did not want it
to be a roundabout.
Mr. Hardy continued that he had approached Mr. Hadlock that it not
be allowed to be a thoroughfare as he would stand opposed if it
was.
Also, there was supposed to be hard surfaced parking; now
only the dirveway was hard surfaced. He asked that they go out the
same way they came in. He did not want the traffic at 1:00 am as
he had experienced in the past.
Juel Belmont suggested that they close it off with a barrier.
Don Hampton did not think that the Planning Commission had any base
to require those things. They could certainly ask that the owner
be sensitive of those facts.
Chairman Hadfield noted that their parking was shown at 8 spaces
and they only needed to have 6.
He asked Mr. Larson about the
sewer.
Mr. Larson felt that an easement had been previously provided, but
that the sewer went south of the building. Mr. Hardy felt it went
under the building.
Mr. Larson noted that he was willing to work with his neighbor, Mr.
Hardy.
Don Hampton moved that the site plan be approved on condition that
the sewer line easement be shown and that the property owner work
with Mr. Hardy to reach a mutually agreeable solution to the
traffic.
Pat Fleming seconded the motion. All were in favor.

With regard to the hard surfacing of the parking area, Chairman
Hadfield stated that Mr. Morrill would explain that requirement.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR THE KELTER OFFICES AT 315
SOUTH 500 EAST
Architect Mike Raymond noted that there would be two lots.
The
west lot next to 500 East would be the first phase and it would be
a two story building. It would face north. The second phase would
be the east lot and be a single story building. It would also face
north. They were looking forward to the future southward extension
of 600 East Street.
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Howard Denney provided his concerns.
1) Needed the soils report.
2)
Add 1~ inch drain rock to the sump detail.
3)
There were
quite a few note problems that needed to be cleaned up including
some of the survey calls.
4)
Emergency crews have asked that a
marquis or some type of sign identifying the businesses be
provided.
Its location needed to be shown.
5)
He felt that an
additional fire hydrant would be needed.
The Fire Marshal would
review that.
6)
He suggested another parking lot light.
Chairman Hadfield added, 7) the vicinity map needed to be cleaned
up.
8)
A PUD or subdivision plat needed to be provided.
Rod Despain responded that it needed to be a PUD as it only had one
access for both lots and they were sharing water and sewer lines.
Chairman Hadfield asked 9) that the right sump detail be used. 10)
That they have a full 10% landscape shown. The area off of their
property was not included in the 10%.
Juel Belmont asked about the height of the buildings. Mr. Raymond
responded that the two story building would be 24 feet and the
other one would be 16 feet.
Juel Belmont noted that they were working on the landscaping on 500
East with UDOT so that it would be uniform.
Howard Denney added 11) subdivision monuments were needed and 12)
PUD documents were needed for Rod Despain to review.
Mr. Raymond noted that on the west was a pass through to the south
so that you would not need to go onto 500 East to access the McCabe
project to the south.
Pat Fleming
engineering
coordinating
seconded the

moved approval of the site plan with the noted
concerns,
submission of the PUD documents,
and
with the landscape theme on 500 East.
Juel Belmont
motion.

Chairman Hadfield noted that the building would have fixed walls.
If it was changed to modular partitions, there would need to be
additional parking, or the occupancy space reduced.
All were in favor of the motion.

It was noted that when the subject to's were completed it would go
to the City Council for the setting of a public hearing.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR THE WILLOW CREEK
CONDOMINIUMS, A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT AT 69 EAST 150 NORTH
Howard Denney noted that the parking and accessibility particularly
to space 18 was questionable.
There was still some overlapping
onto neighboring property.
Rod Despain noted that this was a tight sight.
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There were other

options with regard to parking. One thought was that an uncovered
parking space could be moved to the south and that would help to
solve part of the problem .
Mr. MacDonald suggested putting all of the visitor parking out
front.
Rod Despain felt that some shifts might be acceptable but that
other options needed to be looked at .
Juel Belmont noted that this was being called Willow Creek.
She
was disappointed that it was not being designed to take advantage
of existing landscape features like the open water way.
It was a
beautiful piece of ground and could provide for a lot of
creativity .
Mr. MacDonald agreed that he would like the water way to remain
open to enhance aesthetics.
Don Hampton moved approval of the Willow Creek Condominiums at 69
East 150 North subject to 1) the cleaning up of the property
overlaps, and 2) the concern of parking space 18 addressed.
Pat
Fleming seconded the motion.

Juel Belmont felt that more than 6 trees needed to be planted.
MacDonald agreed to place more than 6.

Mr .

It was noted that there was a fire separation required between all
units, up and down, and side to side.
Councilman Hampton added to his motion that 3) the Condominium
documents needed to be submitted and reviewed by Mr. Despain. Pat
Fleming agreed with his second.
All were in favor of the motion.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR AN LDS STAKE CENTER AT
APPROXIMATELY 950 EAST 850 NORTH.
(NORTH OF THE MT. TIMPANOGOS
TEMPLE)
Mr. Knell from the Architect firm of Ashworth and Knell was present
to request site plan approval for an LDS Stake Center north of the
Mt. Timpanogos Temple. Mr. Knell remarked that he appreciated the
review and time taken by the Staff at review meetings prior to
coming to Planning Commission. He added that few cities made that
much effort.
Howard Denney stated his concern of the triangular piece of
property that was cut off with the curve of the roadway.
The
entrance into the training school and the entrance to this property
needed to safely cross or be distanced from each other.
Chairman Hadfield noted that this site came with some "baggage" as
there were previous promises made .
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Rod Despain asked about the character of the fence east of the
pavilion.
Mr. Knell answered that it would be white vinyl.
Its
main purpose was to keep kids out of the road while at activities
at the pavilion.
Chairman Hadfield noted that they had met with them previously on
the location of curb cuts and parking.
There was a future
undeveloped property to the east of this.
Another building was
anticipated at some time in the future.
Rod Despain noted that there needed to be a finding that the cross
section conformed to the Highway Frontage Overlay zone.
Mr. Knell noted they would provide curb, gutter, and sidewalk on
the triangular area and enter into discussions on land ownership.
He suggested that the LDS Church would entertain it becoming City
property. He noted that they only needed a 6" storm line.
Chairman Hadfield explained that the City needed a 12" storm line
and would reimburse the difference.
Pat Fleming moved approval of the site plan for an LDS Stake Center
at 950 East 850 North noting that 1} the cross section conformed to
the Highway Frontage Overlay zone, 2} that the Planning Commission
recommend to the City Council that the City participate in the
oversizing of the drain, and 3} that they enter into future
discussions regarding the ownership the additional property. James
Hansen seconded the motion. All were in favor.

The Commission took a 15 minute break.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE MERRILL
ANNEXATION AT 1000 WEST MAIN
Rod Despain noted that this annexation was as complex an annexation
as they had dealt with.
Access requirements to the Merrill
property was not directly onto West Main Street, the sewer would be
available within about a month, and the culinary water was quite a
ways away.
He noted that if the Calder Brothers Annexation
happened first, the potential was better.
Mr. Despain continued that additional right of ways were needed
south, west, and possibly north of the Woodrose property, along the
Bryant property, along the south and west of the Harris property,
and along the west side of the Merrill and Bennett properties.
Pat Fleming felt that West Main Street needed to be much wider as
it would be a major player in the future.
90 feet was not too
wide. The frontage road to the south needed to be as wide as they
could get as it would be a major route south from this freeway
interchange.
Rod Despain explained that no development approval
allowed until a water connection was planned.
8

should

be

Chairman Hadfield noted that frontage for the Merrill property
without the Harris property would be difficult.
Rod Despain proposed separate agreements for each propert y .
would draft t hem and have them ready for the next meeting .

He

Mr. Errol Childs stated that he would be purchasing the Merrill
ground and had approached the owners of the Harris property.
Chairman Hadfield explained that the Commission had always felt
that the West Main area was important and noted that the concrete
plant and auto restoration business were very temporary when
compared to rising land costs.
Rod Despain noted that this was planned for the GC-2 zone.
Howard Denney commented that he understood that there was some
effort to expand the park and ride lot.
Rod Despain would have the agreements ready for the next meeting.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE LUNDIN NO . 1
ANNEXATION AT 1 095 EAST 50 SOUTH
Rod Despain noted that he needed to make corrections at all
locations to include additional right of way for 30 North Street.
The water rights required would be adjusted to reflect the right of
ways provided.
It was proposed that this ground be placed in the
PO-l zone. Staff had seen a proposed development plan but that one
would not be required as a condition of annexation as the PO-l zone
required a site plan and its own hearing. He felt it was ready to
go to the Council for a concurrent zoning hearing with the
Annexation on June 23, 1998 .
Pat Fleming moved to approve the agreement with the changes to add
the right of way for 30 North Street.
James Hansen seconded the
motion. All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION
ANNEXATION AT 475 EAST 620 SOUTH

AGREEMENT

FOR

THE

AJM

Pat Fleming moved to table this annexation subject to the outcome
of the discussion at the next City Council meeting.
James Hansen
seconded the motion. All were in favor.

Rod Despain noted this annexation had two separate parcels and
would need to have two separate annexation agreements.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE
BROTHERS ANNEXATION AT 800 WEST SOUTH FRONTAGE ROAD

CALDER

Chairman Hadfield noted that this was known as the Ross Annexation
at one t ime.
Don Hampton exited the meeting.
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Chairman Hadfield explained that they had previously discussed
connecting the south frontage road to 200 South Street . Access to
the south now was still unresolved. The same conditions exist as
before when it was the Ross Annexation .
He did not know if the
roadway was best placed next to the freeway or to the south next to
the railroad tracks .
Stan Smith wanted to get some blacktop down and build a building .
They were proposing the location of a landscape business.
Rod Despain noted that in the previous site plan, the project
engineer Stephen Sowby noted areas of wetlands and the need for a
sewer lift station.
Pat Fleming noted that it was to be in the SC-1 zone before.
felt that the area needed to laid out.

He

Chairman Hadfield noted that this would be looked at again on June
3rd . He asked the staff to look at road options for the area .
DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON THE LAND USE ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Rod Despain reported on a meeting with Horrocks Engineers earlier
in the day on their contract to upgrade the computer models. They
now had a summary of their input data.
The Boundary decided on
would be south to the 60" sewer outfall line, west to Spring Creek,
and west of the Boat Harbor Road. They discussed some densities up
to 3 per acre, but clustering would be a preferred development
scheme.
He would bring some blank maps and pens to the next
meeting in order to work with the Commission to philosophically set
density boundaries in the area.
James Hansen noted that the new Eagle Mountain Development/City
were able to plan large tracts at a time. American Fork would have
the same opportunity here.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Howard Denney reported that he had contact from the Utah Department
of Facilities and Construction Management with regard to some
changes at the Developmental Center.
More information would be
forth coming in the near future.
OTHER BUSINESS
Envision Utah would be held tomorrow night at the Scera in Orem
from 7 : 00 to 8:30 p.m .
Juel Belmont commented that a way should be made for existing
landscape features such as open water ways to remain.
Chairman Hadfield noted that there was an article on growth from
the Tribune for the Commission's review.
The City Council authorized the use of $2,000 to hire a consultant
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to assist them in their work on signs.
would be the consultant.

Rulon Dutson from Bear West

The summer party would again be held at South Fork in Provo Canyon
in August probably on a Friday night.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE MAY 6, 1998, MINUTES
Chairman Hadfield noted that Keith Richan had provided his input
into the minutes and they were included in the draft provided.
Pat Fleming moved approval of the May 6, 1998, minutes as
presented.
Juel Belmont seconded the motion.
Voting was as
follows:
Aye, Juel Belmont, Pat Fleming, and J.H. Hadfield.
Abstain, James Hansen. Absent, Don Hampton. The motion carried.

ADJOURNMENT
Pat Fleming moved adjournment at 11:00 p.m. James Hansen seconded
the motion.
Voting was as follows:
Aye, Juel Belmont, J.H.
Hadfield, James Hansen, and Pat Fleming. Absent, Don Hampton. The

mo~rr~~Qct
Richard M. Colborn
City Recorder
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UTAH VALLEY BUSINESS PARK
AMERICAN FORK, UTAH
APRIL 9, 1998

American Fork City, Woodbury Corporation and North Valley Investment Group
have worked closely over the past decade in the acquisition, infrastructure improvement
and development of the Utah Valley Business Park. American Fork City Mayors, City
Council members, Planning Commission members, staff and citizens have had great
foresight in encouraging and permitting the business park to be developed. Due to this
farsightedness, American Fork City is now the beneficiary of approximately 400,000
square feet of prime office space occupied by firms such as Intel, Dentrix, Nature
Pharma, V ersar Engineering, JPM Electric and many others. In addition, WalMart,
Office Max, Taco Bell and other retailers as well as a Quality Inn Hotel have or are now
locating within the business park.
The Utah Valley Business Park is making a great, positive impact on the quality
of life, employment and the tax base of American Fork City. The benefits of the past
decade of development and permitting of the business park will positively effect
American Fork City for many generations.
The current design of the Utah Valley Business Park is functioning well and has
been well accepted by the occupants of the business park. The business park is currently
70% developed. Wide streets and well placed buildings upon their respective sites have
given the park a wide open feel where vehicles can move easily within the business park
and individuals do not feel closed in by adjoining occupants. Individuals enjoy working
in the business park, as is evidenced by the tremendous growth which has been
experienced over the past several years.
We understand that the purpose of"Nature Trails" plan is primarily to provide
some means of pedestrian circulation within the park and secondarily as an amenity for
recreational runners and walkers. Although we have second thoughts about the wisdom
of the expressed "trails" concept, we have acquiesced in the Planning Commission's
desire to keep such a concept in place.
However, as we have informed you, the "trails system" as originally approved will
deter NaturPharma from acquiring any further expansion land. NaturPharma appears
willing to acquire additional ground for expansion in the Business Park ifNorth Valley
Investment Group and American Fork system are willing to make the following
modifications and/or clarifications to the "trails system" concept:
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The trail around the existing pond at the northeast comer of the business park be
eliminated because a single user (NaturPharma) would now acquiring the parcels
on either side. The trails system in the middle of their property would hinder their
· efficient and beneficial use.

2.

Trails should be constructed at existing property boundaries and not bisect
properties owned by single parties.

3.

Property owners shall have the right to move and reconstruct trails along new
boundaries if additional adjoining property is acquired causing existing trails to be
within parcels owned by single parties.

4.

Trails should be constructed from a soft, easily maintained pea gravel surface.

5.

Construction and maintenance should be administered by the Redevelopment
District and the costs paid for wit.~ RDA tax increment funds.
a.

To facilitate this, North Valley Investment Group would be willing to
subordinate its priority to reimbursement of past SID payments to the
construction and maintenance cost of the trails system.

b.

This procedure is logically in conformance with the Development concept
for the Business Park in that had the trails system been initially conceived
and installed, it would have been included under the Special Improvement
District improvements.

6.

American Fork City shall bear liability to the public in the same way as they
would on city sidewalk systems.

7.

Property owners should not loose effective use of their properties nor have
building or site improvement setbacks changed due to the existence of the trail
system.

Woodbury Corporation and North Valley Investment hereby recommend and
request that the aforesaid provisions governing the trails concept be approved by
American Fork City.
Please keep in mind that had the system of trails been installed during the original
development of the business park, the costs would have easily been covered through the
Special Improvement District. Since the request for trails has only now become an issue,
does not change the fact that the Special Improvement District still ought to be
responsible for the initial obligations of the development of this trail system.
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Should anyone desire to talk with a representative of Woodbury Corporation prior
to the Planning Commission hearing on April15, 1998, feel free to call Ned Stephenson
at 801-485-7770. We sincerely appreciate your willingness to consider this issue.
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JUNE 3, 1998
NOTICE AND AGENDA

Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on June 3, 1998, 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 final plan of Searle Subdivision Plat
E located at 480 North 250 West.
Review and action on the final plan for Heritage Estates
Subdivision at 365 East 700 North.
Review and action on the Kelter PUD Plat A at 315 South 500
East.
Review and action on the annexation agreement for the Merrill
Annexation at 1000 West Main.
Review and action on the annexation agreement for the AJM
Annexation at 475 East 620 South.
Review and action on the annexation agreement for the Calder
Brothers Annexation at 800 West South Frontage Road.
Discussion and action on Land Use Element of the General Plan;
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the approval of the May 20, 1998,
minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 26 day of May, 1998.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
JUNE 3, 1998
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session
on June 3 1998, in the City Hall , commencing at 7:00p.m. Those
present included Chairman J.H. Hadfield, Juel Belmont, Keith
Richan , James Hansen , and Don Hampton.
Michael Georgeson was
excused as he was out of town and Patrick Fleming was excused .
Staff members present included Rod Despain, Howard Denney, and
Richard Colborn.
Others present included Larry Searle, Steve
Sowby, Ken Kelter, Mike Raymond, Stan Smith, and 6 citizens.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAN OF SEARLE SUBDIVISION PLAT E
LOCATED AT 480 NORTH 250 WEST
Howard Denney noted that the public improvements needed to be
completed the entire distance of this lot .
James Hansen moved approval of the Searle Subdivision Plat E at 480
North 250 West. Councilman Hampton seconded the motion.

Chairman Hadfield noted that the road (250 West) from 400 North
sloped to the north and the drainage was all going on Searle
property .
At the time of future development , sumps may be a
requirement .
All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL
SUBDIVISION AT 365 EAST 700 NORTH

PLAN

FOR

HERITAGE

ESTATES

Howard Denney noted that technical review had been completed. He
had talked to the property owner to the north, Mr. Evan Harris.
Mr. Harris told him that he saw no reason why he would want access.
He liked the fruit trees and would like it to remain as it was.
Don Hampton moved approval of Heritage Estates.

Glen Wagstaff asked what was happening to the extra City property
and if the City was giving it up. Howard Denney responded that the
City was keeping that property and it would just be additional
right of way. The curb and gutter would be parallel to that on the
west and line up with the curb and gutter to the north.
Juel Belmont seconded the motion.

Chairman Hadfield asked about the approval of lot 3 on the corner
with it being 99.12 feet which was less than the required 100 feet.
Don Hampton noted that early in the discussion of this subdivision
the vacation of the additional ground was discussed. Had it been
done it would not be a question.
1

Keith Richan felt comfortable with approving the plat subject to
action from the Board of Adjustment.
Mr. Sowby noted that the property line was set at that location due
to the existing home on lot 2.
It gave the existing home the
required 8 foot side yard.
Juel Belmont confirmed that the
existing home on lot 2 would qualify as a historical home .
Don Hampton moved to amend his motion to include the approval being
subject to action by the Board of Adjustments. Juel Belmont agreed
with her second.

James Hansen felt that the uniqueness to the reduced size of lot 3
was the historical home on lot 2.
All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE KELTER PUD PLAT A AT 315 SOUTH 500 EAST
Mr. Ken Kelter noted that the new name for the project would be KL
Partners III American Fork.
Rod Despain noted that the landscape features showed an increase in
the revised site plan but the calculated percentages were not
there.
Michael Raymond responded that the landscaping did not
reach the 10%; but only 8.2%
Juel Belmont explained that the meeting of the full 10% was
specifically discussed at the last meeting. It should be complied
with . It was not here.
Howard Denney reviewed the subject to's that were listed in the
minutes. Items 1 and 2 had been completed. Item 3 still needed to
be taken care of. Under item 4, a directory sign location on the
building needed to be shown as well as the project sign.
Item 5,
6, and 7 had been taken care of.
Item 8, the plat would be
discussed by Rod Despain . Item 9 was okay . Item 10 was a prob l em
in that there was only 8.2% landscaping instead of the required
10%.
Item 11, two subdivision monuments were still needed.
Rod
Despain would discuss the PUD documents.
Rod Despain discussed the plat and that it was presented as a
subdivision and not a PUD. The matter of handling the common area
needed to be changed.
The documentation was on the notion that
there were two separate lots without common area.
Chairman Hadfield noted that in a subdivision each lot needed
frontage.
The eastern lot did not have frontage and therefore
would need to be a PUD.
It would also solve the problem of the
public utilities.
Mr. Ken Kelter explained that this was the way that a
situation was handled in Lindon with the new Home Depot.

similar

Rod Despain noted there was no common area, that there was only a
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cross-easement. The City had not done it this way before. He was
not sure if the City's Ordinances would allow it to be set up this
way. This had come to the staff at a late date and in a form that
was different than what was expected.
It was noted that the parking requirement was met as long as the
buildings had fixed walls.
James Hansen explained that if the 10% landscape requirement was
not met , they needed to reduce the size of one of the buildings .
Keith Richan asked Mr. Kelter about the plat not meeting the City's
requirements. Mr. Kelter responded that he thought the other items
were cleaned up other than the 10% landscaping requirement.
Architect Michael Raymond noted that some of the documents were
lost by the staff.
Rod Despain noted that he had misplaced the
documentation originally submitted.
Mr. Kelter thought that this was not a condominium and was a PUD as
this was what his legal people had come up with.
Rod Despain noted that more detail was needed. The plat provided
tonight was just for the division of property.
There were two
tasks for tonight's meeting; the final plat and the documentation.
Mr. Denney noted that state plane coordinates and two section
corners needed to be tied to another section and not to Section 5
as was shown on the plat .
Keith Richan expressed that these items should have been resolved
before coming to the meeting tonight.
Don Hampton moved that with the number of questions, that this item
be tabled until the next meeting.
Keith Richan seconded the
motion. All were in favor.

Rod Despain asked the Planning Commission about the proposal of the
subdivision with the use of cross easements and if they had any
reservations. No one on the Commission expressed a preference.
Chairman Hadfield asked that Mr. Kelter meet with Rod Despain and
Howard Denney and if it was ready by technical review meeting, he
would have it placed on the next Planning Commission agenda for the
17th of June.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE MERRILL
ANNEXATION AT 1000 WEST MAIN
Chairman Hadfield called the attention of the Commission to the
memo on the annexations from Rod Despain.
The Merrill Annexation had 5 separate parcels, 3 of which were
signatory. Separate agreements were prepared for the 3 signatory
parcels.
The proposed development of the Merrill parcel did not
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have direct access to West Main Street except through a recently
acquired property that was already within the City limits.
The
access road will need to line up to the road to CPC on the South or
be 120 feet away to the west.
It was discussed that particularly UTA wished to have the park and
ride expanded .
Prior to any development , the issue of access to the property
needed to be resolved as well as culinary water needed to be on
site .
With regard to the Bryant and Woodrose parcels , Mr . Despain noted
that additional right of way would be needed to accomplish the
proposed wi d th of West Ma in St ree t t o 96 feet .
The point of access to the Calder Brothers annexation to the south
was included in this annexation.
Chairman Hadfield noted that Kurts Auto Wrecking had a nonconforming sign and he would like that addressed in any agreement
so that it could not be construed as a bill board.
Rod Despain explained that the signatory parcels would be placed in
the GC-2 zone . He asked what zone the non-signatory parcels should
be placed in . Discussion was had about placing them in one of the
entrance zones , either the R1- 1 5 , 000 or the RA-1 zone .
Chairman Hadfield noted that he would hate to place them in one of
those zones and then have an application for a housing permit .
Don Hampton moved to table this item to the next meeting.
Hansen seconded the motion. All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION
ANNEXATION AT 475 EAST 620 SOUTH

AGREEMENT

Don Hampton reported that Councilman Taylor
negotiate for the City Council on this matter.

FOR

was

James

THE

assigned

AJM
to

Don Hampton moved to defer any discussion or action until the
results of the negotiations were reported by Councilman Taylor.
Juel Belmont seconded the motion. All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR
BROTHERS ANNEXATION AT 800 WEST SOUTH FRONTAGE ROAD

THE

CALDER

Rod Despain noted that the applicant had submitted a concept site
plan that was included in the packet.
He explained that he had
been asked to look at alternate road plans in the area.
The developer desired to have the road against the freeway.
The
Commission needed to decide if that would meet the City's needs.
If the road was placed next to the tracks, the road configuration
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became more complicated as it got closer to 200 South Street.
Don Hampton suggested that a traffic engineer review this area .
Chairman Hadfield discussed a crossing of the railroad
e i ther over or under , in the vicinity of 1000 West Main.

tracks

Rod Despain commented that more detail was needed on their site
plan. Mr. Denney asked that the whole parcel be showed as to how
sewer and water would be provided to the project.
Juel Belmont felt that the discussion was straining on things that
might happen.
The road was already existing next to the freeway
f or t he most part .
Don Hampton fe l t t hat it was not a big risk to allow the road to be
l ocated a d j a c e nt to t he f reeway .
Don Hampton moved to approve
Belmont seconded the motion.

the

annexation

agreement.

Juel

J ames Hansen asked if it was the agreement provided 2 weeks ago.
Don Hampton acknowledged that it was. They were looking at the GC2 zone .
Keith Richan noted that access would come from the west.
Rod Despain explained that the width of the road would be 56 feet
on site and 24 or 28 feet in width off-site, in either case it
would require additional right of way.
Howard Denney stated that a more detailed concept plan for the
Exhibits to the agreement were stil l needed.
Don Hampton moved to include in his motion that the approval of the
agreement was subject to the providing of the Exhibits.
Juel
Belmont agreed with her second e

This would be on the next agenda.
All were in favor of the motion.

DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON THE LAND USE ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Rod Despain explained that he would ask Horrocks Engineers to add
the transportation in the West Main area west of the freeway to
their computer model work. This item would be placed again on the
next agenda.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report .
)

OTHER BUSINESS
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Chairman Hadfield noted that Rulon Dutson would be on the next
agenda to report on signs.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE MAY 20, 1998, MINUTES
Keith Richan noted that he had some clarifications to the minutes
and asked that they be deferred until the next meeting.
Keith Richan moved that action on the minutes be deferred to the
next meeting. Don Hampton seconded the motion. All were in favor.
ADJOURNMENT

in favor.

Juel Belmont moved adjournment at 9:12p.m.

thc:n·~~@l
Richard M. Colborn
City Recorder
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Keith Richan seconded

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JUNE 17, 1998
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on June 17, 1998, 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.

Review and action on an amendment to a commercial site plan
for Harts East at 585 East State Road to identify the location
of a sign.
Review and action on an amended site plan for Dr. Blaine S.
Bateman at approximately 19 East 200 North to add a parking
lot in the PO-l zone.
Review and action on a zone change request at 451 East 200
South from the existing R-4 to the GC-1, General Commercial
zone.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for Hollywood
Square, a commercial Planned Unit Development at 458 East
State Road.
Review and action on a revised commercial site plan and
Planned Unit Development plat for the KL Partners American
Fork III project at 315 South 500 East.
Review and action on the annexation agreement for the Merrill
Annexation at 1000 West Main.
Review and action on the annexation agreement for the Betty
Olsen Annexation at 840 East 50 South.
Review and action on the annexation agreement for the AJM
Annexation at 475 East 620 South.
Review and action on the annexation agreement exhibits for the
Calder Brothers Annexation at 800 West South Frontage Road.
A progress report on the sign ordinance review by Bear West
Associates.
Continuing discussion and action on Land Use Element of the
General Plan.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the approval of the May 20, 1998,
minutes.
Review and action on the approval of the June 3, 1998,
minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 8 day of June, 1998.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
JUNE 17, 1998
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on June 17, 1998, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:03p.m. Those present included Councilwoman Juel Belmont,
Councilman Don Hampton, *Pat Fleming, Michael Georgeson, Chairman J.H. Hadfield, and
James Hansen. Staff present included Rod Despain, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included
Jerry Jensen, David Peterson, Steve Larson, Kevin Kelter, Ken Kelter, and Barbara Christiansen,
a member of the press.
Chairman Hadfield excused Keith Richan.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDMENT TO A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR
HARTS EAST AT 585 EAST STATE ROAD TO IDENTIFY THE LOCATION OF A SIGN
Chairman Hadfield said the only issue before the Planning Commission is the location of the sign.
He asked for Mr. Despain's concerns.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the size of the sign is governed by the sign ordinance.
*Mr. Fleming arrived.
Mr. Georgeson asked if the Planning Commission should require a dimension on the sign or is the
location and scaling good enough. Mr. Despain said that scaling is ok.

Mr. Georgeson moved approval of the location of the sign for Harts at 585 East State Road
as indicated on the submitted sheet. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr.
Fleming, and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED SITE PLAN FOR DR. BLAINE S. BATEMAN
AT APPROXIMATELY 19 EAST 200 NORTH TO ADD A PARKING LOT IN THE PO-l
ZONE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to David Peterson.
David Peterson said Dr. Blaine Bateman needs additional parking for his facility. He said that
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they will be installing the curb and gutter with the original design and will also be putting in some
catch basins.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Dr. Bateman has previously piped the irrigation ditch and has
installed the majority of the sidewalk.
Chairman Hadfield asked for Mr. Despain's concerns.
Mr. Despain pointed out that Dr. Bateman's current office has insufficient parking to meet the
current standard for parking. He said two of the parking spaces will be committed to the existing
home. Mr. Despain explained that the home exists as a non-conforming use in the PO-l Zone,
but he expects that it may some day be converted into offices.

Mr. Despain said that there is still a small problem with circulation, but the applicant has met the
conditions that staff has suggested.

Councilman Hampton moved to approve the amended site plan for Dr. Blaine S. Bateman
at approximately 19 East 200 North to add a parking lot in the PO-l Zone. Mr. Hansen
seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Georgeson asked ifNumber 11 under the general notes on the site plan is appropriate.
Mr. Despain said that staff asked that Number 11 under the general notes be included on the site
plan because typically the process is more lengthy when there is more than Yz an acre involved.
He said that they looked at this as being an existing facility. Mr. Despain said ifNumber 11 was
not included under the general notes the project could be construed as a single project, which
would require a hearing before the City Council.
Chairman Hadfield noted that the city is requiring the cross-easement because there are two
separate parcels that could eventually be owned by separate people.
Chairman Hadfield said that Mr. Denney wanted him to point out that the rendering shows the
sumps to be 8-feet deep, but the sumps should be 12-feet deep.

Councilman Hampton amended his motion to include that the sumps need to be
12-feet deep. Mr. Hansen seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
Councilwoman Belmont pointed out that last summer Dr. Bateman took down 5 trees that were
on city property (3 trees in the front and 2 on the south). She stated that she would like to see the
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five big trees restored.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr.
Fleming and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST AT 451 EAST 200 SOUTH
FROM THE EXISTING R-4 TO THE GC-1~ GENERAL COMMERCIAL ZONE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Steve Larson.
Mr. Larson said the property proposed for the zone change is currently owned by Sam Huggard.
He said that he has contacted Mr. Huggard and made an offer on the property. Mr. Larson stated
that Mr. Huggard was supposed to return the signed Zone Change Application prior to this
meeting, but has not yet given him the signed copy of the Zone Change Application. He said that
Mr. Huggard has verbally agreed to the zone change.

Councilman Hampton asked Mr. Despain if he has any concerns.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the properties to the east are already in the GC-1 Zone. He said the
properties to the south are still in the R-4 Zone. Mr. Despain said the current R-4 Zone goes
about two parcels to the west and then it becomes an R-2 Zone so there is a bit of a peninsula
involving the Huggard Property and the other properties west of the Huggard Property.
Mr. Hansen asked where in relationship to the Huggard Property is the old Steiner Home.

Mr. Despain said the old Steiner Home is two properties west of the Huggard Property.
Mr. Hansen pointed out that a number of years ago the Steiner's came in for a zone change,
which included the Huggard Property and it was all turned down. Councilman Hampton said the
proposed zone change seems to fit the area. Mr. Georgeson said he was not in accord with the
re-zoning that allowed the businesses to become established on 200 South.

Mr. Fleming pointed out that the copy of the petition for the zone change has not been signed.
He asked if Mr. Larson is acting as an agent for Mr. Huggard. Mr. Fleming wondered if Mr.
Huggard really wants to proceed with the zone change. He asked if the city has a copy of the
signed petition. Mr. Larson said that the city does not have a copy of the signed petition because
Mr. Huggard was supposed to bring that to him today.
Chairman Hadfield asked if there is a problem with proceeding without the signed petition.
Mr. Despain said that it would be appropriate to firm up the notion that the request is for the zone
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change. He said that they do not want to have someone else petitioning for a zone change
against the wishes of the owner.
Mr. Georgeson wondered ifMr. Huggard was having second thoughts about the zone change and
selling his property. He expressed concern about the Planning Commission voting to approve the
zone change request because he felt that it may pressure Mr. Huggard into selling his property.
Mr. Larson said that he does not think that Mr. Huggard is having second thoughts, but just that
he has not had time to get the petition delivered to him.

Mr. Fleming moved to recommend approval of the zone change request to the City
Council contingent upon the signed and executed application by Mr. Huggard. 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. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr.
Fleming and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR ROLL YWOOD SQUARE;
A COMMERCIAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT AT 458 EAST STATE ROAD
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Steve Larson.
Mr. Larson said he is proposing a strip mall. He stated that there are a number of buildings that
would have to come down in order to put in a strip mall. Mr. Larson said that Parker's Drive-Inn
will remain where it is.
Mr. Despain said that the Planning Commission could choose to withhold approval of the site plan
until the zone change has been approved or it could approve the site plan subject to the zone
chan e. He said there is a two-lot subdivision that would have to be vacated. Mr. Despain
explained that if the proposed development is a single ownership arrangement, it only requires site
plan approval from the Planning Commission. He said it has been represented that one potential
tenant would like to have ownership of it's parcel. Mr. Despain said if there is a tenant that wants
to have ownership of it's property, it would have to go to planned commercial; which would
require approval from the City Council.
Mr. Larson said he is trying to proceed with the development as a planned unit development,
rather than just a commercial site plan.
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Mr. Despain said that there has been a fair amount of discussion regarding whether crosseasements would be required with Parker Drive-Inn and Arby's. He pointed out that Note 16 on
the site plan shows that the applicant does not think the cross-easements are needed. Mr. Despain
said the City will determine whether the cross-easements are needed.
Mr. Despain stated that the proposed plan shows four pole signs and one monument sign. He
said the size of signs needs to be noted.
Mr. Despain stated that the ingress and egress on 500 East will be a right turn only. He said that
there will be no left turn movement out of or into the project. Mr. Despain also pointed out that
people leaving the project and going out onto 500 East will have to turn right because they will
not be able to turn left onto 200 South. Chairman Hadfield said that he assumes that UDOT will
dictate to the developer what the driv.eway and turning actions can be onto State Street.
Mr. Fleming cautioned the developer and the planning commission to be careful of not creating a
drive-thru like the one at Burger King where the cars stack out onto Main Street. Mr. Despain
said that it looks like the stacking lane will accommodate 7 to 8 vehicles. Mr. Georgeson said the
proposed stacking lane looks like it will be insufficient. Mr. Larson said a good portion of the
traffic is going to come from 200 South and the stacking will occur in the interior of the project
and not out into State Street.
Mr. Despain said that he has not checked the 10% landscaping requirement. David Peterson said
that there will be a little more landscaping. He said that they are planning on landscaping behind
Arby' s. Mr. Despain said the proposed landscaping behind Arby' s will primarily be a benefit to
Arby' s, which he said could be sufficient. He stated that there may be some question with regards
to signage.
Chairman Hadfield reported that Mr. Peterson and Mr. Sowby have corrected the problems that
the engineering office requested be corrected. He said that Mr. Peterson and Mr. Sowby have
extended the sewer and have put in an 8-inch water line. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that
there is a fire hydrant on each of the locations.
Mr. Hansen asked if Parker's only access is going to be off of State Street. Mr. Peterson stated
that Parker's will have access onto 500 East, but there primary access will be off of State Street.
Mr. Larson pointed out that UDOT has granted Parker's a wider access that fits into his new
parking lot.
Councilman Hampton said the proposed project needs to have a cross-easement with Parker's.
He said that if the proposed project does not have a cross-easement with Parker's there will be a
lot of traffic hazards. Mr. Larson said that a cross-easement could help utilize parking and the
garbage dumpsters. He stated that Parker's has more parking than it needs.
Mr. Georgeson said that it appears that there is insufficient landscaping in front of the buildings.
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He said that the drawing is pretty cluttered. Mr. Georgeson suggested that Mr. Peterson put the
information on three separate sheets.
Mr. Fleming said that he would like to see more landscaping on the east of the proposed retail
shop 1 and 2. He would like to see some landscaping that softens the front of the building.

Mr. Despain asked if Mr. Denney has done the calculations on the storm water. Chairman
Hadfield stated that Mr. Denney has done the storm water calculations and counted the number of
sumps. Chairman Hadfield said that there has been a lot of discussion about adequate lighting in
the parking areas.
·
Mr. Georgeson said that he would like to see the landscaping scheme before the site plan is
approved. Mr. Peterson said that he would be willing to bring a detailed landscape plan as a
condition of approval. He pointed out that the proposed project still needs to come back for final
approval.
Mr. Despain said that he does not think the proposed parking spaces are sufficient. Mr. Larson
said they are proposing 20 parking spaces more than what is required. Mr. Despain said if the
proposed parking is more than is what is required, that gives credence to the notion of increased
landscaping. Mr. Peterson said 157 spaces are required and they are proposing 170 spaces.
Chairman Hadfield said parking should not be an issue.
Mr. Hansen said he would like to see the cross easement with Parker's. He said he would like to
see where Parker's is in relationship to the proposed project. Mr. Hansen said he also has
questions about the project pole signs. Chairman Hadfield said that they can look at locations of
the signs, but the ordinance will dictate the size of the signs. Mr. Larson said that they will not
design a sign that does not conform to the ordinance. Chairman Hadfield said the first response
team is in need of directory signs.
Mr. Georgeson asked about the chainlink fence with slats on the westerly side of the proposed
project. He said that some of the other developments on Main Street have erected fences made of
concrete block or some other type of material other than chainlink. Chairman Hadfield asked if
there is any value in having a fence separating Hollywood Video and Arby's. Councilwoman
Belmont said that chainlink fences are so industrial. She suggested that vines could be grown on
the chainlink fence instead of using slats for privacy.
Councilman Hampton said the cross easement is the most important issue that needs to be
addressed. He said he would like to see the landscaping plan before the Planning Commission
takes any action.
Councilman Hampton moved to defer the commercial site plan for Hollywood Square, a
commercial planned unit development at 458 East State Road until the next planning
commission meeting until staff can follow up on the items that have been discussed tonight.
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Mr. Fleming suggested that there be a separation of plans. He suggested that they have a separate
landscape plan. He also asked if Mr. Larson would try to work something out with Mr. Parker
regarding the cross easement. Mr. Larson said that he would try to work something out with Mr.
Parker.

Chairman Hadfield suggested that Mr. Peterson put together three separate plans ( 1) a site plan
(2) a drainage plan and (3) a landscaping plan.

Councilwoman Belmont seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilman Hampton, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr.
Fleming, and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Hansen also asked that Mr. Peterson look at the lighting on 200 South for the parking lot so
that the lighting would be directed into the parking lot and not into the street. He expressed
concern about the light shining into the homes across the street.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED COJVIMERCIAL SITE PLAN AND PLANNED
UNIT DEVELOPJ\1ENT PLAT FOR KL PARTNERS AMERICAN FORK III PROJECT AT
315 SOUTH 500 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He explained that the Planning Commission previously
looked at this site plan under the name of Kelter and Kelter and pretty well approved the site plan,
but there were some problems with the wording of what is a subdivision and what is a planned
unit development document.
Kevin Kelter said that at the last meeting he was told to increase the landscaping.
Councilman Hampton pointed out that the building size has been reduced. Kevin Kelter said they
reduced the rear building. He said he has now clearly labeled the location of the utilities. Kevin
Kelter said he has shown the individual water meters in the front of the buildings. He said he has
completely redone the CC&R' s. Mr. Despain stated that the applicant has provided alternate
CC&R' s and they are in compliance with the PUD standards.
Councilman Hampton asked if there will be sod on the south west corner where there are two
honey locust trees. Kevin Kelter said the whole front is going to be landscaped. Councilman
Hampton said there should be a Number 4 included on the plan to show sod on the south west
corner.
Mr. Despain said the reference to parking spaces on the final plat is not necessary and there could
be a potential for conflict between the final plan and the site plan if the parking spaces are shown
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on the final plat. Mr. Despain said there are some dimensions related to the units 1 and 2 that are
still inaccurate. Chairman Hadfield showed the applicants the dimensions that need to be
corrected. Chairman Hadfield stated that they do not need the parking outlined, but that they do
need the building footprint, the common area, and the outside boundary. Mr. Despain
recommend that the Planning Commission approve the proposed site plan.
Chairman Hadfield said if the legal description is corrected, the city engineer is satisfied with the
preliminary and PUD plat.

Councilman Hampton moved approval of the revised commercial site plan and planned
unit development plat subject to (1) the addition of the sod being shown on the south west
corner and (2) the corrections to the legal description. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
Mr. Hansen asked if the applicant could add a couple of trees behind the back of the building on
the landscape plan.

Councilman Hampton amended his motion to include that a couple of trees be added
behind the building. Mr. Fleming seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilman Hampton, Councilwoman Belmont, and Mr.
Fleming. Mr. Georgeson abstained from the vote because he was at out of town when this
item was discussed at previous meetings. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE MERRILL
ANNEXATION AT 1000 WEST MAIN
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain said that there are three separate agreements for the Merrill Annexation, one each
dealing with the Merrill, W oodrose, and Bryant Parcels. He said that at the last Planning
Commission Meeting, they talked about the need for adequate width on 1000 West. He said one
item that has now been added to the proposed Merrill Parcel Agreement is the necessity that no
development could occur on the Merrill Parcel until such time as adequate water for both culinary
and fire purposes is in place.

Mr. Despain stated that the City is to notify UDOT that the park and ride adjacent to the Merrill
Parcel could be expanded, but that the City is not insisting that the land be deeded to the City and
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dedicated for a park and ride.
Mr. Despain said that with regard to the Bryant and the Woodrose Parcels, the issues are pretty
much the same as with the Merrill Parcel. No development can occur until the water is extended
to the property. He said the current use of the Bryant Parcel (Auto Wrecking Yard) is a nonconforming use and would be allowed to continue as a non-conforming use, but any change to
another use will require extension of the water system. He said that the Bryant Parcel also has a
non-conforming sign and that the sign would not be eligible for expansion into a non-accessory
sign or billboard location. Mr. Despain said that the agreement also provides for the deeds of
additional right-of-way from both Bryant and W oodrose in order to make the Main Street and
lOth West right-of-way sufficient for future widening.
Chairman Hadfield said Mr. Denney felt like Main Street, west of the freeway should have the
same cross-section as Main Street in the vicinity ofDoug Smith's Autoplex and Cyprus Park.
Councilman Hampton asked why the Bennetts are non-signatory and why are they included in the
annexation. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the Walters property is already annexed.
He said he does not think that the Bennetts are against the annexation, but they are non-signatory
because of the tax element that is involved.
Mr. Despain stated that if the Planning Commission is content with the changes that have been
made to the proposed agreements, the agreement can be forwarded onto the City Council for
action at their next available meeting.
Chairman Hadfield said that he is prepared to go to UDOT and make them aware of the pending
annexation. He raised the idea that there may be a better way to bring the park and ride onto a
city street, rather than dump the park and ride at the bottom of the hill. Chairman Hadfield feels
that UDOT can increase the size of the park and ride and can also increase the access to the park
and ride, if things are done differently.

Councilman Hampton moved to recommend to the City Council approval of the Merrill
Annexation at 1000 West subject to (1) the change on the Bryant Parcel depending on
Horrock's findings and (2) development cannot occur until there is adequate water. Mr.
Hansen 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. Hansen, Councilman Hampton, Councilwoman Belmont, and Mr.
. Fleming. Mr. Georgeson abstained from the motion because he was out of town when this
9

item ·was discussed at previous Planning Commission meetings. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE BETTY OLSEN
ANNEXATION AT 840 EAST 50 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and explained that the proposed annexation is a one lot
annexation. He pointed out that Mrs. Olsen is already hooked up to city water. Chairman
Hadfield turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain said the width of the road in front of Betty Olsen's property is at the maximum
width. He said no additional right-of-way is required on the north side of her property.
Mr. Despain recommended that the annexation go forward to the City Council and that no
annexation agreement is required.

Councilman Hampton moved to recommend to the City Council approval of the Betty
Olsen Annexation at 840 East 50 South and that no annexation agreement is required. Mr.
Hansen 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. Hansen, Councilman Hampton, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr.
Fleming, and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE AJM
ANNEXATION AT 475 EAST 620 SOUTH

Mr. Hansen noted that Councilman Taylor is still working to solve the problems involved
with the AJM Annexation and moved to defer action on the AJM Annexation at 475 East
620 South. Councilwoman Belmont seconded motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilman Hampton, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr.
Fleming, and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT EXHIBITS FOR THE
CALDER BROTHERS ANNEXATION AT 800 WEST SOUTH FRONTAGE ROAD
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He said that the Planning Commission approved the
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Calder Brothers annexation, but the outstanding issue was relative to the attachments to the
annexation documentation.
Mr. Despain stated that at the last Planning Commission Meeting Mr. Hansen moved approval of
the annexation subject to the delivery of the outstanding exhibits. He said that he has the exhibits,
but the question is whether the Planning Commission is content with the exhibits. Mr. Despain
stated that he did not receive the exhibits until almost 5:00 p.m. today. He said that the
applicant has provided a cross section, but it is not the cross section that he and Chairman
Hadfield discussed. Mr. Despain said the proposed cross section is a 42-foot cross section. Mr.
Despain suggested that the Planning Commission instruct that the Calder Brothers Annexation go
to the technical review meeting on Monday.

Mr. Georgeson moved that the Calder Brothers Annexation go to the technical review
committee. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilman Hampton, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr.
Fleming, and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
A PROGRESS REPORT ON THE SIGN ORDINANCE REVIEW BY BEAR WEST
ASSOCIATES
Chairman Hadfield stated that Rulon Dutson is at Box Elder County tonight and could not make
it tonight. He pointed out that Mr. Dutson has reviewed many sign ordinances and is preparing a
matrix to compare all the sign ordinances. Chairman Hadfield said Mr. Dutson would like to meet
with the Planning Commission and City Council to make a presentation on the sign ordinance.
Chairman Hadfield stated that Mr. Dutson could meet with the Planning Commission and City
Council on Saturday, July 11, 1998. The Planning Commission decided that July 11, 1998 at 8:00
a.m. would work for a joint work session with the City Council to discuss the sign ordinance.
CONTINUING DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON THE LAND USE ELEJ\tfENT OF THE
GENERAL PLAN
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the Planning Commission has looked at many density scenarios to
determine what the density should be. He pointed out that it is hard to get much open space with
three units per acre. Mr. Despain presented Trial #3 to the Planning Commission.
Chairman Hadfield said that he likes the way that 1Oth West is shown on Trial #3 . He said that he
likes the collector roads that Mr. Despain has drawn on Trial #3.

11

Mr. Georgeson stated that if the philosophy of the General Plan is decreasing density as it moves
into the city limits, then he asked how they are to explain what has been done in the north part of
town. Mr. Despain said the land use category to the north is 0 to3 units.

Councilman Hampton asked if 0 to 2 units promotes the urban sprawl concern. Mr. Despain
said 0 to 2 units facilitates urban sprawl, if the development is developed in lh acre lots.
Councilman Belmont said she wants to think about Trial #3 .
Mr. Fleming asked if the Planning Commission still holds to the belief that the area to the south of
I-15 should be less densely populated than the area to the north of I-15 . He raised the issue of
whether the City Council will be willing to pay for providing the infrastructure to support four
dwellings units per acre, if the Planning Commission does not hold to the belief that the area to
the south of I-15 should be less densely populated. Mr. Fleming asked if the City wants to go
with less density because of the physical limitations of the property. He said that they have to
decide what the density will be.
Mr. Despain said that water rights is going to be an issue that is going to have to be dealt with in
regards to the development of the property south of I -15. Chairman Hadfield said drainage is
another issue.

Chairman Hadfield said he will put discussion of the land use element of the General Plan on the
next Planning Commission agenda.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Despain had nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Councilwoman Belmont reminded the Planning Commission that the trails presentation is on June
23, 1998 at 6:30p.m. and invited all to attend. She asked about the landscaping plan for 500
East. She asked if the City is planning on doing a landscaping plan for 500 East. Chairman
Hadfield said UDOT's improvement plan for 500 East only includes re-seeding. He said he is not
aware of the city doing any landscaping plan on 500 East, unless the Beautification Committee
has something planned. Councilwoman Belmont said that the Beautification Committee is
working on a landscaping plan.
Mr. Fleming said that it does not cost that much money to have someone do the design for the
landscaping on 500 East. He said that the Planning Commission should ask the City Council to
appropriate some money to hire someone to come up with a landscaping plan for 500 East.
Councilwoman Belmont said she will ask the City Council at the next meeting to appropriate
some money for a landscaping plan on 500 East.
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Mr. Fleming reported that he went to the Envision Utah Meeting and was disappointed in the
. meeting. He felt like the meeting was a sell job for increasing density.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE MAY 20: 1998: MINUTES

Councilman Hampton moved approval of the May 20, 1998, Minutes with the following
correction:
At the bottom of Page 9 where it reads "would had two separate parcels" should be
changed to would have two separate parcels.
Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilman Hampton, Councilwoman Belmont, and Mr.
Fleming. Mr. Georgeson abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE JUNE 3: 1998: MINUTES
Mr. Hansen noted that on Page 1 under review and action on the final plan for the Searle
Subdivision Plat E he made a motion to approve the Searle Subdivision, but there is no second in
the minutes. Mr. Hansen directed Melanie to listen to the tapes and add to the minutes who
seconded the motion. After checking the tape, it was determined that Councilman Hampton
seconded the motion.
Councilman Hampton noted that in the middle of Page 2, where it reads "needed to taken" should
be changed to "needed to be taken."

Councilman Hampton moved approval of the June 3, 1998, Planning Commission Minutes
with the above noted corrections. Councilwoman Belmont seconded the motion. Those
voting aye: Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr. Hansen, and Chairman
Hadfield. Mr. Fleming and Mr. Georgeson abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Fleming moved to adjourn at 10:20 p.m. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion. All
voted in favor.
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Melanie Marsh
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
AMENDED-JULY 1, 1998
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on July 1, 1998, 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 a revised commercial site plan for
Hollywood Square, a commercial Planned Unit Development at 458
East State Road.
Review and action on the annexation agreement for the AJM
Annexation at 475 East 620 South.
Review and action on the annexation agreement exhibits for the
Calder Brothers Annexation at 800 West South Frontage Road.
Review and action on an amended site plan for the Gene Harvey
Chevrolet automobile rental building located at 590 East 200
South.
Discussion regarding accessory apartments in single-family
dwellings.
Continuing discussion and action on Land Use Element of the
General Plan.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the approval of the June 17, 19 9 8,
minutes.
Adjournment.

na_ted this 25 day of June, 1998.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JULY 1, 1998
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on July 1, 1998, 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 annexation agreement for the AJM
Annexation at 475 East 620 South.
Review and action on the annexation agreement exhibits for the
Calder Brothers Annexation at 800 West South Frontage Road.
Review and action on an amended site plan for the Gene Harvey
Chevrolet automobile rental building located at 590 East 200
South.
Discussion regarding accessory apartments in single-family
dwellings.
Continuing discussion and action on Land Use Element of the
General Plan.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the approval of the June 17, 1998,
minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 23 day of June, 1998.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
JULy 1, 1998
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on July 1, 1998, in the City
Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Councilwoman Juel Belmont, Councilman
Don Hampton, Pat Fleming, Michael Georgeson, Chairman J.H. Hadfield, Keith Richan and
James Hansen. Staff present included Howard Denney, Rod Despain, and Melanie Marsh.
Others present included Steve Larson, Ed Mueller, Ron Harvey, David Peterson, Erica Powell
and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR HOLLYWOOD
SQUARE: A COMMERCIAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT AT 458 EAST STATE
ROAD
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Steve Larson.
Mr. Larson stated that he has now arranged to have the cross-easement with Parker's Drive-Inn.

Mr. Denney said that both accesses onto 500 East and State Street require UDOT's approval. He
said that there needs to be some ability in the future to have cross easements with Arby' s.
Councilman Hampton asked about the easement with Parker's. Mr. Larson explained that the
cross-easement issue with Parker's Drive-Inn was solved by default because the cross-easement
was already recorded when Golden Corral was developed.
Chairman Hadfield asked how Mr. Peterson determined that 157 parking spaces would be needed
for the proposed development.
Mr. Peterson said the number of parking spaces is based on the number of square footage divided
by 200 .
Chairman Hadfield said he is not sure that the proposed number of parking spaces are sufficient.
He said some tweaking may need to be done with the parking spaces.
Mr. Despain said the south west corner of Carl' s Jr is an awkward turn in relationship to the
parking.

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the south west corner of Carl's Jr. is where the people go
through the drive-up and turn the corner.
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Mr. Despain asked if there is room for cars to get by if they do not want to place an order. He
said if cars are parked in the parking space, the people should not have to wait for the people in
the drive-up to move in order to get out of their parking space.
Mr. Fleming expressed concern about whether the parking adjacent to 200 South is feasible. He
said that if they have stacking for the drive-up window, the cars parked adjacent to 200 South will
be pinned in. Mr. Fleming said either they have to move the drive-up window somewhere else or
do something different with the parking.

Mr. Peterson said that maybe they can put in some parallel parking adjacent to 200 South and
loose some parking spaces.
Chairman Hadfield cautioned Mr. Peterson to make sure that the radius of the turns meet ASHTO
standards.
Councilwoman Belmont asked about the size of the street lights. Mr. Larson said the lights will
meet the architecture. Mr. Peterson pointed out that the lights have been moved in more to the
interior of the project so there are not a lot of street lights on 200 South.
Mr. Georgeson expressed concern about the honeysuckle vine on the fence. He said that he is
aware of a chainlink fence that had some type of vine on it and the vine grew so thick that it
collapsed the fence.
Mr. Fleming asked about doing a cross-easement between Arby' s and the proposed development.
He suggested having a cross-easement on the north side of the Hollywood Video to try to get
some movement off of State Street. Councilman Hampton said Hollywood Video and Arby' s
would benefit with the cross-easement. Mr. Larson said Hollywood Video has expressed concern
about having cross traffic. Mr. Fleming said it is worth exploring the cross easement with
Hollywood Video.
Mr. Larson said the flow of Arby's traffic is one-way where Arby's drive-thru is located and there
will be a problem if more traffic is introduced in that area. He pointed out that when he first
talked to Arby' s, they wanted to have access in the rear. Mr. Larson said that if Arby' s were to
have access in the rear that would disturb his plans.
Councilwoman Belmont asked Mr. Larson to think about a different name for the proposed
development.
Mr. Fleming asked what is happening with the 500 East landscape plan. Councilwoman Belmont
said she asked the City Council to consider funding for a landscape plan on 500 East and asked
that discussion of a landscape plan be added to the July 14, 1998, City Council Agenda.
Mr. Fleming said one of the subject to's of the approval of the proposed development should be
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subject to the landscape plan on 500 East.
Chairman Hadfield said it was noted at the last planning commission meeting that Sam Huggard
needed to sign the zone change application.
Mr. Larson stated that Mr. Huggard has now signed the zone change application.

Mr. Fleming moved to approve the revised commercial site plan for Hollywood Square, a
commercial planned unit development at 458 East State Road and recommended that the
City Council accept the site plan subject to (1) re-working of the parking and drive-thru
lane on the south side of Carl's Jr. and 5-Buck Pizza (2) developer agreeing to incorporate
the elements of the landscape master plan for 500 East (3) city engineer reviewing the
adequacy of parking and (4)1abeling the cross-easement on the site plan.
Councilman Hampton seconded the motion.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the plan is proposing four pole signs and one monument sign, which
is part of the Planning Commission's approval. He also pointed out that the plan provides for
landscaping on the rear of Hollywood Video and retail shop 1.

Councilwoman Belmont asked that the applicant consider another name for the project.

Mr. Fleming amended his motion to include that the Planning Commission encourages the
developer to choose a different name that has some value to American Fork City.
Councilman Hampton seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr.
Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE AJM
ANNEXATION AT 475 EAST 620 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Denney.
Mr. Denney recommended that the Planning Commission hold any action on the AJM Annexation
until negotiations are finished. He said that they are still in negotiations to try to get the
easements. Mr. Denney said that they have solved the issue with the purchase of the property for
the signal on 620 South 500 East.
Councilman Hampton asked if Councilman Taylor has finished his negotiations. Mr. Denney said
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that Councilman Taylor has not finished negotiations because he has been difficult to reach.

Councilman Hampton moved to defer action on the annexation agreement for the AJM
Annexation at 475 East 620 South. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr.
Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT EXHIBITS FOR THE
CALDER BROTHERS ANNEXATION AT 800 WEST FRONTAGE ROAD
Chairman Hadfied introduced this item.
Mr. Denney said the concept rendering of the 12-inch water line and sewer line are very close in
proximity and there needs to be at least a 10-foot separation between them.
Mr. Denney stated that the applicant needs to show the road the full extent of the property and
indicate it is a temporary turn-around.

Mr. Denney also expressed concern about the fencing treatment around the yard. Ed Mueller, the
applicant, said the yard will all be fenced . Mr. Denney said the height of the fence should be
indicated on the plan.
Mr. Denney said the cross-section of the road on Section XX, should indicate that the sidewalk
proposed is to be on a public sidewalk easement. He said it should also address on the plan who
will be maintaining the sidewalk.
Mr. Denney said there needs to be a couple feet between the curb & gutter and UDOT' s fence
that is located near the freeway for construction to take place.
Chairman Hadfield asked about the road dedication.
Mr. Despain suggested that they add the sidewalk easement as part of the road dedication and
make it one deed.
Mr. Despain said there are three issues (1) the dedication of the road at 62 feet (2) the adjacent
easement to the sidewalk and (3)the off-site waterline easement across the Jone's property.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the applicant is still planning to raise the level of the ground because
the ground is so low. Mr. Mueller said that he is planning to raise the ground. Mr. Fleming
cautioned the applicant to be careful when he raises the level of ground so that he can hit the
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sewer. He said that they do not want lift stations.

Mr. Hansen moved approval of the annexation agreement exhibits subject to (1) labeling
the temporary turn around (2) identify type and location of fence (3) sidewalk easements on
private property behind the curb (4) landscaping between curb and UDOT fence. He said
the curb can't be up against the fence. He said there has to be room to put the forms. (5)
dedication of the road and the easements for the waterline traveling to the south and east
and (6) deeding of road easements for waterline the full length of the property. Mr.
Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilman Hampton, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr.
Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED SITE PLAN FOR THE GENE HARVEY
CHEVROLET AUTOMOBILE RENTAL BUILDING LOCATED AT 590 EAST 200 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He said that the amended site plan is very primitive.
Ron Harvey, the applicant, said that he has been trying to get a hold of Charles LeBaron to get a
better site plan, but has not been able to reach him.
Mr. Denney asked Mr. Harvey to explain what is proposed on the amended site plan.
After Mr. Harvey explained a little about how the proposed automobile rental building will
function, the Planning Commission did not feel comfortable with the proposed amended site plan.
Mr. Despain explained that the amended site plan is an administrative site plan and said that it
does not go to the City Council. He pointed out that the property for the proposed building is in
the GC-1 Zone. Mr. Despain stated that the proposal is to have the building setback 15 feet from
the property line. He stated that the setback requirement in the GC-1 Zone is to be 3 0 feet back
from the property line.
Chairman Hadfield stated that there are a lot things that still need to be worked out on the
amended site plan before the Planning Commission can approve it.
Mr. Despain pointed out that when the site plan was first approved, the setback was not an issue.
He said since the plan was approved, Mr. Harvey has re-looked at the site plan and decided that
was not the best plan.
Chairman Hadfield asked Ron Harvey to re-work the site plan and he will put this item back on
the agenda for the July 15, 1998, Planning Commission Meeting.
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Mr. Fleming moved to table the amended site plan for the Gene Harvey Chevrolet
automobile rental building located at 590 East 200 South. Mr. Richan seconded the
motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr.
Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
OTHER BUSINESS
Councilwoman Belmont said that Erica Powell is here tonight because she has some concerns
about what is happening with the Pacific Cove Project, which is adjacent to her property. She
stated that Mrs. Powell is concerned about the Pacific Cove Project because some promises were
made at the Planning Commission Meetings and those promises are not being kept.
Mr. Denney said that the city is aware of the problems that are happening with the Pacific Cove
Project. He pointed out that the city has served a red tag to let the developer know that they are
in violation of the occupancy permit. Mr. Denney explained that the developer is charged $30 a
day until the problems are corrected.
Chairman Hadfield explained that the issue with regards to Pacific Cove is enforcement. He
explained that the Planning Commission Members are just citizens and are not enforcement
officers. He stated that Mrs. Powell really should be talking to Ron Morrill, who is the Chief
Building Official.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the issue is that the developer cut into the city street to install
the sewer line and the waterline and have never put in the asphalt.
Mr. Richan pointed out that the title company that insured the closing should be worried because
they allowed a closing on a home that should not have been closed on. He suggested that Mrs.
Powell try to contact the title company.
Chairman Hadfield said that a number of things are in violation with Pacific Cove including the
title company that allowed the closing on a home, which was not salable by state standards.
DISCUSSION REGARDING ACCESSORY APARTMENTS IN SINGLE-FAMILY
DWELLINGS
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain pointed out that he has given each Planning Commission Member a copy of Provo
City' s provisions relating to accessory apartments. He stated that the reason he is discussing
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accessory apartments in single-family homes is because Mr. Scholes of Block 2 came to him and
asked him about accessory apartments in single-family dwellings. Mr. Despain said that an
inventory was done on the number of multiple units in Block 2 and it was discovered that there
are three to five multiple units on Block 2. He said that he told Mr. Scholes that they discovered
that there are three to five multiple units on Block 2. Mr. Despain said that Mr. Scholes felt like
there were more than three to five multiple units on Block 2, so he did an inventory and he
discovered that there are 12 multiple units on Block 2. Mr. Despain said that he gets 2 to 3 calls
a week regarding accessory apartments in single-family zones.
Mr. Despain said there is a problem with accessory apartments in American Fork and the city
needs to decide what it is going to do about. He said there are several issues that need to be
considered when deciding what to do about accessory apartments. He raised the question of
whether there should be two charges for utilities when there is an accessory apartment. Mr.
Despain asked if the impact fees should be modified to reflect the impact that will come with
accessory apartments.
Mr. Despain pointed out that as long as the people occupying the accessory apartment are
relatives, there is not any violation of the law.
Councilman Hampton said that family members should be entitled to have their relatives living in
an accessory apartment, but he said that the city should enforce things that are not appropriate.
He suggested that the discussion of accessory apartments should be brought up in the joint work
session that will be held on July 11, 1998.
Mr. Despain said that possibly accessory apartments could be one element that helps meet the
affordable housing element in the general plan.
Mr. Richan recommended that the city select two other blocks to get an even better idea of what
the problem is with accessory apartments and present what it finds to the City Council. He agreed
with Councilman Hampton that the City Council needs to discuss the accessory apartment issue
before the Planning Commission does anything.
Mr. Despain suggested that the Planing Commission put the accessory apartment issue on the July
11, 1998, Joint Work Session Agenda. He asked Councilman Hampton if the neighborhood
committees could be involved with discussions on accessory apartments.
The Planning Commission decided to put discussion of accessory apartments on the July 11 ,
1998, Joint Work Session Agenda.
CONTINUING DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON LAND USE ELEMENT OF THE
GENERAL PLAN
Chairman Hadfield said that Horrocks is progressing well with the sewer and water element of the
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General Plan. He reported that Horrocks has done some preliminary studies on the transportation
element. Chairman Hadfield said the city needs to work on the drainage element of the General
Plan.
Mr. Despain stated that Trial #3 attempts to further define the density categories. He said that the
Planning Commission needs to come up with a map that defines the land use element of the
General Plan sooner or later.

Councilman Hampton said that the Planning Commission should recommend Trial #3 to the City
Council and start going through the public hearing process. He said that they can all have a
different opinion of what the density should be and could spend a lot more time discussing what
the densities should be, but he thinks that once they start the public hearing process that is what
will refine Trial #3 and help to determine what the densities should be.
Mr. Fleming said that Envision Utah is promoting that the responsible thing to do is to have
higher density.
Mr. Georgeson asked about the area that is proposed to be the Planned Industrial Zone. He
asked if there really is enough demand to designate that much area for planned industrial
development.

Mr. Despain asked if the Planning Commission is willing to recommend Trial #3 to the City
Council as an appropriate land use density scenario.
Mr. Richan said that the Planning Commission needs to know what Horrocks has found and will
recommend to the city.
Councilman Hampton moved to incorporate the final recommendations of Horrocks based
on the studies that they are doing and make sure that Trial #3 is compatible with Horrock's
findings and if Trial #3 is compatible, then they should recommend Trial #3 to the City
Council. Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Mr. Despain pointed out that what is proposed in Trial #3 is considerably more dense than what
woula oea llowed underthe city's current General Plan.
Mr. Georgeson said he would like to know more about the soil situation in the area and he would
also like to know more about affordable housing. He said it would also be helpful to know what
adjacent communities are planning to do. Mr. Georgeson said he would like to have additional
information before he makes a recommendation to the City Council,

Chairman Hadfield expressed concern about where the line should be drawn for the green belt
along the American Fork River.

)
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Mr. Georgeson said that he agrees with the overall density that is proposed in Trial #3 , but he
would still like to discuss it further.
Chairman Hadfield said that he will put discussion of the land use element of the General Plan on
the agenda again and they will discuss two other areas. He said that now that the sewer line is
going up Mitchell Hollow and American Fork's 900 West up to 1500 North, there is now great
potential in the north west quadrant of the city. He said that the city also needs to resolve the
area with Cedar Hills.
Councilman Hampton withdrew his motion.

SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Denney had nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
James Hansen said that he received the letter from Teri Nelson on the fence ordinance. He said
that when he was on the City Council they had many discussion on the fence ordinance.
Mr. Hansen said when he sat on the Board of Adjustments, he saw many people requesting that
the side distances be changed and it was always determined to leave the side distances alone. He
said that the side distance should be left alone. He said that he is aware of many places where
there are fences on a corner and there is a lot of potential danger of people getting hurt .

Councilman Hampton stated that in Russ Miller's situation, putting up a fence would not
endanger anyone.
Mr. Georgeson said that if there are areas where the side distance could be changed without
jeopardizing safety, that should be looked at.
Mr. Despain said that those who live on corner lots end up with a smaller usable rear than those
who live on interior lots. He said that maybe the lot standards are too small. Mr. Despain said
that maybe the corner lots in an R1-9000 Zone should be 110 feet wide, instead of 90 feet wide.
Councilwoman Belmont asked if schools are exempt from the sign ordinance. She asked how
Forbes was able to put up a pylon sign.
Mr. Despain said Forbes Elementary School came to the city to request a sign. He said that there
are provisions in the sign ordinance that allow certain signs without a permit. He explained that
the sign at Forbes is an institutional identification sign, which does not require a permit.
Chairman Hadfield explained that Forbes was given permission to put a sign up, but they did not
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put it where they were given permission.
Mr. Richan said that the new road that comes down from the cemetery on 700 North to 100 West
has weeds that have grown up and it is hard to see traffic coming. He said that if someone is
coming north on 350 West 750 North, it is hard to see for the plums and someone is going to get
hurt.
Chairman Hadfield said that they are trying to get curb and gutter installed on 350 West 750
North and that will get rid of the plums and the Black Willow Tree.
Mr. Georgeson asked if a date has been decided on for the Planning Commission party.
Chairman Hadfield said he will have two dates for the Planning Commission to decide between at
the next Planning Commission Meeting.
Mr. Fleming said that he received a post card from Envision Utah that they are holding a second
series of meetings. He said that there will be a meeting on July 16, 1998 in the Lindon Center.
He said that they need to get a number of people from American Fork to go to the meeting on
July 16, 1998.
Mr. Fleming asked Melanie to RSVP for four or five member of the Planning Commission for the
meeting on July 16, 1998. Chairman Hadfield said that he will poll the staff and work with
Melanie to RSVP for the meeting sponsored by Envision Utah.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the Planning Commission will meet in the Alpine School District
Board Room for its regular meeting, instead of at City Hall so that they do not have to compete
with the Steel Days Street Dance that will be held that same night.
Chairman Hadfield reminded the Planning Commission that there will be a joint work session on
July 11 , 1998 at 8:00a.m. He said that Rulon Dutson sent him a letter reporting that his firm has
been putting together a matrix that compares the different cities sign ordinances. Chairman
Hadfield said that Mr. Dutson also sent a questionnaire that he would like staff and members of
the Planning Commission to fill out and mail back to him before July 9, 1998 .
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE JUNE

17~ 1998~

MINUTES

Councilman Hampton moved approval of the June 17, 1998, Minutes with the following
corrections:
On Page 1, Line 34 "Councilwoman Hampton" should be changed to "Councilman
Hampton". On Page 5, Line 25 "maybe" should be changed to "may be." On Page 7, Line
21 "AMERICAN FOR" should be changed to "AMERICAN FORK." On Page 8, Line 35
"talked about" should be changed to "they talked about. On Page 12, Line 41 "Vision of
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Utah" should be changed to "Envision Utah." On Page 13, Line 19 "After checking the
tape, it was determined that "Councilman Hampton seconded the motion" should be
added. On Page 13 need to be taken should be changed to "needed to be taken." On Page
8, Lines 33-42 and on Page 9, Lines 1-10 should be changed to read as follows:
Mr. Despain said that there are three separate agreements for the Merrill Annexation, one
each dealing with the Merrill, Woodrose, and Bryant Parcels. He said that at the last
Planning Commission Meeting, they talked about the need for adequate width on 1000
West. He said one item that has now been added to the proposed Merrill Parcel Agreement
is the necessity that no development could occur on the Merrill Parcel until such time as
adequate water for both culinary and fire purposes is in place.
Mr. Despain stated that the City is to notify UDOT that the park and ride adjacent to the
Merrill Parcel could be expanded, but that the City is not insisting that the land be deeded
to the City and dedicated for a park and ride.
Mr. Despain said that with regard to the Bryant and the Woodrose Parcels, the issues are
pretty much the same as with the Merrill Parcel. No development can occur until the water
is extended to the property. He said the current use of the Bryant Parcel (Auto Wrecking
Yard) is a non-conforming use and would be allowed to continue as a non-conforming use,
but any change to another use will require extension of the water system. He said that the
Bryant Parcel also has a non-conforming sign and that the sign would not be eligible for
expansion into a non-accessory sign or billboard location. Mr. Despain said that the
agreement also provides for the deeds of additional right-of-way from both Bryant and
Wood rose in order to make the Main Street and 1Oth West right-of-way sufficient for
future widening.
Chairman Hadfield said Mr. Denney felt like Main Street, west of the freeway should have
the same cross-section as Main Street in the vicinity of Doug Smith's Autoplex and Cyprus
Park.
Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr.
Fleming, and Mr. Georgeson. Mr. Richan abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
Councilwoman Belmont thanked Mr. Fleming and Mr. Georgeson for coming to the City Council
meeting on June 23 , 1998 for the trails presentation.
ADJOURNMENT
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Mr. Hansen moved to adjourn. Councilwoman Belmont seconded the motion. All voted in
favor. The meeting adjourned at 10:05 p.m.

lfj~ Melanie Marsh
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JULY 15, 1998
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on July 15, 1998, in the
Alpine School District Administration Board Room, 575 North 100
East, 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.

Review and action on the annexation agreement for the AJM
Annexation at 475 East 620 South.
Review and action on Merrill Motors, a commercial site plan
located at 267 East Main Street.
Review and action on a road dedication plat for North Pointe
Business Park to be located at 630 East 1100 South.
(Bromley
Egg Farm)
Review and action on the sign ordinance as directed by the
City Council.
Discussion and action regarding accessory apartments in single
family dwellings.
Review and action on elements of the General Plan.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the approval of the July 1, 1998,
minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 7 day of July, 1998.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
JULy 15, 1998
REGULAR SESSION
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The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on July 15, 1998, in the
Alpine School District Administration Board Room, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present
included Councilwoman Juel Belmont, Councilman Don Hampton, Pat Fleming, Michael
Georgeson, Chairman J.H. Hadfield, Keith Richan, and James Hansen. Staff present included
Howard Denney, Rod Despain, Kevin Bennett, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included
Steve Sowby, Mark Greenwood, Reed Bromley, Jack Angus, and Barbara Christiansen, a
member of the press.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREE11ENT FOR THE AJM
ANNEXATION AT 475 EAST 620 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Councilman Hampton to
update the Planning Commission.
Councilman Hampton reported that the City Council approved the agreement that Kevin Bennett
prepared. He explained that the City Council gave Mr. Bennett some latitude to make some
changes to the agreement because the City had not yet heard back from the representatives for
AJM. Councilman Hampton asked Mr. Bennett if anything has happened since the City Council
Meeting last night.
Mr. Bennett said today a check was cut for $100 to send to AJM. He said that he prepared a
cover letter to send to AJM and updated the offer that was approved at the City Council Meeting
last night. Mr. Bennett said that he sent a copy of the letter and the updated offer to the AJM
representatives to let them know what the City's position is. He said the easements still need to
be worked out. Mr. Bennett said that he told Mr. Liebelt that he needs to have the agreement
back to him by July 21, 1998.
Councilman Hampton asked if Mr. Bennett made any changes to the agreement that the City
Council approved last night.
Mr. Bennett said that he changed the date from July 14, 1998 to July 15, 1998. He said he has
now indicated in the agreement that it is an approved offer from the City Council and is not
subject to any future action.
Mr. Bennett recommended that the Planning Commission not take any action on the proposed
annexation agreement for the AJM Annexation at this time.
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Councilman Hampton moved to table the annexation agreement for the AJM Annexation
at 475 East 620 South. Councilwoman Belmont seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, Mr.
Richan, and Councilman Hampton. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON MERRILL MOTORS; A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN
LOCATED AT 267 EAST MAIN
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Steve Sowby.
Steve Sowby said Bill Merrill plans to put a used car lot at 267 East Main, which involves two
parcels of property. He said the proposed commercial site plan shows the proper extension of all
the utilities to and through the property, including water and sewer laterals to the rear of the
properties. Mr. Sowby said he is asking for commercial site plan approval. He pointed out that he
has been to the technical review meeting and has made all the changes that were requested.
Mr. Denney said the future office area treatment is gravel and he recommended that a hard
surface or landscaping be put in so that there is no dust.
Mr. Denney said there is a problem with the relocation of the fence note on the plat because the
fence is not owned by the City. He said that where the existing fence is located is Utah Power &
Light's driveway. Mr. Denney said that he does not think the fence can be modified, unless Mr.
Sowby gets permission from Utah Power & Light to relocate the fence .
*Rod Despain arrived.
Chairman Hadfield said that it needs to be clearly understood that approval of the proposed
commercial site plan excludes approval of the future garage and future office. He said the future
office and future garage will stand on their own.
Councilwoman Belmont asked if this location is really the appropriate place for a used car lot.
She expressed concern about the lights from the used car lot and traffic affecting the residential
neighborhood.

Mr. Despain stated that the property is located in the Central Commercial Zone, which allows
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used car lots.
Mr. Despain pointed out that there will be a monument sign in the front, but it will be a low
profile sign.
Mr. Georgeson asked if the exit on the east side of the house is a basement exit. Mr. Sowby said
the exit on the east side of the house was the side exit to the main floor. Mr. Georgeson asked if
there are still two exits to the building. Councilman Hampton said there are still two exits. He
said there is an exit on the south and one on the west. Mr. Despain pointed out that at the present
time, the w est entrance is actually the dominate entrance.

Councilman Hampton moved approval of the Merrill Motors Commercial Site Plan located
at 267 East Main Street subject to (1) the future garage and future office on the north end
of the parcel need to be modified to meet the ordinance (2) Utah Power & Light needs to be
contacted regarding the fence (3) a hard surface or landscaping needs to be put in where
the gravel is located in the future office area and (4) the future office and future garage
need to come in on their own site plans. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
Mr. Denney expressed some concern about the proposed monument sign being located in the alley
way. He said he hopes the monument sign will not be sight obscuring. Mr. Denney said that if
the monument sign is kept at the size that is proposed, it will be ok. Mr. Despain pointed out that
the monument sign can be as large as 60 square feet.
After some discussion about the proposed monument sign, Mr. Georgeson said it is a mistake to
limit thinking to present day. He expressed concern about the use changing from a used car lot
to a retail use. Mr. Fleming said that there are several car lengths of stacking before cars get into
the travel way. He said that if the use is changed to retail, the Planning Commission can re-look
at the monument sign at that time.
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Councilwoman Belmont wanted to make sure that the lights are not too tall and are not going to
be obtrusive to the neighbors.
Mr. Sowby stated that the lights will not be more than 20 feet high.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr.
Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Despain said that it is his understanding that one of two things can happen with the area that
is currently gravel. He said that the applicant can either landscape or pave the area that is gravel.
Chairman Hadfield said that Mr. Despain is correct in that the applicant can choose whether to
landscape or pave the area that is gravel.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ROAD DEDICATION PLAT FOR NORTH POINTE
BUSINESS PARK TO BE LOCATED AT 630 EAST 1100 SOUTH (BROMLEY EGG FARM)
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mark Greenwood.

6

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

Mark Greenwood, engineer for North Pointe Business Park, said that prior to bringing in potential
users or a site plan; they would like to place infrastructure and dedicate the necessary city streets.
Mr. Denney said the applicant has submitted a street dedication plat. He said the purpose of the
street dedication plat is to get the roads that are shown on the plat in the ownership of the public
and to dedicate the two utility easements to the public. Mr. Denney said that in the ownership
dedication there needs to be reference to both the public utility easements and the pedestrian
easements. He said the ownership dedication still needs to be modified.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the easements can be put in a separate document.
Mr. Denney said the easements can be put in a separate document.
Mr. Greenwood said that they are thinking about pulling the pedestrian sidewalks out away from
the road slightly. He said they are also thinking about creating some berming along with a
meandering walk.
Mr. Denney said that they will need the plats and deeds done at the same time, otherwise the
property will be landlocked. He said that they will need the descriptions of the easements in some
type of document form so that the descriptions of the easements can be recorded along with the
plat.

Mr. Despain suggested that there be some thought to common landscaping, especially if there is
some intent to acquire EDA funding to help reimburse the peripheral landscaping.
Jack Angus said that they intend to put 25 feet of landscape around all the frontage through the
whole park with large caliper trees. He said that when someone buys a lot all the landscape will
be done. Mr. Angus said the association will maintain and control the landscaping.
Mr. Denney said ifEDA funds are to be used for the landscaping, an easement over the landscape
area will be required.
Mr. Georgeson asked why there is a cul-de-sac on the east side.
Mr. Despain pointed out that Barnes Bullets is to the east of the proposed development. He said
it is the intent that the Bromley Frontage Road will be abandoned. He said in order to provide
access to Barnes Bullets and other businesses that may come in, the cul-de-sac on the east side is
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necessary.
Chairman Hadfield said the proposed plat has been shown to Lindon City' s mayor and planner
and they concur that the proposed plat is good. He said that at some point when Lindon City has
its own road net in place, the cul-de-sac will be completed.
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Councilman Hampton moved approval of the road dedication plat for North Pointe
Business Park to be located at 630 East 1100 South (Bromley Egg Farm) with the
modification of the owner's dedication and some of the easements. Mr. Hansen seconded
the motion.
Councilwoman Belmont said that if the Bromley frontage road is going to be abandoned, it would
be nice to have one of the roads in the business park named after the Bromley' s.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr.
Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and Keith Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Richan said that he does not really understand what the RDA is. He said that he gets upset
with any kind of welfare projects that go to wealthy people. Mr. Richan said that he needs some
education on what the RDA is.
Mr. Despain said he would be happy to explain what the RDA is.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE SIGN ORDINANCE AS DIRECTED BY THE CITY
COUNCIL
Chairman Hadfield said there was a joint work session on July 11 , 1998, but there was no
direction given by the City Council to re-work the sign ordinance. He said the Planning
Commission will wait for some direction from the City Council before it begins re-working the
sign ordinance.
DISCUSSION AND ACTION REGARDING ACCESSORY APARTMENTS IN SINGLE
FAMILYDWELLINGS
Chairman Hadfield said that after the joint work session on July 11, 1998, the Mayor and City
Council did not give the Planning Commission any direction on accessory apartments in single
family dwellings so the Planning Commission will not take any action on this item tonight.
Councilman Hampton said that he would talk to Mayor Barratt about accessory apartments in
single-family dwellings to see if he could get any direction.
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Chairman Hadfield raised the question of whether accessory apartments in single-family dwellings
is really a city wide problem. He suggested that the neighborhood councils could begin
addressing the issue of accessory apartments in single-family dwellings.
Mr. Fleming said the Mayor and City Council need to be careful of how they staff the
neighborhood councils because with little or no training, the neighborhood councils may come up
with some ideas regarding accessory apartments and their ideas might be shot down. He is
concerned that if the neighborhood councils ideas regarding accessory apartments are shot down,
they may feel like their power has been taken away.
Councilwoman Belmont said the feeling that she got from the nine neighborhood council
committee members is that the current ordinance regarding accessory apartments should be
enforced.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON ELEMENTS OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Chairman Hadfield said Horrocks Engineers has portions of the General Plan ready to come back
for the Planning Commission to review.
Chairman Hadfield said that in regards to water, they need to look at future wells and springs in
the canyons to talk about what it is going to take to develop future sources. He said a great deal
of effort is going to have to be spent on the transportation element. Chairman Hadfield said that
the General Plan is moving along well .
Chairman Hadfield said that one issue that concerns him with Trial #3 is that there is planned
industrial area and a green belt area adjacent to the American Fork River and residential to the
west of the American Fork River. He said that on another trial that was done, the planned
industrial area was east of 100 East. Chairman Hadfield said the real issue is whether the Planning
Commission is comfortable with how much is commercial, how much is residential, and how
much is planned industrial on Trial #3.
Mr. Richan said he is concerned about the buildability of the ground in the south part of the city.
He said the Planning Commission should be concerned about the land in the south part of the city
so that building permits are not issued on lots that are dangerous.
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Councilman Hampton suggested putting the burden on the developers shoulders with regards to
the buildability of the land in the south part of the city.
Mr. Despain said the ordinances are going to have to have more precise standards and
requirements with regards to carrying capacity so that it is clear that the carrying capacity is still
subject to negotiation based on the extent of the studies that are conducted. He said there is still a
risk involved with determining if the land is suitable for development because the developer could
pay an engineer to conduct the studies and the engineer could make the studies reflect what the
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developer wishes to have happen because the developer is the one paying the bill.
Chairman Hadfield said that the city could hire an independent firm to conduct the studies so that
every developer that wishes to develop in the south part of the city has to have engineering done
by the independent firm that the city hires.
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SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Fleming asked if there has been any talk with Pleasant Grove about American Fork' s 1100
East.
Mr. Denney said that he met with Pleasant Grove City yesterday to discuss participation and the
purchasing of the right-of-way to allow the semaphore on American Fork's 1100 East and State
Street. He explained that with the purchase of the right-of-way, one of the parcels will be
severed so there will be surplus property. He said because there will be surplus property, there
was some discussion about what the city will get.
Mr. Fleming asked if there was any talk about continuing the road to 620 South.
Mr. Denney said that part of the agreement is that 3 90 south and 620 south be able to connect
into the right-of-way. He said there is a proposed agreement between American Fork City and
Pleasant Grove City for a boundary line adjustment, but at the meeting that he attended yesterday
nothing was finalized in regards to the boundary line adjustment. He said that American Fork
City will probably get the south west corner of the intersection down to at least 3 90 South.

Mr. Fleming said that someone needs to take a more statesmanship stance. He said that both
cities need to literally meet in the middle of the road.
Mr. Denney said that Pleasant Grove City's proposal will show more encroachment into
American Fork City.
Mr. Despain pointed out that Pleasant Grove thinks that the Ellery Sager's property should be in
Pleasant Grove.

Mr. Despain said that the city initiated an annexation on the east side of the city, which is called
the Broadstone Annexation. He pointed out that the Broadstone Annexation is the property
south of the Broadstone Development. Mr. Despain said that the Planning Commission will be
looking at the Broadstone Annexation soon.
Mr. Despain said that today he met with Bob Kuhnz, the engineer for Willow Creek
Condominiums. He said Willow Creek Condominiums is located on 41 North 150 North Street.
Mr. Despain said Willow Creek Condominiums was approved subject to three conditions (1)
review of the condominimization documentation (2) adjustments in the parking scheme and (3)
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some overlaps with the adjacent properties.
Mr. Despain said Willow Creek came back with a revised plan today, but he did not think the
revised plan that was brought back met the requirements. Mr. Despain said that they rejected the
proposed plan and told them that they still need to make some changes. Mr Despain said that Mr.
Kuhnz has not provided the record of survey map. He said that Mr. Kuhnz was told that if he
would make the changes to the site plan, provide the record of survey map, and provide the final
condominimization documentation, they would look at the preliminary plan and final plan and
send the whole thing to the City Council.
Mr. Despain showed the landscape plan for Willow Creek. He said that to his knowledge, the
open ditch option is not an option at the present time. Chairman Hadfield said that both
Councilman Hampton and Councilwoman Belmont brought up the issue of having an open water
treatment for some aesthetic value. He said that Mr. Kuhnz may want to make a presentation that
shows an open water treatment.

Councilwoman Belmont said the irrigation company did not care if the ditch was left open, but
she was told that there is a city ordinance that says the ditch must be covered. She said that the
city should re-look at the ordinance that discusses that ditches should be covered.
Chairman Hadfield said that the Planning Commission does not have the right to exempt someone
from complying with the city ordinance.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Richan suggested that they should hire a qualified engineer to rule on whether the ground in
the south part of the city is suitable for building on. He said the developer should be assessed a
fee that could help pay for the cost of the engineer. Chairman Hadfield said that the City may
want to go out to bid and have multiple engineering firms.

Mr. Richan asked what happened with the Fred Meyer project.
Mr. Despain said the Fred Meyer project has been put off for awhile because some of the tenants
in the current Fred Meyer Shopping Center do not want to abandon their agreements.
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Councilwoman Belmont said she heard Fred Meyer is waiting for 1100 East to become a main
artery.
Mr. Richan asked what is going on with the remodeling of some of the LDS Church parking lots.

Mr. Denney said the city has prevented the LDS Church from doing work at the church on 300
North 420 East until they come talk to the city.
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Chairman Hadfield said the city has stopped the LDS Church from working on two churches until
it meets with the city. He explained that the LDS Church was expanding the parking lot for the
church located on 700 North 300 East by taking out open space, but the city has stopped them.
He said the open space is in the ownership of the LDS Church. Chairman Hadfield said the LDS
Church wants to put a fence up between the church and the American Fork High School. He did
not think that the location of the proposed fence was a good idea.
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Chairman Hadfield said that the LDS Church is showing access onto a private street. He asked if
the Planning Commission needs to be concerned with access onto a private street. Chairman
Hadfield asked what the Planning Commission's rights are when talking about two private
entities.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the Planning Commission felt the changes to the site plan were
insignificant changes. The Planning Commission felt like the changes were not insignificant
changes and wanted to have a representative from the LDS Church come to the Planning
Commission meeting on August 5, 1998 to discuss the site plan.
Chairman Hadfield expressed concern with the proposed one-way in and one-way out of the
church parking lot. He said he is concerned that someone may double park and then other cars
will be locked in.
Councilwoman Belmont reported that she has one bid from a landscape company. She said she
has been given a directive by Mayor Barratt to get other bids for the landscaping along 500 East.
She stated that she has a petition from residents along 860 North 525 West who want to see 500
East beautified.
Chairman Hadfield reported that the date for the Planning Commission Summer Party is August
28, 1998. He also reported that American Fork City has four reservations for the Envision Utah
Meeting tomorrow evening at the Lindon City Offices. Chairman Hadfield said Mr. Despain has
volunteered to attend the Envision Utah Meeting. He asked if a couple of the Planning
Commission members could attend the Envision Utah Meeting. Councilwoman Belmont said that
she would attend the Envision Utah Meeting.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE JULY 1. 1998. MINUTES

Mr. Georgeson moved approval of the minutes with the following corrections:
On Page 1, Line 9 Keith Rich an should be added as being present. On Page 2, Line 5
"parking on 200 South" should be changed to "parking adjacent to 200 South." On Page
2, Line 6 "on 200 South" should be changed to "adjacent to 200 South." On Page 2, Line
10 "may be" should be changed to "maybe." On Page 2, Line 10 "on 200 South" should be
changed to "adjacent to 200 South." On Page 2, Line 34 "distrub" should be changed to
"disturb." On Page 2, Line 39 "on 500 East" should be deleted. On Page 4, Line 23 "Ed
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Mueller, the applicant said" should be changed to "Ed Mueller, the applicant, said." On
Page 4, Line 40 "off-set" should be changed to "off-site." On Page 4, Line 42 "becayse"
should be changed to "because." On Page 6, Line 17 "being made" should be changed to
" being kept." On Page 6, Line 37 "sellable" should be changed to "salable." On Page 8,
Line 23 "City Council" should be changed to "Planning Commission." On Page 9, Line 34
" may be" should be changed to "maybe." On Page 10, Line 26 "it's" should be changed to
" its". On Page 10, Line 29 "will a" should be changed to "will be a." On Page 10, Line 31
"citie's" should be changed to "cities'." On Page 10, Line 34 "Belmont" should be changed
to "Hampton." On Page 10, Line 43 "On Page 9, Line 2 where it reads the exception"
should be deleted. On Page 11, Line 2 "After a checking" should be changed to "After
checking." On Page 11, Line 3 quotation marks should be placed in front of where it reads
Councilman Hampton. On Page 11, Line 3 "needed to be taken" should be changed to
"need to be taken."
Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr.
Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
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ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Georgeson moved to adjourn. Mr. Richan seconded the motion. Those voting aye:
Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr. Fleming, Mr.
Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous.
The meeting adjourned at 9:03 p.m.

Melanie Marsh
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
AUGUST 5, 1998
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on August 5, 1998, 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.

The Beautification Committee will address the Planning
Commission regarding possible beautification efforts on 500
Eas t.
Review and action ont he preliminary and final plat of
Dreamfield Plat A,
a one lot subdivision located at
approximately 628 North 100 West.
Review and action on a request for a pylon sign for Alpine
Court Commercial Project at 60 North Grant Avenue.
Review and action on an amended site plan for the 9, 12, &
22nd LDS Ward building located at 673 East 300 North.
Review and action on the Condominium documentation and final
plat for KL Partners American Fork II located at 625 East 700
South.
Review and action on the Condominium documentation and final
plat for KL Partners American Fork III located at 518 & 564
East 300 South.
_
_
_
Review and action on the preliminary plat and commercial site
plan for Timpanogos Valley Professional Plaza located at 10
South 1100 East.
Review and action on the final plat of Willow Creek
Condominiums located at 41 East 150 North.
Review and action on an amended commercial site plan for
Little Things Mean Alot located at 455 East State Road.
Review and action on RKL Properties Plat A Commercial
Development located at 1085 and 1090 East Pacific Drive.
Review and action on the annexation agreement for the AJM
Annexation at 475 East 620 South.
Review and action on a final plat of North Park PUD Plat D at
approximately 675 West 600 North.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the approval of the July 15, 1998,
minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 27 day of July, 1998.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman
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AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
AUGUST 5, 1998
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on August 5, 1998, in
American Fork City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Councilwomen Juel
Belmont, Councilman Don Hampton, Pat Fleming, Michael Georgeson, Chairman J.H. Hadfield,
Keith Richan, and James Hansen. Staff present included Howard Denney, Rod Despain, Kevin
Bennett, and Julie Conder. Others present included Mary Fox, Paul Strong, Mr. & Mrs. Scott
Kettle, Mr. Gary Otterstrom, Mr. Rod Davis, Kevin Kelter, Mike Raymond, Bruce Hall, John
Lundin, Ross McDonald, Mr. Bob Kuhnz, David Triplett and Barbara Christiansen, a member of
the press. Scout troop 17 was also present including Robert Reese and Hank Dowse as leaders
and patrol leader Michael Pulley and 5 other scouts.
THE BEAUTIFICATION COMMITTEE WILL ADDRESS THE PLANNING COMMISSION
REGARDING POSSIBLE BEAUTIFICATION EFFORTS ON 500 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Paul Strong and Mary Fox.
Paul Strong stated that the beautification committee had met yesterday and they wanted to get
some things straightened out. He then asked the commission what is the vision for the
beautification of 5th East? All the way from Circle K to the overpass.
Chairman Hadfield mentioned that there is a vision statement in the general plan. He also stated
that the beautification committee has as much money as the planning commission to work with.
With these beautification issues we tell the developers such as KL partners and McCabe to do the
setbacks and landscaping and so forth. As for the general plan of landscaping along the entire
road they do not have that detailed of a plan, only general terms.
Mr. Strong asked what has been specified on how much land is for the beautification committee
to landscape.
Chairman Hadfield responded that on the east side of the street they have 14 feet behind the curb
and that includes the sidewalk.
Mr. Strong then proceeded to ask if they had discussed whose responsibility it would be to
beautify or landscape that area.
Councilwoman Belmont responded that about three years ago she had asked for beautification on
that street, and had pushed very hard to have something done. Now she went ahead and got
some bids and had one now to show, and will be receiving two more on Tuesday. These
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proposals are from professional landscapers, and what we are looking for is a design not just
everything thrown together.
Mr. Strong asked if this included grass, trees and landscape.

Councilwoman Belmont responded yes, and that it was professional.
Mr. Strong then proceeded to say that in their beautification committee nobody could ever
remember being given the assignment to beautify 5th East and they would like to help in any way
possible.

Councilwoman Belmont mentioned that in her diary on June 16 that someone was going to get
bids and let her know, then she would report back to the City Council. Nobody returned her
phone calls and then Ms. Crookston had said their had been some problems and no bids had come
m.

Mr. Strong wanted to know if there was a design yet, and what part can the Beautification
Committee play. He had heard that they could do the entire street or have each resident,
contractor, and business to do their own beautifying.

Mr. Fleming asked Councilwoman Belmont if the city had ever been in the habit of asking a
developer for their landscaping plan. Now, with all the developing, we would like to have a
coordinated landscaping master plan. Developers will be responsible for putting the landscaping
in, but will have to comply with the plan. Mr. Fleming would like to see the beautification
committee deal with this and to help work on the plan. They should also work with the landscape
architects to develop a plan, and maybe try some xeriscaping. Really get into it and make it a nice
entryway.
Mr. Strong responded that these were his feelings. He liked the maples down first east and said
that this is one of the prettiest entries into the city with the maples down the street. He also
wanted to know if they wanted this to be a capital expense, and landscape it all at one time, and
contract the park strip out, or have each individual adhere to a certain plan.

Chairman Hadfield reported that the plans for UDOT is only the restoration of the existing
landscape, which means all they are doing is buying field grass to hold the dirt down. Let's adopt
a standard and every time a developer comes in we can elaborate that standard. Let's not just
stop at trees what about light posts, park benches, and trash recepticals. Mr. Hadfield
recommended that the Planning Commission recommend this to the City Council. That way
developers know what they need to accomplish in landscaping.
Chairman Hadfield mentioned that the City had an agreement with Mr. Harvey of Gene Harvey
Chevrolet, and Woodbury regarding the Business park, and now that Mr. Kelter, Mr. McCabe,
and recently Mr. Larsen have come in they are subject to this committee for their landscaping.
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Mr. Strong said by this committee do you mean the beautification committee, and do you want us
to come up with those plans.

Chairman Hadfield said he was getting this from 3 different areas. The engineer is talking to
UDOT about what is expected, and the citizens group have a petition, and now the beautification
committee is coming up with something similar.
Councilwoman Belmont went and got the bids and the names she received were the best in the
state. These people are Board Certified landscape architects. She would like to share these plans
with you tonight, and Tuesday when she receives the other two she will share them with the City
Council. If it is not designed properly and the right calipers don't go in we'll be in trouble. One of
the bidders is doing Ogden's, Brigham City's, and Cedar City's approaches. It would be designed
by them and the beautification committee can put in there own input.
Mr. Strong mentioned that is what they wanted to do is help make it look attractive

Chairman Hadfield stated the City Council is focusing on what the city will look like in 2020.
What the water system will be like and where the main boulevards are going to run. The design
of each individual street landscapes falls within the beautification more than with Planning
Commission.
Mr. Strong mentioned the asphalt in front of Circle K. He understood that when the road was
finished it will come up for bid. Paul wanted the City to purchase that if the possibility arose.
Mr. Denney said that they wouldn't need to purchase it, that the islands are in the right-of-way
that we do not own.
Mr. Strong said that one of his committee members talked to UDOT and they said that A.F.
would be able to purchase it.

Chairman Hadfield said it was common for a municipality to get a landscape easement on a piece
of property. The city allows the developer to install and maintain. UDOT has an understanding
that this is a temporary fix until the road is finished. They have future plans to rip it out and to
make that corner easier to understand.
Mr. Despain asked about the west side, if there will be plans for both sides of the road.

Councilwoman Belmont said that the bids coming in are for the east side but understand that it
could also be the west side as well.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLAT OF DREAMFIELD
PLAT A~ A ONE LOT SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY 628 NORTH 100
WEST
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Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and then introduced Mr. & Mrs. Scott Kettle. He also
mentioned that the final plat and the preliminary plat were the same. He had encouraged Mr.
Kettle to work with Mr. Steele on the south to include the curb on 600 North and 100 West.
Mr. Fleming asked about the curb and gutter and if there was some money available. Howard
responded that there was a safe sidewalk fund and we have some drainage money that goes for
sumps and piping.
Mr. Georgeson mentioned the ground for the cemetery and what was happening.
Mr. Kettle said the Mayor propositioned him about buying the land from him. He referred the
Mayor to his father in law, because he is the one who owns the property. Mr. Kettle understands
that they are still planning on building.
Chairman Hadfield asked if Planning Commission had any other questions.
Mr. Richan said that in a regular subdivision it is required to put in a sidewalk and curb.
Mr. Denney replied that this piece did have a front, and curb and gutter were required.
Mr. Kettle talked to Mark Steele who hasn't decided yet, but would like to put in curb and gutter
at the same time.
Keith Rich an moved approval of the Preliminary and Final Plat of Dreamfield Plat A, a
one lot Subdivision located at approximately 628 North 100 West. Councilman Hampton
seconded the motion.

Mr. Dowse asked that when Mr. Steele moved into his house there wasn't any curb and gutter. Is
it required for him that when a developer comes in and tells him to match the developer's curb
and gutter he has to.
Chairman Hadfield said that it is required for the drainage, that Mr. Kettle put in curb and gutter,
but Mr. Steele is not required. However there is some drainage on 100 west with traffic and the
water from Mr. Steele's property goes nowhere. If Mr. Kettle puts in the wrong curb then there
will be some problems for Mr. Steele. If they work together it will be solved.
Mr. Kettle talked to Mr. Steele about a sump and they were concerned about the cost.
Chairman Hadfield said he would go out and look at the location to see what is the closest way to
dispel the water. Another problem is the school came in and put in a drop off and the water
doesn't have anywhere else to go.
Mr. Kettle said he thought about putting in a sump to the storm drain that was already there, but
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was concerned about the cost.
Chairman Hadfield said the city engineer could recommend this to the City.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion. Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen,
Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr.
Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REQUEST FOR A PYLON SIGN FOR ALPINE COURT
COMMERCIAL PROJECT AT 60 NORTH GRANT AVENUE
Chairman Hadfield noted that in the packet were two copies one of the site plan and another of
the proposed sign. He reminded the planning commission to look at site not size.
Mr. Despain's calculation made 440 square feet, and only 160 square feet is allowed. The
purpose in this action is if the location site is obscuring features at its location. The square footage
of the space is dependant upon the area of the frontage road and 130 feet frontage only gives you
160 square feet for a sign.
Mr. Otterstrom pointed out that they actually have 206 feet of frontage and the size is actually
under the limit. Mr. Despain told him that there is going to be a fight on this one, because the
numbers don't match up.
Mr. Georgeson was concerned about the sight line for the people pulling out of Grant Avenue. Is
it set back far enough from the curb. Mr. Despain mentioned that the sign was a duel pole
structure and will be open 8 feet underneath for clearance. Mr. Georgeson asked if that was
standard. Mr. Despain noted that all you need is a 45 degree triangle. The problem with this is
you would have more sight if the sign was opposite the way you are traveling. The concern is for
the pedestrians on the sidewalk.

Mr. Georgeson questioned the location of the sign.
Mr. Otterstrom answered that it was centered on the southwest corner. He also noted that it was
10 feet behind the sidewalk. Mr. Georgeson said that this needs to be marked. He also noted that
the north arrow sign was facing in the wrong direction, and that he wanted dimensions put on the
location of the sign.

Mr. Otterstrom introduced Chris and Joe from Wasatch Sign Company. He then stated that most
of Central Banks planter boxes were on his property, and they were planning on keeping them.
The island is approximately 282 feet long.
Noting that this motion is only for the pylon location and not for the size, Councilman
Hampton moved approval on a request for a pylon sign for Alpine Court Commercial
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Project at 60 North Grant Avenue subject to (1) A 10 foot setback from the curb and (2)
being centered on a north/south line in the island in the southwest corner of the lot Mr.
Fleming seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont,
Councilman Hampton, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED SITE PLAN FOR THE 9? 12; & 22ND LDS
WARD BUILDING LOCATED AT 673 EAST 300 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and Mr. Rod Davis from McNeil Engineering. He then
continued to say the city engineer had entered the loop after the original parking lot was restored
and they decided to enlarge the project. Some of the requirements were two entrances, location
of drainage, and some off-site improvements of curb and gutter.
Mr. Davis mentioned that the fence was no longer going to be put up.
Chairman Hadfield told how the seminary students would walk from the High School to this
church for morningsides, and the youth would walk to the bowery in the park for activities.
Mr. Davis was concerned about the curb and gutter, they had run out of shock grades and 90% is
going toward the south. He mentioned that 15 feet was sloping towards the north, and that this
was part of the school district's water. Mr. Davis was wondering if the school could help pay for
the drainage.
Chairman Hadfield said to meet with Mr. Denney, that a possibility to resolve this problem would
be to cut the asphalt back 8 feet, and the city has a sump at 715 East.
Mr. Denney recommended a sump on 700 east.

Chairman Hadfield mentioned that on about 340 North the public right-of-way ends and a private
right-of-way starts. This sump would be beneficial to both entities.
Mr. Denney mentioned that the sump shown was not standard, and that they need to change the
sump to a standard one.

Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.

Mr. Georgeson moved approval of the amended Site Plan for the 9, 12, & 22nd LDS Ward
building located at 673 East 300 North subject to (1) a standard sump being installed with
a location to be determined by the City Engineer, (2) and that the fence be removed.
Seconded by Mr. Fleming. Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont,
Councilman Hampton, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
6

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE CONDOMINIUM DOCUMENTATION AND FINAL
PLAT FOR KL PARTNERS AMERICAN FORK II LOCATED AT 625 EAST 700 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and Kevin Kelter with Mike Raymond. He then
continued to say this is called Court Yard Point originally looked at as a Planned Unit
Development, now desired to be a condominium. This is an administrative review from this body.
Mr. Denney mentioned that on the plat itself, the legend for the common area is a cross hatch and
on another page it is not. He then proceeded to ask for consistency.
Mr. Despain reviewed the documents and they adequately covered the issues. He had one
question about the sidewalk around the perimeter, if it was accessible to the public or if it was a
private sidewalk.
Mr. Denney mentioned that the sidewalk goes in and out of the 10 foot easement.
Chairman Hadfield mentioned that it was a public sidewalk on private space and was that going to
be a problem?
Mr. Kelter wants to create a sidewalk that curves rather than go straight. Plus there are utility
manholes, trees, and poles to go around. He wants to just carry on what is already around the
corner. He will keep it a public sidewalk.
Mr. Despain mentioned some minor problems with the documentation that they make frequent
reference to the limited common space, but there is no limited common space on the plat.
Chairman Hadfield mentioned that this should be worked out with the petitioner and Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain then mentioned that he had some concerns about what common area was inside the
structures, and what a unit consists of. How he reads it, each unit is responsible for their own
exterior maintenance. Usually a condominium unit only owns from the paint inward.
Mr. Kelter responded that the documents are written so that the interior common area such as the
lobby, restrooms, and staircases are the responsibility of the association, but is paid for by the
units. Plus each space has individual systems for heating and air conditioning. They are also each
metered separately on water and gas, and all the common area is on one meter. There will be no
retail.

CouncHman Hampton moved approval on the Condominium Documentation and Final
Plat for KL Partners American Fork II located at 625 East 700 South subject to (1) the
common area to be properly distinguished consistently with the crosshatch markings, (2)
the perimeter sidewalk will be a public sidewalk, (3) and to the fixing of the documentation
with the City Planner. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen,
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Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr.
Rich an. Voting was Unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE CONDOMINIUM DOCUMENTATION AND FINAL
PLAT FORKL PARTNERS AMERICAN FORK III LOCATED AT 518 & 564 EAST 300
SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and mentioned that it is similar to the previous item.
Mr. Kelter mentioned that the front building is office and the back is office/retail. It would be
unlikely to have more than two food services at one time. He made the sewer connections so that
you can come in and have inspection man holes added. The front building is very similar to the
other plat in that they have common water and common sewer and in the individual suites they
have individual electric and telephone. In the back building each space has its own water, sewer,
electric, and gas.
Councilman Hampton mentioned that he would like the shady area in the vicinity map to be
midway between 2nd and 4th south.
Councilwoman Belmont wanted to clarify which building was going to be the retail building.
Mr. Kelter responded that the retail was in unit 2.
Mr. Denney mentioned that he had the same concerns on this plat as the last one with the
consistency of the cross hatching in common space. He was also concerned about the building
addressing, and where they came from.

Mr. Kelter replied that if came from the city.
Chairman Hadfield mentioned that in the technical review meeting that Ron Morrill put the
address there and that Mr. Denney and himself noted that it is not a road, but a parking area in
front of the buildings. He continued on that before we file this to have Mr. Denny and Mr.
Morrill resolve the addresses. Chairman Hadfield then proceeded to ask for any more comments.

Councilman Hampton move approval on the Condominium Documentation and Final Plat
for KL Partners American Fork III located at 518 & 564 East 300 South subject to (1) a
final address be established, (2) to specify that there will be office/retail in unit 2, (3) the
shaded area in the vicinity mapto be moved to halfway between 2nd and 4th South, (4) and
the common areas all be marked consistently. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield then mentioned to Mr. Kelter that he had said he was willing to cooperate with
the City on the master landscaping plan in the future. He then thanked Mr. Kelter and Mr.
Raymond for their efforts in improving the sewer lines, water lines, and manholes on 500 East.
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Chairman Hadfield then called for a vote on the motion. Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen,
Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr.
Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT AND COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN
FOR TIMPANOGOS VALLEYPROFESSIONALPLAZALOCATED AT 10 SOUTH 1100
EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and also introduced Mr. Lundin.
Mr. Denney mentioned that one issue of concern is that the curb and gutter doesn't match up with
the cross section from Pleasant Grove. On the South side of the road they will need to put in a
combination curb and gutter which will have the sidewalk, but will lose the planter strip in the
area of the power box . .Mr. Denney also mentioned that it is still a possibility for a planter strip in
that area and transition the sidewalk from a combo into a planter type cross section. Another
concern is how close the two story units are to the property line. They need to have their own
drainage fall on their land.
Mr. Despain mentioned he has some concern about the water on the second building falling on
adjacent property. What is the elevation of the buildings?

Mr. Lundin responded to the elevations that the lower structure will be all the way down to the
ground.
Mr. Despain also asked about the access to the lower floor with one common down ramp. Where
is the beginning place.
Mr. Lundin showed how the ramps went from the doors down to a landing between the buildings,
and then they would separate.
Mr. Denney mentioned that it is not to exceed a 12 to 1 ratio which is a 8.33% grade.

Mr. Triplett mentioned that if it is more than 5% then they must have handrails.
Councilwoman Belmont wanted to know if the lighting was on the buildings.
Mr. Lundin put lighting on the intersection and on 30 North and 50 South to illuminate the
intersections. For the parking lot it will be on the face of the buildings.
Councilwoman Belmont asked about the landscaping she could see the trees along the street, but
wanted to know what type of trees they were. Mr. Lundin mentioned that he didn't know.
Chairman Hadfield mentioned that what Juel wanted was larger trees and fewer not just small
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trees, because it is a busy thoroughfare. Chairman Hadfield also mentioned that on 30 North Mr.
Lundin will Deed the city half the street and that it will go nowhere. The City is getting closer to
solving the half street problems. Access to parking lot is only on 30 North 1100 East.
Mr. Despain mentioned that this does not have the condominium documents and so this is just
going to go forward as a site plan. They will also need a landscaping plan.
Chairman Hadfield asked to have Councilman Parker ask the beautification committee to look at
11 00 East after they are done with 500 East.

Mr. Hansen moved approval on the Preliminary Plat and Commercial Site Plan for
Timpanogos Valley Professional Plaza located at 10 South 1100 East subject to (1) sidewalk
on 50 South around the utility box, (2) the alignment of the curb to the Pleasant Grove side
(3) to make the ramps ADA approved, (4) and a detailed map of the landscaping. Mr.
Fleming seconded the motion.
Mr. Hansen mentioned that the drainage needs to be solved so it remains on the property.
Mr. Denney said that they were aware that they would need to build a wall to the roofs so
adequate fire rating could be achieved.

Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion. Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen,
Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr.
Richan. Voting was unanimous·. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF WILLOW CREEK CONDOMINIUMS
LOCATED AT 41 EAST 150 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and also introduced Mr. Ross McDonald and Mr. Bob
Kuhnz.
Mr. Denney started off by saying that the first sheet met the criteria. The only problem they had
was if they were over and under condominiums like the Kelter projects. They need to show
detailed footprint plans and what constitutes a unit on the floor plans. Balconies and patios need
to also be shown and detailed.

Chairman Hadfield reminded everyone that the preliminary was approved subject to gaps of
overlaps being cleaned up, parking angles corrected, condominium documentation reviewed, and
open or piped water way. Mr. Kuhnz fixed all these problems and what type of fencing did you
decide on.
Mr. Kuhnz responded they would put up a vinyl fence on the North and the East.
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Mr. Despain is still anticipating a revised condominium documentation. The residential
condominium standards for private open space or common area is raised to 13 0 square feet. On
the ground floor this is typically used in a form of a patio, and also on the upper stories it is
typical to use this space in the form of a balcony. The individual storage area is in the car port.

Chairman Hadfield mentioned that the changes were footprint elevations for each floor,
identification of a unit, the fencing around the perimeter, and the revised documentation.
Chairman Hadfield said that in the present ordinance the developments will pipe the ditches.
Mr. Hansen asked Mr. Qenney if he was ok with approving this without detailed footprints .
Mr. Denney mentioned that it's not unusual for this information not to be here.

Mr. Richan pointed out that the legend on the left needs another line drawn through it.
Mr. Despain mentioned that he will bring this back for more approval if it is does not feel right
before it goes to the City Council.

Councilman Hampton moved approval of the Final Plat of Willow Creek Condominiums
located at 41 East 150 North subject to (1) the footprint elevations for each floor of the
common space, (2) the identification of each unit and storage area, (3) the Patio's/Balconies
need to be shown for common space, (4) the fencing around the perimeter, (5) and the
revised documentation to be viewed by the City Planner. Mr. Georgeson seconded the
motion.
Mr. Hansen was not comfortable with the passage without the elevations.
Councilwoman Belmont didn't feel comfortable either and would have liked to see the elevations.
She would also like the commission to go over some of these ordinances. It's a wonderful piece
of property and the ordinance is what is flawed and now almost everything will be gone in another
year or two . Some of the ordinances are just like the 1960's.
Chairman Hadfield mentioned that they should retain the beautiful trees there by going around
them and not striping everything out.

Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion. Those voting aye: Councilman
Hampton, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. Those voting nay:
Councilwoman Belmont and Mr. Hansen. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR LITTLE
THINGS MEAN A LOT LOCATED AT 455 EAST STATE ROAD
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. David Triplett, who was
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representing Cindy Pack.
Mr. Triplett mentioned that several items were discussed , and they had talked about the piping of
the irrigation ditch, added area for water to be disposed of, all weather road for the fire trucks and
a fire hydrant. In regards to the irrigation ditch they are reluctant to pipe the entire ditch so they
will pipe a little past the new addition, and continue the piping in the future . They added a sump
in the parking area, and the new roof will drain into this sump. They will also put in a gravel
drive for the fire trucks. The only problem is that the multi family unit that is situated there, this is
their only entrance.

Chairman Hadfield asked if there was an easement here.
Mr. Triplett mentioned that there was no easement, only an informal agreement to allow parking
for those patrons. He would like to formalize this agreement.
Mr. Triplett mentioned that in time you may see these properties under redevelopment, and they
are seeing to the immediate needs now. The final issue was a fire hydrant on the site, there is a
10" line on 500 East and a 10" line on 400 East.

Chairman Hadfield mentioned that Mr. Triplett will extend the line to which ever was preferable.
He also asked about the drainage calculation.
Mr. Triplett answered that there had been no calculations made.

Mr. Denney asked if there was a power easement and where the new addition will go.
Mr. Triplett replied that Utah Power will relocate the power pole.
Mr. Denney then proceeded to mention the water line, and how the project should run the line
across Elm Street.
Mr. Triplett mentioned there should be some negotiation between the City and the Packs to pay
for this line.

Chairman Hadfield mentioned that they wanted a 10" line, but are only required to pay for an 8"
line. The City would pay for the difference in the two . He will also need a hydrant within 100
feet of the building.
Mr. Denney would like to deal with the parking, they are decreasing parking instead of increasing.
They also have a 12 foot gate that will limit parking. Concerning the fencing, is it the existing
fence, and no new proposed fencing . The location of the ditch is the low point, and the parking
slopes down so the drainage water flows into the irrigation ditch.
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Mr. Triplett mentioned that the new roofwill flow into the new sump, and most of the parking lot
water will also. With the matter of the four shared parking stalls there is no formal easement for
Mountain Motors and American Fork Chiropractic, and he would like to settle this.

Mr. Despain mentioned the map shows 58 stalls and they are going to increase the building 7680
square feet. The question is whether or not they can add that much space without enough
parking. Today the parking was sufficient when they went out there, and if there are no additional
employees it would be sufficient.
Mr. Georgeson asked about what would happen later down the road when it would turn into
retail.
Mr. Despain said that what you approve now is, regardless of use, sufficient. Right now they
have undesignated space which means they have enough parking. There might be an easement on
the Rasmussen property, and over time this has become useless. The Timp Valley Floral parking
on the west should not be committed to the Packs.
Mr. Triplett mentioned that in terms of the parking if in the future an application for change
comes they would think of a subdivision. He also noted that the parking is not fully in use now.
He will also put in a standard sump, a spec sheet on which Chairman Hadfield will fax to him.
Mr. Georgeson suggested that they have some property designated for parking in the future .
Mr. Triplett said that the problem with that is the future changes are undetermined now, they
might build more, or tear down, it would be an empty gesture right now.
Mr. Richan asked if it was possible to have the licensing flagged to know if this portion turns into
a retail.
After some discussion Mr. Hansen said that this is why we have an ordinance for required
parking.
Mr. Despain replied that the current use is what they are looking at for the number. The parking
resolution allows the Planning Commission to do so. This way they will not hurt the access to the
4-plex. In essence in the building process you are taking away 5 spaces.

There was some discussion on how many parking stalls would be required and Mr. Hansen found
out it would require 64 stalls.
Chairman Hadfield asked what would happen if the use changed.
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Mr. Despain replied that if these changes happen, then they will address parking at that time.

Mr. Hansen moved to table this Site Plan for Little Things Mean A Lot. Mr. Georgeson
seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman
Hampton, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Rich an. Voting was Unanimous. The
motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON RKL PROPERTIES PLAT A COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT
LOCATED AT 1085 AND 1090 EAST PACIFIC DRIVE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and introduced Mr. Bob Gunnel, Mr. Barry Andreason,
and Mr. Kim Grover.
Mr. Denney' s concerns were the wording of the dedication on 1100 East Street and it needs to be
included now as a dedication. Also the lines need to be solid so there is no misunderstanding of
where Lot 2 will go . Their plan also shows the sewer line missing any road work. There needs to
be a dedication on this plat for the easement to go across that point. They need a PUE for the
water right, all the way around this lot and on the street side for natural gas and telephone poles.
Mr. Denney mentioned that the radius of the curve at 1100 East State is 50 feet. It should
accomodate the 72 foot width and still be a substantial curb in the 96 foot width. Mr. Denney
also mentioned that the cross section is showing a 5 foot planter strip and 18 feet of oil. In the
area for servicing motorcycles there's a need to distinguish landscaping. Mr. Denney mentioned
the existing metal building will be relocated at this site and they will also construct storage units.
He then asked about the City's potential participation in bringing utilities to this site. One is to
oversize to a 10" sewer line and a 12" water line that will go parallel to the railroad.
Chairman Hadfield then pointed to the map and showed all the raw land without sewer and this is
the reason for the over sizing.
Mr. Denney hopes that there will be some facial looks added to make it attractive at the entrance
of the city. Mr. Gunnel responded that it will be repainted.

Councilwoman Belmont mentioned growing some landscape to hide the building.
Chairman Hadfield mentioned the map, and the general plan makes Bamburger continue East to
1100 East. At the Roundy place they have an unimproved dedicated street and two sewer lines.
Mr. Despain mentioned these were two actions, one is a site plan and the other is a subdivision
approval. On the focus of the site plan Howard mentioned the fenced area and to provide the
outside storage for the materials. Secondly where does the sidewalk on the south side end, and
because of the ADA they now have to put all the sidewalk on the north side so that it will not end.
Mrs. Niel's septic tank extends into this property, so be mindful with construction.
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Her second concern was the ditch that runs along the north boundary line, who does it belong to,
is it private or with the irrigation company. The ditch might cause a problem with the storage
shed layout. The last issue is the storm water being adequately accommodated for this area.
Mr. Denney mentioned that they had not fully reviewed this.
Chairman Hadfield mentioned that they asked for a pylon sign. The sign is in excess size with the
ordinance.

Mr. Fleming moved to approve the preliminary and final plans on RKL Properties Plat A
Commercial Development located at 1085 and 1090 East Pacific Drive subject to (1) the
road dedication on 1100 East, (2) public utility easement and over sizing for both the water
and sewer plans for crossing the property, (3) correct the road cross section and the sump,
(4)strike the future widening, (5) who the irrigation belongs to, (6) and the septic tank lines.
Councilman Hampton seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen,
Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr.
Richan. The voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Despain mentioned that there needs to be an elimination of the note written on the plan,
modification of the sidewalk to ADA ramps with provisions to get off the South side, the lot two
identification of the storage area, the landscaping, and to accommodate the 96 foot right of way
on the east side.
Mr Despain then asked if he really wanted a gate, that it would block the sidewalk.

Mr. Grover asked if they wanted a painted pedestrian crosswalk. Chairman Hadfield said Yes.
Mr. Denney mentioned that they need to have the curb and gutter go across the frontage.

Mr. Grover replied that there is a drainage plan on the street and with the future development
here two places for drainage are wanted. He got a letter from Mr. Wanlass that he was not very
satisfied with, that the next developer can come in and go laterally and lay another 10" line on top
of his.
Chairman Hadfield suggested Mr. Grover discuss with the City Council the issues previosly
mentioned. Secondly, can they do something with the looks of the building, such as adding a
fancy entranceway or as much landscaping as possible.

Mr. Hansen moved approval of the Site Plan for RKL Properties plat A Commercial
Development located at 1085 and 1090 East Pacific Drive subject to (1) an elimination of
the note written on the plan, (2) a modification of the sidewalk to match the ADA
standards to get off the South side, (3) an identification on lot two for the storage area, (4)
the landscaping plans, (5) an accommodation of the 96 foot right of way on the east side, (6)
15

and to review the gate opening onto the sidewalk. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr.
Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. The voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREE:MENT FOR THE AJM
ANNEXATION AT 475 EAST 620 SOUTH
Mr. Bennett said that there is a counter offer and recommended no action to be taken.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A FINAL PLAT OF NORTH PARK PUD PLAT D AT
APPROXIMATELY 675 WEST 600 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield mentioned that after some research it was discovered that the land had
previously been deeded to the city.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Despain had nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Despain mentioned that the City Council will deal with the size of the signs, and the accessory
dwellings.
Councilwoman Belmont mentioned first that she had one proposal for the landscaping and two
more coming on Tuesday. That they were comprehensive and would like everyone to look at
them. The state does as little as they can, and the people who live here would like to see the
landscape last 50 to 100 years. She also mentioned that there was water in the basements of the
Ivory Homes, and she reminded us that those basements were turned down, and they were
overturned by the Council.
Mr. Richan was wondering if there was a real deadline for the development and conditions of the
individual lots south of the freeway.
Chairman Hadfield responded that he had met with Horrocks on these issues. Horrocks had given
us a draft copy, but they had found enough areas of concern that they are now cleaning it up .
Mr. Richan read about an affordable housing ordinance in Salem. We should get a copy of it. The
report said that the developers were accepting it and making affordable housing units.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the staff to do this and give a presentation on the next agenda.
Mr. Richan also mentioned the Provo nuisance ordinance, and how they were reversing the
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responsibility for cleaning up to the City and not the property owner. Yet the City will still have
the same power to bill for the costs of cleaning up.
Chairman Hadfield asked the staff to pick this one up also, and he would put it on the agenda.
Mr. Georgeson had the concern to address the revising of the landscaping ordinance.
Councilwoman Belmont mentioned that this should be done soon.

Chairman Hadfield noted the agenda in the Citizen for City Council Meeting identified a
discussion on a fence in American Fork, and that it bypassed the Planning Commission. He then
mentioned that the ordinance is there and it should not be thrown off. This issue was in regards
to safety.
Councilman Hampton responded that this was not a safety issue. He also said that it was a small
change to accommodate a reasonable exception.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE JULY
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MINUTES

Mr. Fleming moved approval of the minutes with the following corrections:

On page 2, on line 24 "area is gravel" should be changed to "area treatment is gravel." On
line 25 "not dust" should be changed to "no dust." On line 27 after "relocation of the
fence" it should continue to say "on the plat." On page 3, line 8 "to the building" should be
added and on line 22 "be as high as" should be changed to "be as large as" and on line 26
"are car lengths" should be changed to "are several car lengths." On page 5, line 13
"Bromely's" should be "Bromley's." On page 6, line 18 "Planning Commissions" should
be changed to "Planning Commission." On page 7, line 32 "Seager's" should be changed
to "Sager's" on line 41 "150 North Street" should be changed to "41 East 150 North
Street." On page 8, line 4 "Mr. Despain said the they" should be changed to "Mr. Despain
said that they."
Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr.
Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Fleming moved to adjourn. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion. Those voting aye:
Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr. Fleming, Mr.
Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous.
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The meeting adjourned at 10:45 p.m.

Julie Conder
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
AUGUST 19 , 1 998
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on August 19, 1998, 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 an amended final plat for North Park Estates
Plat A at 450 North 700 West.
Review and action on the preliminary plat of North Park
Estates Plats D and E at 500 North 750 West.
Review and action on an amended commercial site plan for
Little Things Mean Alot located at 455 East State Road .
Presentation and discussion on the affordable housing element
of t he General Plan .
Review and discussion of other elements of the General Plan.
Discussion of the Nuisance Ordinance.
Review and discussion on the Subdivision Ordinance and
performance guarantees .
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the approval of the August 5, 1998,
minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 10 day of August , 1998 .

J.H . Hadfield , Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COJ\1MISSION MINUTES
AUGUST 19, 1998
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on August 19, 1998, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included *Councilwoman Juel Belmont,
Councilman Don Hampton, Pat Fleming, *Michael Georgeson, Chairman J.H. Hadfield, Keith
Richan, and James Hansen. Staff present included Howard Denney, Rod Despain, Kevin
Bennett, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included Paul Washburn, Steve Sowby, Andrew
Jackson, Adam Morris, Marvin Pack, Cindy Pack, Erica Powell, Barbara Christiansen, a member
of the press.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED FINAL PLAT FOR NORTH PARK ESTATES
PLAT A AT 450 NORTH 700 WEST
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the Planning Commission felt like a road was needed
connecting off of 41 0 North and going west, which required a re-plating of Plat A.
Mr. Washburn said the road has been re-designed. He stated that Lot 45 has been deeded to open
space and Lot 44 has been added to in order to accomodate for the re-design of the road.

Mr. Denney asked if the PUD documents have been amended.
Mr. Washburn said the PUD documents have been amended, but their attorney is still reviewing
them.
Mr. Denney stated that there are four owners of record that will need to sign the petition.
Mr. Denney pointed out that there was some concern about the road dedication. He said he did a
cursory review and the angles are correct.

Mr. Despain explained that if the city receives a petition signed by all the current owners of
record, then American Fork City will not have to notify everyone within 300 feet. He asked Mr.
Washburn if he was going to provide a consent document signed by all the owners of land within
the plat. Mr. Washburn said he would provide a consent document signed by all the owners of
land within the plat.
Mr. Hansen moved to approve the amended final plat for North Park Estates Plat A at 450
North 700 West subject to the final PUD documentation. Councilman Hampton seconded
the motion.
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilman Hampton, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Richan.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Despain said in his opinion, the change is insignificant and as such does not need to go back
through the preliminary plan approval and hearing process. He suggested that the Planning
Commission make a finding that the proposed change constitutes an insignificant amendment and
recommended to the City Council that upon receipt of the "Notice of Consent" that is signed by
all current owners within Plat A the amended final plat be scheduled for hearing (as required
under state law) and the amended Plat A approved.

Councilman Hampton moved that it is the recommendation of the Planning Commission
that the one lot is an insignificant change because it impacts no other lot in the subdivision
and the city benefits by the road and additional land. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilman Hampton, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Richan.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF NORTH PARK ESTATES
PLAT D AND EAT 500 NORTH 750 WEST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Washburn.
Mr. Washburn said the cul-de-sac has been shifted. He stated that the lots are good size lots. He
pointed out that the smallest lot is 7700 square feet.
Mr. Hansen asked what size the road is on 800 West.
Mr. Sowby said that the road on 800 West is 40 feet.

Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said there is a .041 closure error. He said there will need to be more thrust blocking
detail on the final plat. Mr. Denney explained that there is a derelict parcel that is not
incorporated into the subdivision, but it was part of the annexation. He pointed out that the
derelict parcel is only 56 feet wide. Mr. Denney stated that the derelict parcel is not wide enough
to be used as a legal lot. He said that earlier Mr. Washburn had proposed using the derelict parcel
for R V storage.
Mr. Washburn said the derelict parcel is not really big enough to be used for RV storage. He

2

..

l

• .....

explained that he proposed the R V storage at the request of Councilwoman Belmont.
Mr. Denney recommend that the derelict parcel contain a full dedicated street.
Mr. Sowby asked if the Planning Commission would like the derelict parcel included in the plat
and dedicated as a public street.
The Planning Commission said that it would like the derelict parcel included in the plat and
dedicated as a public street.
Mr. Richan asked if the Abbott's have been notified that part of their property will be taken for
the road.
Mr. Sowby said that to his knowledge the Abbott's have not been notified.
Mr. Washburn said they will notify the Abbott's. He said if they do not have the road width, there
is no way that the Abbott's can develop their property.
Mr. Denney said there has to be openings made in the irrigation boxes to keep the silt from
plugging the pipe.
Mr. Despain expressed concern about whether Lot 8 and Lot 20 will be able to meet the setback
requirements.
Mr. Despain asked if the lots will be sold to other developers.
Mr. Washburn replied that the lots may be sold to other developers.
Mr. Despain pointed out that it was proposed that the open space would be deeded to the city.
He said that if the open space is to be deeded to the city, then the homeowners association will
not be responsible for any common properties. Mr. Despain said that the nature of the
documents would change if the open space is deeded to the city. He said if the open space stays
in the ownership of the homeowners association they do not need documentation. Mr. Despain
said the ownership of the open space is still an unresolved issue.
Mr. Hansen asked if the sewer lateral going into Lot 31 and Lot 32 will provide sewer for this
site.
Mr. Sowby said the sewer lateral is going into Lot 31 and 32 at the request ofMr. Denney.
said the sewer lateral will be stubbed to the edge of the right-of-way.

He

Mr. Hansen said that his dad may want to hook onto the sewer. He asked Mr. Washburn if he
would contact his dad when the sewer is put in. Mr. Washburn said that he would contact Mr.
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Hansen' s father.
Mr. Despain said that the city will own the leg that is going between Lots 31 and 32.
that anything beyond that would be in the form of a service lateral.

He said

There was some discussion about Mr. Hansen's father's home being in the county and whether he
could hook onto the sewer. Mr. Denney asked if Mr. Hansen's father has had problems with his
septic tank.
Mr. Hansen said his father can't drain his kitchen and he is having drainage problems in the
basement because of his septic tank.
Mr. Richan asked if there has been any consideration for accessing the church parking lot from the
cul-de-sac. After some discussion about access to the church, the Planning Commission
determined that the church already has three accesses and that it does not need another access.
Mr. Fleming said the far south eastern curve really looks severe.

Mr. Denney said that they do not have the design curve data.
Mr. Sowby said the curve is 50 feet. Mr. Sowby said they can't get the 100 feet on the inside
without causing problems for Lot 7 and Lot 1. He said he would like to ask for a variance on the
curve.
Mr. Richan said he thought there was a requirement that the people who own property within 300
feet of any new project need to be notified of the project that is proposed. He said that he is
concerned about the Abbott's not knowing of the project.
Mr. Washburn said the Abbott's were part of the annexation. He pointed out that the Abbott's
signed the annexation plat.
Mr. Richan again expressed concern about the Abbott's not being notified about the road. He
asked if it is required of the city to notify everyone within 3 00 feet of a proposed project.

Mr. Defpain said the notice in the newspaper will serve as the notice for the Abbott's. He pointed
out that Mr. Washburn said that he would notify the Abbott's. Mr. Despain said the city has no
other legal requirement than to put the notice in the newspaper.
Mr. Richan asked if the road will be accepted as it is.
Mr. Despain said that the road will be accepted as it is . He pointed out that the road is a partial
width street.
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Mr. Hansen pointed out that the road is bigger than the ordinance requires.
Mr. Washburn said when the proposed development went through the process for the annexation
agreement there was a strong feeling from the Planning Commission that the park would be
finished . He asked whether the park will be finished or not.
Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission has recommended to the City Council that the park
should be finished at the time the development is finished.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that there could be some problems if the city finishes the park in
North Park Estates Plat D & E before the Hindley Park or Kimberly Park are finished.
Mr. Despain said part ofMr. Washburn's sales are going to be based on the proximity of the park.
He pointed out that the burden of improvement is being shifted if the city takes the park. Mr.
Despain said that one concern is how quickly the park will be developed if the city were to take
the park.
Mr. Richan said the issue of the park is really an issue for the City Council and not the Planning
Commission.
Mr. Washburn said that he just wanted to get some direction with regards to the park in North
Park Estates Plat D & E.
Mr. Fleming said that the Planning Commission could make a recommendation to the City
Council to have the park finished at the same time as the development. He said that he would like
the park finished as soon as possible.
Mr. Sowby said that the developer could finish the park at the same time as the development is
finished at his expense and not have to pay some fees in exchange for the development of the
park.
Mr. Denney said the problem with not requiring the fees to be paid by the developer in exchange
for the park being developed is that some of the fees are dedicated to certain funds and can't be
used for parks.
Chairman Hadfield asked Councilman Hampton to take the issue of the park forward to the City
Council.

Councilman Hampton moved to approve the preliminary plat of North Park Estates Plat D
and Eat 500 North 750 West subject to: (1) the closure gap being resolved (2) dedication of
the south part of the derelict parcel, which is roughly 20' X 56' to be included in the plat
(3) mark the area that will be dedicated to the city (4) the drainage concerns on the north
end of the plat need to be resolved (5) the documentation concerning the derelict parcel

)
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needs to be completed and must meet the concerns of the city planner (6) curve radiuses
adjacent to Lots 1 and 7 need to be resolved and satisfied with the city engineer and (7)
Carson' s, Hunter' s, and Abbott's need to be notified. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilman Hampton, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Richan.
Mr. Georgeson and Councilwoman Belmont were absent. Voting was unanimous.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR LITTLE
THINGS MEAN A LOT LOCATED AT 455 EAST STATE ROAD
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Marvin and Cindy Pack.
Mr. Pack said they are proposing to build an addition to Little Things Mean A Lot, which will be
a warehouse.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
*Mr. Georgeson arrived.
Mr. Denney said the extension of the head wall of the irrigation ditch needs to be extended north
to the end of the parking lot.
Mr. Denney recommended that there be a drainage cross easement with Mountain Motors. He
said he is concerned because Mr. & Mrs. Pack do not have a formal easement with the
apartments, which are owned by CK Farms.
*Councilwoman Belmont arrived.
Mr. Denney said there needs to be a cross easement with CK Farms.
Mr. Pack said that he would love to see the apartments cleaned up . He said he does not think that
they need to formalize an agreement with CK Farms until CK Farms asks for access. Mr. Pack
said that when CK Farms asks for access, they can work out the cross easement.
Mrs. Pack asked what advantage it is to them to formalize an agreement with CK Farms to give
CK Farms the right to access their property.
Mr. Denney said it is not to their advantage to formalize an agreement with CK Farms. He
explained that there is a parcel that is landlocked and the only access is through Mr. & Mrs.
Pack's property.
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Mrs. Pack asked if they have to have the cross easements.
Chairman Hadfield said the City is recommending cross easements. He said the City just wants to
make the Pack' s aware of all the issues.
Mr. Denney expressed concern because there is parking in front of a major access between Timp
Valley Floral and Little Things Mean A Lot. Mrs. Pack addressed the issue with regards to Timp
Valley Floral. She said the parking spots are actually on Timp Valley Floral's property, but the
access is on Little Things Mean A Lot's property. She said that they have a gentleman's
agreement with Lynn Hutchings regarding the parking and access.
Mrs. Pack said that they do not want to spend any money that they do no absolutely have to . She
said that they really need to get the proposed warehouse built. She said that if they really do not
have to formalize the cross easements with CK Farms at this time, she would rather wait.
Chairman Hadfield said that the city engineer is just trying to make the Packs aware of the
baggage that comes with the undeveloped property.
Mr. Despain said that he has never seen the current parking facilities exceeded. He said the
current use of parking is somewhat less than what the ordinance requires. Mr. Despain said that
based on square footage, the city ordinance would require about 100 parking spaces, but given
the current use there is no clear evidence that 100 parking spaces would be required.
Mr. Despain said it is his understanding that the drop box is part of the irrigation company. He
said he remembers that Mr. Chipman acknowledged the right for the irrigation ditch to be used
directly as the dumping source for the surface water. Mr. Despain asked if American Fork City
received formal notification that the irrigation company agreed to let the surface water be dumped
directly into the irrigation ditch.
Chairman Hadfield said in the technical review meeting Mr. Chipman mentioned that the drop box
was the American Fork Irrigation Company's.
Mr. Despain said that he would like the American Fork Irrigation Company to acknowledge it is
their ditch and the storm water can be dumped into the ditch.
Chairman Hadfield said in regards to the issue of the hard surface or all weather travel way off of
Elm Street, the fire marshal has stated that he must have access to the sides of the building and the
water line. He said there must be a fire hydrant within 100 feet of the building.
Chairman Hadfield addressed the issue of future parking. He pointed out that if the Pack's want
to come back and expand again, the future parking becomes part of numbers that will be added to.

Mr. Despain asked how many employees Little Things Mean A Lot has?
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Mr. Pack said they have about 39 employees. He said that at one time there could be 35
employees at the site.

Mr. Fleming moved to approve the amended commercial site plan for Little Thing Mean A
Lot located at 455 East State Road subject to (1) extension of the ditch piping north past
the future parking (2) recommended cross easements for parking to adjoining neighbors (3)
future parking to be completed as use of the building changes from warehouse to
commercial (4) based on the parking resolution, the Planning Commission recommends
that the number of parking spaces to be approved at the present time be limited to the 60
spaces that are shown on the site plan (5) the American Fork Irrigation Company has
indicated that it is their system and it needs to acknowledge acceptance of the water. Mr.
Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield explained that although the 60 parking spaces does not meet the current
ordinance, it is deemed adequate based on a finding and not because the Pack's get a favor .
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. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr.
Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION ON THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING ELEMENT OF
THE GENERAL PLAN
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Andrew Jackson, who works
for Mountainland Association of Governments. He pointed out that Mr. Jackson has greatly
studied what the law entails with regards to affordable housing.
Mr. Jackson said affordable housing is defined as housing in which occupants are paying 30% or
less of their gross household income for shelter. He said that moderate income housing means
housing occupied or reserved for occupancy by households with a gross household income equal
to or less than 80% of the median gross income of the metropolitan statistical area for households
of the same size. He pointed out that the metropolitan statistical area for American Fork
represents the entire Utah County.
Mr. Jackson said the legislative body has to adopt the affordable housing element of the General
Plan by December 3 1, 1998.
Mr. Jackson talked about the different income levels. He pointed out that there is nothing the
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Planning Commission can do for the people who fall in the 3 0% income level.
Councilwoman Belmont asked if the State of Utah feels that every person should own a home.
She said it is fine if people have to rent for awhile.
Mr. Jackson said the State of Utah feels that every person should have the opportunity to live in a
housing unit that does not cost more than 30o/o of their gross household income whether they are
renting or purchasing the house.
Mr. Richan pointed out that there are two people in his neighborhood that put apartments in their
homes, but never got a building permit. He said that his neighbors are providing affordable
housing, but there is not a building permit to show that there is more affordable housing in
American Fork. Mr. Richan asked how do you account for housing that is provided, but there is
no building permit obtained.
Mr. Jackson said an assumpton could be included in the aftfordable housing element that there
may be some people that are putting apartments in their homes, but are not getting building
permits.

Mr. Ric han asked if the assumption will be accepted.
Mr. Jackson said a door-to-door survey could be done to determine how many people have
accessory apartments in their homes to help show that affordable housing is being provided, but
he did not think that would really be neccessary.
Mr. Jackson said that after looking at American Fork City's building permits over the last 8 years,
he determined that American Fork City has had enough affordable housing. He pointed out that
the track housing has helped provide affordable housing in American Fork. Mr. Jackson said that
American Fork City has a surplus of2 units per year. He said American Fork usually averages
about 30 apartments a year.

Mr. Despain said that there is talk that the afforable housing element should be included in the
General Plan, but he is not sure who is reviewing the affordable housing element to make sure
that the cities are complying.
Mr. Jackson said that at this point there is no penalty associated with not complying with the
affordable housing element. He said that three years ago the State of Utah said that there had to
be an affordable housing element included in the General Plan, but this year the State Legislature
decided the legislative body of each city that is located within the county of the first and second
class would have to review the affordable housing element and prepare reports to send to
Mountainlands Association of Governments and to the State Department of Community and
Economic Development. Mr. Jackson said at some point there may be a penalty for not
complying.

)
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Mr. Fleming pointed out that American Fork City has allowed clustered housing to provide more
density and provide more affordable housing, but when clustered housing is allowed the neighbors
already living near the new development complain.
Mr. Fleming said the builders keep telling the Planning Commission they can't afford the land any
more and that is the reason they have to build bigger houses. He wondered if the real issue with
requiring the affordable housing element to be included in the General Plan is really to provide
affordable housing or if it is to keep profit margins up .

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Jackson how Salem City's ordinance on affordable housing is
working.
Mr. Jackson said Salem City's ordinance on affordable housing was just adopted a couple months
ago and he is not sure how it is working yet.

Mr. Jackson said he can draft American Fork's affordable housing element for the General Plan,
if the Planning Commission would like him to. He said American Fork City needs to decide what
it wants to do in regareds to accessory apartments.
Chairman Hadfield said one thing that has .allowed American Fork to be healthy is that it tries to
have mixed densities throughout the neighborhood.
Mr. Despain suggested that the Planning Commission work with Mr. Jackson on the affordable
housing element of the General Plan. He said there are two components of the affordable housing
element (1) determining what the city's obligation is in regards to afforable housing and (2)
determining the method of implementation.
Chairman Hadfield said he likes Salem City's ordinance on affordable housing because it is brief
He thanked Mr. Jackson for meeting with the Planning Commission and said that he and Mr.
Despain will be in touch with him again.
Councilman Hampton was excused.
MRS. POWELL'S COMMENTS
Mrs. Powell said her husband asked her to come to the Planning Commission Meeting to ask
some questions. She asked how much of her front yard American Fork City is going to take.
Chairman Hadfield said he told Mr. Powell that he would come out and look at the property
corners and the two adjacent properties. He said that he also told Mr. Powell that he would bring
the cross section on the area north of Pacific Drive, which was approved by the Planning
Commission and City Council.
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Mrs. Powell expressed concern about two feet of her front yard being taken. Mr. Denney said it
is not required at this time that her front yard be taken. Chairman Hadfield said he is not requiring
the Powell' s to give up anything. He said that he just asked what the Powells are willing to give
up and asked what American Fork City can do to help them.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Mr. and Mrs. Powell have sidewalk in front of their home
now, but the sidewalk may not be at the right alignment and may not be at the right elevation
compared to what has been done at the present time to accommodate drainage.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Mrs. Powell sat in the Planning Commission Meeting when
the cross section of the road was put up on the board and the Planning Commission voted in favor
of it.
Mrs. Powell asked if anyone realized there was 2 feet of road on the east corner. Chairman
Hadfield said the issue is safety. He said the width is not sufficient for two cars to pass when
there is a parked car adjacent to the curb. Mr. Hansen said it is not two feet because you have to
remember that the city already owns a foot beyond the sidewalk. Mrs. Powell said that road is
two feet into their property line. Chairman Hadfield said the city owns a foot back of the
sidewalk.
Councilwoman Belmont said the Planning Commission had a discussion that the existing sidewalk
would stay. Mrs. Powell said that when the Planning Commission discussed that their sidewalk
would stay, her husband offered to put in the curb and gutter. Councilwoman Belmont asked
why the existing sidewalk should be replaced.
Chairman Hadfield explained that at one end the road is wide enough, but the road is not wide
enough to the west because the tracks come to an angle with the old sidewalk and two cars can't
pass. He said there never was a discussion about takings, but there was a discussion about the
road width and the hinge point and how the road would now be the same width as it parrelled the
tracks. Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission discussed that the road would not be
pie shaped as it goes towards the tracks.
Chairman Hadfield said that if the Powell's like their lot the way it is and want the fence and
sidewalk to stay where it is, that is their right.
Chairman Hadfield said he would like to meet with Mr. & Mrs. Powell because on Monday he has
to let Mr. Hutchinson know if he should stop at the Powell's fence and follow the angle that was
approved or have him angle the sidewalk back to the existing walk.
Mrs. Powell asked about the size of the development to the west of her property. She said the
two-story building is really tall.
Chairman Hadfield said the building does not exceed 3 5 feet in height, which is the maximum
)
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height allowed for a building in American Fork. He said the building is about 28 feet high. He
said the ground the building to the west of Mrs. Powell's property may be higher than Mrs.
Powell' s ground.
Councilwoman Belmont said the ground to the west of Mrs. Powell's property is a lot higher
than it used to be.
Mr. Despain said that if the Planning Commission is concerned that the houses are too high, it
could change the maximum height of a building to 22 feet and then American Fork City would no
longer have two-story homes.
Councilwoman Belmont said the building is so much higher than she expected it to be.
Chairman Hadfield said as a neighbor, he is too involved in this project and to eliminate any
potential conflicts should just remove himself from any further discussion with the Powells. He
suggested that Mrs. Powell should talk to Mr. Denney or other city staff with any other questions
or concerns that she may have.
REVIEW AND DISCUSSION OF OTHER ELEMENTS OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He reported that Mr. Denney, Mr. Despain and himself
met with representatives from Horrocks Engineers to discuss the transportation element of the
General Plan. He reported that the transportation element is moving along nicely ..
Chairman Hadfield said they received the final re-work of the culinary water portion of the
General Plan. He said the re-work of the culinary water portion will be discussed at the Technical
Review Meeting on August 24,1998. He pointed out that the culinary water portion goes through
ultimate build out.
Chairman Hadfield said Horrocks has been given all the drainage data that was obtained from
Utah County. He said several elements of the General Plan are coming together.
Chairman Hadfield said that Mr. Despain and himself went to Spanish Fork yesterday for an
affordable housing presentation. He said they looked at some nice homes in Spanish Fork, but
the density was about 7 units per acre.
Mr. Denney pointed out that the water plan could be on the next Planning Commission agenda.
DISCUSSION OF THE NUISANCE ORDINANCE
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that it was at the request of Mr. Richan that discussion of the
Nuisance Ordinance be put on the agenda. He then turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
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Mr. Despain said he was just today able to get a copy of Provo ' s proposed Nuisance Ordinance.
He pointed out that Provo's Nuisance ordinance is based on Napa, California's Nuisance
Ordinance. Mr. Despain explained that there is a state statute dealing with nuisances. He said
the state statute defines a nuisance as whatever is offensive to three or more people.
Mr. Richan said many issues in the past several months have centered around enforcement and
that is why he wanted to discuss the Nuisance Ordinance.

Chairman Hadfield asked what the ordinance says about irrigation water running down the ditch
and some neighbor does not take care of it. Mr. Despain said he did not think the Nuisance
Ordinance says anything about irrigation water.
Mr. Despain said there are a number of approaches that can be taken with regards to enforcement
of nuisances. He pointed out that Orem enforces it's weed abatement through the zoning
ordinance, rather than through the weed ordinance. Mr. Despain said Orem considers weeds a
zoning matter. He said American Fork City already has a Nuisance and Weed Abatement
Ordinance and a Zoning Ordinance. He said the question is whether American Fork City has the
mechanism to enforce the Nuisance and Weed Abatement Ordinance.

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain to watch what Provo City does with their weed abatement
ordinance. He said asked Mr. Despain to get a copy ofProvo City's minutes when they discuss
the Nuisance and Weed Abatement Ordinance. Chairman Hadfield said they will discuss the
Nuisance Ordinance at another time.
REVIEW AND DISCUSSION ON THE SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE AND
PERFORMANCE GUARANTEES
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain said there are a number of parts in the current American Fork Development Code
that are more than 20 years old. He said there are at least three areas in the Development Code
that need to be changed (1) municipal planning areas (2) subdivision ordinance needs to be more
current and (3)performance guarantees. Mr. Despain said performance guarantees is a constant
problem.
Mr. Despain explained that performance guarantees are currently a sub-section under both
subdivision and large scale developments. He said that he is proposing creating a new title in the
Development Code that deals only with performance guarantees.

Mr. Despain explained that one of the things that they have learned in the last several years is that
not all people want to move immediately to final approval and then into construction of the
project. He said that some people want to get the city hooked in terms of approval and then sit
on the approval for periods of time. Mr. Despain said the people who sit on their approval realize
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that the city will have a hard time reversing the approval and then they do not develop the
property for a period of time. He said often times the unconstructed project is essential to access
another piece of property beyond what has been approved.

Mr. Despain said it is proposed that all subdivisions have a bonding requirement that would have
to be satisfied or be arranged to be satisfied prior to final action. He said they do not want to get
in a situation where final approvals have been given, but bonds are not yet resolved.
Mr Despain said the bonds that will be accepted will be either an escrow account or an escrow
bond. He said they are proposing to no longer accept the letter of credit. Mr. Despain said it is
also proposed that they do away with the performance bond. He said the types of bonds that they
would like to accept will be as close as possible to cash so that the city will have access to the
money with very little effort.
Mr. Despain said the proposed Subdivision and Performance Guarantees Ordinance also proposes
that there would be a durability retainer. He explained that a durability retainer is the amount of
cash that would be left on deposit or is some form of bonding mechanism that would be there for
a period of time after the city has actually accepted the improvements. Mr. Despain said the
durability retainer would help secure the cost of any deficiencies.
Mr. Georgeson asked if what is proposed in the Subdivision and Performance Guarantees
Ordinance will allow for the correction of 500 South where the manholes are 6 inches above the
surface of the road. Mr. Despain said that 500 South is one of the issues that can be corrected
with the proposed Subdivision and Performance Guarantees Ordinance.
Mr. Georgeson asked if the city has an expiration date for plans that get final approval. He said
that if the city does not have an expiration, it should not adopt the plans.

Mr. Despain said the city has an expiration date for preliminary approval, but it does not have an
expiration date for final approval.
The Planning Commission directed staff to work more on the proposed Subdivision and
Performance Guarantees Ordinance.
Mr. Richan said that he has some recommendations that he would like to give to Mr. Despain in
regards to the proposed Subdivision and Performance Guarantees Ordinance. Mr. Despain
welcomed any suggestions and asked that the suggestions be turned into him.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT

Mr. Denney said that Bromleys might be looking at a redesign of their site to accommodate a
buyer. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that in regards to the road plan, Horrocks suggested the
city should not only look at the Bromley's property, but it should also look at the adjoining
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property on both sides of the tracks.
OTHER BUSINESS
Councilwoman Belmont said she received a phone call today from a man who was required to put
in 10% landscaping and is upset because Nick' s Tires, who is the man' s neighbor, has no
landscaping. She said that the man would like the Planning Commission to take care of this.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Nick's Tires is part of the Woodbury Corporation and there is
a sprinkling system that has been installed in the last few weeks.
Councilwoman Belmont said people are parking in the Country View Veterinary Hospital's
parking lot to buy corn at the corn stand that is on the corner.
Chairman Hadfield said the corn stand is not on the Pacific Drive side. He said the owner of the
Country View Veterinary Hospital should be talking to the people who own the land, which are
the Woodbury's. Chairman Hadfield said that the city does allow the sale of seasonal produce.
Mr. Richan asked how Jockey Hollow is progressing.
Mr. Denney said that the Jockey Hollow Subdivision has had some water on the surface.
Mr. Georgeson asked about Pennylane.
Mr. Despain said the replacement documentation for the condominium has been reviewed and
returned to the applicant.

Chairman Hadfield reminded the Planning Commission that the party will be on August 28, 1998
at 6:00p.m.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that he gave each Planning Commission Member a copy of the last
City Council Minutes because the fence ordinance was discussed. He asked the Planning
Commission Members to read the City Council Minutes and he will put a discussion of the fence
ordinance on a future agenda.
Mr. Georgeson asked what is happening with the proposed Fred Meyer expansion.
Mr. Denney said that Fred Meyer is going to be built in Pleasant Grove, instead of American
Fork. Chairman Hadfield said the tenants were going to be taken out of the strip mall to allow
for the expansion of Fred Meyer. He said many of the tenants did not want to relocate.

Mr. Fleming was excused.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE AUGUST 5, 1998, MINUTES
Mr. Hansen moved approval of the August 5, 1998, Minutes with the following corrections:
On Page 1, Line 10 "Denny" should be changed to "Denney." On Page 1, Line 13
"Mcdonald" should be changed to "McDonald." On Page 1, Line 24 "east" should be
changed to "East." On Page 1, Line 35 "East" should be changed to "east." On Page 1,
Line 38 "who's" should be changed to "whose." On Page 2, Line 9 "east" should be
changed to "East." On Page 2, Line 24 "that the beautification" should be changed to "the
beautification." On Page 2, Line 26 "zeroscaping" should be changed to "xeriscaping." On
Page 3, Line 9 "artists" should be changed to architects. On Page 3, Line 12 "bids" should
be changed to "bidders." On Page 3, Line 12 "City" should be changed to "City's." On
Page 3, Line 19 "fall" should be changed to "falls." On Page 3, Line 38 "bid's" should be
changed to "bids." On Page 4, Line 29 "developers" should be changed to "developer's."
On Page 4, Line 34 "than" should be changed to "then." On Page 4, Line 37 "slump"
should be changed to "sump." On Page 5, Line 33 "side" should be changed to "corner."
On Page 5, Line 35 "North sign" should be changed to "north arrow sign." On Page 5,
Line 38 "wasatch sign company" should be changed to Wasatch Sign Company." On Page
5, Line 42 before where it reads "Councilman Hampton" the follow sentence should be
added "Noting that this motion is only for the pylon location and not for the size." On
Page 6, Line 1 "centered in the island north and south of Central Bank" should be changed
to "being centered on a north/south line in the island in the southwest corner of the lot."
On Page 6, Line 12 "offside" should be changed to "off-site." On Page 6, Line 21
"districts" should be changed to "district's." On Page 6, Line 24 "Mr. Denney that"
should be changed to "Mr. Denney, that." On Page 6, Line 27 "Denny" should be changed
to "Denney." On Page 6, Line 32 "there" should be changed to "the." On Page 7, Line 18
"problem." should be changed to "problem?" On Page 7, Line 29 the word "inside" should
be deleted. On Page 7, Line 34 "are responsible by the" should be changed to "are the
responsibility of the." On Page 8, Line 14 "it's" should be changed to "its." On Page 8,
Line 17 "shady area to be" should be changed to "shady area in the vicinity map to be."
On Page 8, Line 20 "Councilwomen" should be changed to "Councilwoman." On Page 8,
Line 25 "the addressing, and where is same from" should be changed to "the building
addressing and where they came from." On Page 8, Line 38 "shaded area to be moved
between" should be changed to "shaded area in the vicinity map to be moved to halfway
between." On Page 9, Line 15 "warp" should be changed to "transition." On Page 9, Line
17 "there" should be changed to "their." On Page 9, Line 17 where it reads "Mr. Denney
also mentioned that the ramps have a grade of 8.3o/o which does not meet ADA standards"
should be deleted. On Page 9, Line 20 "about water on the second building falling down
and" should be changed to "about the water on the second building falling on adjacent
property. On Page 9, Line 21 "what is the elevation of the buildings." should be changed
to "What is the elevation of the buildings?" On Page 9, Line 30 "separate" should be
changed to "separate." On Page 10, Line 18 "fixed on the property" should be changed to
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"solved to it remains on the property." On Page 10, Line 20 "Denny" should be changed to
read "Denney." On Page 10, Line 21 "acheived" should be changed to "achieved." On
Page 10, Line 34 "over Under Condominiums" should be changed to "over and under
condominiums." On Page 11, Line 10 "ok with approving this without details" should be
changed to "ok with approving this without detailed footprint plans." On Page 12, Line 5
"renascent" should be changed to "reluctant." On Page 12, Line 32 "there be" should be
changed to "there should be." On Page 12, Line 40 "fencing is" should be changed to
fencing, is." On Page 13, Line 6 "can they can" should be changed to "they can." On Page
13, Line 13 "prove" should be changed to "approve." On Page 13, Line 20 "sump that"
should be changed to "sump, a spec sheet on which." On Page 13, Line 24 "is" should be
changed to "are." On Page 13, Line 42 " that if it exists then they will address that then"
should be changed to "that if these changes happen, then they will address parking at that
time." On Page 14, Line 18 "of the traffic light be 50 feet on your 72 foot width" should be
changed to "curve at 1100 East State is 50 feet. It should accommodate the 72 foot width
and still be a substantial curb in the 96 foot width." On Page 14, Line 21 "the intent of this
building to be relocated" should be changed to "the existing metal building will be
relocated." On Page 14, Line 34 " Mr. Despain looked at this with the thought that the
intersection be adjacent to the railroad" should be deleted. On Page 15, Line 1 "whose
ditch does" should be changed to "who does." On Page 15, Line 9 "There are two valves
on 100 East, and two of them were good enough. What percentage was building, was
landscape, and was road is mentioned on the plat on the left" should be deleted. On Page
15, Line 24 "East" should be changed to "east." On Page 15, Line 35 "top his" should be
changed to "top of his." On Page 15, Line 37 "Chairman Hadfield mentioned to discuss
that with the City Council when they discuss the moving of the building" should be
changed to "Chairman Hadfield suggested Mr. Grover discuss with the City Council the
issues previously mentioned." On Page 15, Line 38 "Secondly what can they do something
with the looks of the building, fancy entranceway or as much landscaping as you possibly
can" should be changed to "Secondly, can they do something with the looks of the building,
such as adding a fancy entranceway or as much landscaping as possible. On Page 16, Line
2 "East" should be changed to "east." On Page 16, Line 16 "and they were trying to build
on this property. They apologized and went on. This is a city park" should be deleted. On
Page 16, Line 38 "gave" should be changed to "given." On Page 16, Line 39 "draft" should
be changed to "draft copy." On Page 16, Line 39 "area's" should be changed to "areas."
On Page 17, Line 5 after "the same power" the following should be added "to bill for the
costs of cleaning up." On Page 17, Line 12 "Chairman Hadfield reminded them that the
summer party would be on August 28 up Provo Canyon" should be deleted. On Page 17,
Line 13 "The agenda in the citizen for the City Council meeting mentioned a fence in
American Fork, and that it bypassed the Planning Commission and Board of Review"
should be changed to "Chairman Hadfield noted the agenda in the Citizen for City Council
Meeting identified a discussion on a fence in American Fork, and that it bypassed the
Planning Commission.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Georgeson moved to adjourn. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion. Those voting aye:
Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
The meeting adjourned at 11 :00 p.m.

Melanie Marsh
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
SEPTEMBER 2, 1998
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on September 2, 1998, 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.

Review and action on a revised site plan for Covenant Care,
Inc. located at 84 North 1100 East.
Review and action on an amended commercial site plan for the
LeBaron Office Condominiums located at 777 East Pacific Drive.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for Joni's House
of Learning located at 55 North Church Street.
(Harrington
School Building)
Review and action on the Liebelt Subdivision located at 468
East 200 South.
Review and action on an annexation agreement for the
Broadstone Annexation at 840 East 350 South.
Review and action on an annexation agreement for the Westfield
Annexation at approximately 1000 West State Road.
Review and action on an annexation agreement for the ColemanJensen Annexation at 905 East 300 North.
Review and action on the culinary water update portion of the
General Plan.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the approval of the August 19, 1998,
minutes .
Adjournment.

Dated this 25 day of August, 1998.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman
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AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
SEPTEMBER 2, 1998
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on September 2, 1998, in
the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included *Councilwoman Juel Belmont,
Councilman Don Hampton, Pat Fleming, Michael Georgeson, Chairman J.H. Hadfield, and James
Hansen. Staff present included Howard Denney, Rod Despain, Kevin Bennett, and Melanie
Marsh. Others present included Vaughn Pulsipher, Keith Sorenson, Nancy Liebelt, Robert Kunz,
Richard Gardner, Charles LeBaron, John Schiess, Jim Hardy and Barbara Christiansen, a member
of the press.
Chairman Hadfield excused Mr. Richan.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED SITE PLAN FOR COVENANT CARE; INC.
LOCATED AT 84 NORTH 1100 EAST
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the Planning Commission approved the Covenant Care site
plan on April 7, 1996, subject to six items. He pointed out that Covenant Care has now revised
their site plan. Chairman Hadfield said the reason for the revised site plan is because the
applicants want the proposed building larger. He turned the time over to Vaughn Pulsipher, the
applicant.
Mr. Pulsipher pointed out that the revised site plan shows the location and dimensions of the
monument sign. Chairman Hadfield said the proposed project can have a monument sign, but the
Planning Commission will only approve the site of the monument sign and not the size of the
monument sign. He explained that the size of the monument sign will have to comply with the
American Fork City Sign Ordinance.
Mr. Pulsipher said they are proposing to add approximately 2000 square feet to the building on
the ground surface. He said the footprint has not changed. Mr. Pulsipher said they are proposing
to put in 32 parking stalls. He pointed out that they have room to put an additional 9 to 12
parking stalls beyond the proposed 32 parking stalls, but at this time are requesting that they be
allowed to keep the green area that would be used for the additional parking spaces.

Keith Sorenson said with the proposed 32 parking stalls the site will have 27% landscaping. He
said if they are required to put in the additional 9 to 12 parking stalls, they will still have 24%
landscaping.
Mr. Fleming asked if the sidewalk on the south side of the property will be put in now.

1

·'

Mr. Pulsipher said that the sidewalk on the south side of the property will not go in now.
Chairman Hadfield asked when the sidewalk on 11 00 East will go in.
Mr. Pulsipher said they are ready to deed 1100 East to American Fork City. He said they know
they have to match what is above and below their property. He said that they are in the process
of developing medical office buildings. He said there preference is not put the sidewalk in until
they finish the front portion.

*Councilwoman Belmont arrived.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney expressed concern about what the treatment will be for 1100 East. He pointed out
that the proposal at this time is just to bring in the curb and round it around and extend the ditch.
Mr. Denney said there has been some discussion about deeding the right-of-way, but postponing
the improvements on 1100 East; even though 1100 East is the frontage to be used for the project.
Mr. Fleming said the problem with not making the improvements on 1100 East is that if the
project fell apart or if the project were divided into two projects, there would be no way to get the
improvements.
Mr. Denney said they have an elaborate storm drain system through the proposed project, but
they also need to be concerned about the storm drain on the road .
Mr. Denney said the sidewalks that will go along the south side of the property to 1100 East need
to be at least five feet wide so they are ADA accessible. He said the curb radiuses ought to be
increased to 25 feet because they will have commercial access.

Mr. Denney said he needs to see the cross easements for the use of the road. He said he also
needs to see potential cross easements for parking in the front in case parking is needed for big
events. He said he needs the dedication of the right-of-way for 1100 East.
Mr. Denney said the developers need to make sure the grading plan and the contours are such that
there is going to be uniform treatment. He said the treatment needs to match the adjoining
neighbors to the east.
.Mr. Fleming asked if sumps are going to be put in.

Mr. Sorenson said sumps will be put in.
Mr. Fleming moved to approve the revised site plan for Covenant Care, Inc. located at 84
North 1100 East subject to (1) a drainage plan for the private road (2) 5 foot wide

)
2

sidewalks to 1100 East along the south side of the property (3) curb radius of 25 feet at the
intersection of the private drive and 1100 East (4) cross easements for parking for special
events to accommodate family members (5) vacation of right-of-way at 1100 East (6)
contours compatible with adjoining properties to the east (7) dedication of 1200 East, a
portion of the city street. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
There was some discussion about the applicants not wanting to put in the sidewalk on the south
side of the property right away because they are anticipating another project and do not want to
put in the sidewalk and have to tear it up. Mr. Sorenson wondered if there should be a caveat in
the motion about the sidewalk not going in right away. It was felt that the bonding process was
the mechanism to help ensure that the sidewalk will be put in within two years after the project is
completed.
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. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr.
Fleming and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR THE
LEBARON OFFICE CONDOMINIUMS LOCATED AT 777 EAST PACIFIC DRIVE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He pointed out that on February 18, 1998, the Planning
Commission approved LeBaron Office Condominiums subject to four things. He explained that
when the office condominiums were approved on February 18, 1998, the total of the four condos
was about 24,720 square feet. He said Mr. LeBaron has now chose to increase the size of the
buildings and the layout. Chairman Hadfield turned the time over to Richard Gardner.
Mr. Gardner said the buildings are a little larger than what was proposed on February 18, 1998 .
He stated that they have added some additional parking because they are proposing to increase
the square footage of the building. Mr. Gardner said the site still has adequate landscaping. He
pointed out that the access onto Pacific Drive is a little bit different.
Mr. Hansen asked about the future buildings. He asked if the entrances off of Pacific Drive will
be developed with the current buildings or if the south portion will be developed later. Mr.
Gardner said it depends on what Mr. LeBaron wants to do with the other buildings. He said that
he would like the option of developing the asphalt and curb and gutter on the north side of the
building. Chairman Hadfield said that it will be hard to get approval without some all weather
travel-way on the south side of the property.
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It was discussed that the sewer line on the north side of the property along Bamberger needs to be
extended to the east across the top of the property or needs to be extended up through the
project.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the parking is going to be phased. He said the parking requirement
is 40 spaces for the proposed phase II project.

There was some discussion about the project being sewered to the south. Mr. LeBaron said the
proposed project will be sewered to the south and anything to the north of this project will be
sewered to the east outfall line. Mr. Denney stated that the sewer and water will have to come
from the south for this project.
There was some discussion that the second story of the proposed buildings will not be ADA
accessible. Mr. Denney asked Mr. LeBaron if he will advertise that the second story of the
buildings will not be ADA accessible. Mr. LeBaron said they would advertise that the second
story is not ADA accessible.
Mr. Fleming asked about the driveways that are coming north and south. He expressed concern
that there could be a left/right turn conflict. Mr. Fleming suggested that it might be better to have
one driveway in and one driveway out and provide some external circulation.
Mr. Georgeson said there could be some conflict with someone turning right and someone turning
left and trying to hit the center turn lane.

Mr. Fleming suggested that the parking lot could be striped to keep traffic on one side.
Chairman Hadfield explained that Mr. Fleming is proposing to have two 24 foot entries, instead of
one 36 foot entry. He said that if there were two entries, there would be a right in and right out
and a left out for Bamberger and Pacific.
Mr. Fleming said the entry could be left as it is, but have one in and one out. He asked if they
could afford to lose some parking. Mr. Gardner said they do not have very many parking spaces
to spare.
After it was discussed that no more parking could be spared to change the driveway so there
would not be a potential left/right turn conflict, the Planning Commission did not seem too
concerned that something different needed to be done with the driveway.

Councilman Hampton moved approval of the amended commercial site plan for the
LeBaron Office Condominiums located at 777 East Pacific Drive subject to satisfying the
concerns raised by the city engineer that include extending the sewer line on the north side
of the property along Bamberger the full frontage.
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Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion, but said that he did not think the sewer line needs to
be extended the full frontage. He said the sewer line only needs to be extend half the
frontage.
CouncHman Hampton amended his motion to have the sewer line extended only half the
frontage. He also amended his motion to include that the proposed site plan is for office
condominiums and any future buildings must come in and stand on their own. Mr.
Georgeson 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. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr.
Fleming and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR JONI'S HOUSE OF
LEARNING LOCATED AT 55 NORTH CHURCH STREET (HARRINGTON SCHOOL
BUILDING)
Chairman Hadfield stated that the commercial site plan for Joni' s House of Learning has been
withdrawn at the request of the petitioner because she has found another location for her school.
He said that Mrs. Hepworth is going to have her private school at the Center Street Plaza located
at 20 South Center. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the Center Street Plaza was previously
occupied by a school and because there is no change in use she does not have to come to the
Planning Commission for any action. He said that Mrs. Hepworth has picked up a business
license application and will start her business tomorrow.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE LIEBELT SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 468 EAST 200
SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He said each of the planning commission members
should have received a letter from Nancy Liebelt asking the planning commission to cancel any
action on this item tonight. Chairman Hadfield said there has been some discussion relative to a
court case regarding the Liebelt Subdivision. He said that he is not privy to the outcome of the
court case regarding the Liebelt Subdivision. Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Bennett to advise the
Planning Commission.
Mr. Bennett said that he found out this morning that the proposed Liebelt Subdivision is subject
to a court case. He said he has not seen any documentation from the case. Mr. Bennett said he
does not know who has the right to stop the potential subdivision. He said he does not know
I
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who all the parties are. Mr. Bennett said until there is documentation providing the court order to
show who the owners of the property are, any action by the Planning Commission would be
premature.
Mr. Georgeson recommended that the Planning Commission postpone action on this item until it
gets some documentation or some resolution.

Mr. Kunz explained that Ms. Liebelt and her two sisters are trying to divide the property. He said
that there was an agreement that Ms. Liebelt was going to receive half an acre. He said part of
the courts decision was that Ms. Liebelt would receive the half an acre as long as she had the 8
foot side yard away from her house.
Mr. Kunz said that by delaying any action on the proposed project, the Planning Commission is
preventing the judge from finishing his decision. He explained that part of the judges decision is
based on whether the proposed subdivision meets the legal criteria for a subdivision in American
Fork City. Mr. Kunz said he would like concept approval for the half acre that is being divided
off. Mr. Kunz said the decision of the court yesterday was that Nancy's two sisters would
provide Nancy with a deed for approximately half an acre of the Liebelt property and in turn Ms.
Nancy Liebelt would sign the subdivision plat.

Mr. Kunz said the Planning Commission could approve the concept plan with the understanding
that the half acre parcel may become slightly larger by inches or less than foot or two by the time
it goes to the City Council. He said the Planning Commission could require a bond for the
improvements on the single lot subdivision. Mr. Kunz said Nancy's two sisters have to provide
Nancy with a deed for the half acre of property, but before they can provide the deed to Nancy
the property has to be subdivided.
Nancy Liebelt said if the subdivision is for her full benefit, she is willing to wait until she can get
with her legal counsel. She said she has not had a chance to review the documents and would like
a chance to review the documents. Ms. Liebelt requested that this item be postponed until she
gets further information. She said she is the legal owner and does have a deed. Ms. Liebelt said
there was nothing in the court's decisions that mentioned that the subdivision has to go through.
She explained that she can't file her deed until the subdivision is complete. Ms. Liebelt said she is
willing to hold off on filing her deed until she makes sure that everything is correct.
Mr. Kunz said Ms. Liebelt's concerns about reviewing documents can all be accomplished before
the proposed subdivision goes to City Council. He said he does not see the need to come back to
the Planning Commission for a matter of inches in the descriptions.
Mr. Bennett said he feels uncomfortable with sending things forward to the City Council when
there is still work that needs to be done. He said they do not even know what the legal
descriptions will be. Mr. Bennett said he would like to review the court order.
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Mr. Georgeson moved to postpone action on this until they receive an updated copy of the
proposed subdivision plat and that they have some indication that the parties are in
agreement.
Mr. Georgeson told Mr. Kunz that if the judge needs some assurance that the proposed
subdivision meets American Fork City's standards, the Planning Commission could make that
finding or staff could write a letter explaining the city's ordinance and state that the proposed
subdivision would meet American Fork City standards.

Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
Councilman Hampton asked if the motion includes review by the city attorney and satisfaction
with all the appropriate ownership documentation.
Mr. Georgeson said his motion does not include that the attorney will review the documentation.
He said he assumes that in the interim that whatever documentation is provided will be reviewed
by the appropriate city staff
Chairman Hadfield said that he can put this item on the next agenda and that will give Ms. Liebelt
72 hours notice, which she requested in her letter to the Planning Commission.
Mr. Georgeson said he does not want to forward anything to the City Council that will be
changed or likely be changed before the City Council reviews it.

Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr.
Fleming, and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE BROADS TONE
ANNEXATION AT 840 EAST 350 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain said that Guy Hatch, the developer, requested that this item be withdrawn from the
agenda. He said that John Harris the applicant for the proposed annexation and he has not
spoken to him so he is not sure what should be done now.
Mr. Despain said the primary issues with regards to the proposed Broadstone Annexation are the
road termed 340 South and the additional right-of-way on 860 East. He said 860 East will
become a collector class road. Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission needs to make sure the
width of the right-of-way is sufficient. He said another issue that needs to be addressed is in
regards to the small .88 acre parcel that is owned by Mr. Clement. Mr. Despain said that Mr.
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Clement has not signed the annexation petition. He said if the annexation moves forward, the
Clement parcel should be deleted out unless Mr. Clement is willing to provide the dedications.
Chairman Hadfield asked if Mr. Despain knew whether or not the petitioner had tried to persuade
Mr. Clement to be a part of the annexation or whether the petitioner bypassed Mr. Clement's
property because he has sufficient property for the annexation to go through. Mr. Despain did
not know if the petitioner had tried to persuade Mr. Clement to be part of the proposed
annexation.
Chairman Hadfield said if the Broadstone Parcel is annexed less the Clement Parcel, which is .88
acres; it will create an island of unincorporated property. He asked if it is legal to annex the
Broadstone Parcel less the Clement Parcel. Mr. Despain said it is legal to annex the Broadstone
Parcel less the Clement Parcel. He said the ordinance of annexation will have to state that leaving
the island is in the best interest of the city.
Mr. Georgeson did not believe that the Planning Commission should proceed forward until it sees
what is going on and staff has a chance to talk to John Harr.
Chairman Hadfield expressed concern about how American Fork City will get the additional width
on 860 East across the frontage of Mr. Clement's parcel, if the Broadstone Annexation is
accepted and Mr. Clement's is not signatory to the annexation.
Mr. Georgeson said the Planning Commission has an application for the Broadstone Annexation.
He asked if the Planning Commission should act favorably on the proposed annexation and refer it
to the City Council.
Mr. Despain said the appropriate action would be to table this item until the City talks to Mr.
Harr.
Mr. Fleming moved to table the Broadstone Annexation until Mr. Harr can talk to staff
about his intentions. Mr. Georgeson seconded 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. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr.
Fleming, and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREE:MENT FOR THE WESTFIELD
ANNEXATION AT APPROXIMATELY 1000 WEST STATE ROAD
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Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain said the Westfield Annexation is really the Brigg's properties, which is on the far
west edge of American Fork City.
Mr. Despain said no annexation agreement is provided. He said there has been a lot of discussion
with the City Council that the area proposed for annexation will be involved in some sort of
redevelopment project. Mr. Despain said the City Council is presently discussing the area
proposed for annexation. He said he has some questions about whether an annexation
agreement is really necessary because of the involvement of the City Council . Mr. Despain said
if the annexation agreement was necessary, it would only address the issues of zoning and water.

Mr. Georgeson moved that the Planning Commission requests the preparation of an
annexation agreement and recognizes that the annexation agreement will be limited so the
annexation can move forward. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr.
Fleming, and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE COLEMANJENSEN ANNEXATION AT 905 EAST 300 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain said the Coleman-Jensen Annexation is two parcels located at the intersection of 300
North and 900 East.
Mr. Despain said the map should be modified to provide the parcel along the west and south of
the Jensen property, not the Lameroux Annexation. He pointed out that the Jensens are currently
on the city water system and there will be no water requirement. Mr. Despain said the zoning
will be Rl-9000.
Mr. Despain said the Coleman Property is currently served water by Manila. He stated that
Manila has already provided American Fork City the necessary water right. Mr. Despain said that
Attachment 2 was inadvertently not stapled to the draft. He said that Attachment 2 indicates that
the additional street will be required along the southern boundary.

Mr. Despain recommended that the Coleman-Jensen annexation be forwarded to the City Council.
Mr. Hansen moved approval of the Coleman-Jensen Annexation subject to the appropriate
corrections. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
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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. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr.
Fleming and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE CULINARY WATER UPDATE PORTION OF THE
GENERAL PLAN
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to John Schiess of Horrocks
Engineering.
Mr. Schiess noted that the General Plan was last updated in 1993. He presented the Culinary
Water System update of the General Plan.
Mr. Schiess discussed the Culinary Water System Master Plan Addendum. He said the Culinary
Water System Master Plan will replace the Distribution System Chapter in the existing General
Plan. He stated that the city currently has 10.375 million gallons of storage, which is good
through the planning period 2020.

Chairman Hadfield asked aboutPage 5 of the 1998 Water System Update. He asked why the
amount of industrial units is so high in the year 2020.
Mr. Schiess said that because the zoning has changed from residential to industrial is the reason
for the increase in industrial units.
It was discussed that American Fork City only owns 10.3 7 5 million gallons of storage. Mr.
Schiess pointed out that American Fork City will need additional storage by the year 2013. He
said that some of American Fork's water storage will be used to supply water to other
communities. Mr. Fleming asked if it has been taken into consideration that some ofthe water
storage is used to supply water to other communities.

Mr. Schiess said that it has not been taken into consideration that some of the water storage will
be supplied to other communities. He said the date that American Fork City will need additional
storage will be closer than the year 2013 if American Fork City continues to provide water to
other communities.
Mr. Despain said that American Fork City has a contract with Cedar Hills to provide Cedar Hills
water for 10 years. He said by the end of the contract Cedar Hills will have their own primary
source of water.
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Mr. Georgeson suggested that if American Fork City is planning to annex the property to the
south of American Fork, it should looking at having a well in that part of the city.
Mr. Fleming said that it should be written in the plan that the city needs an additional well in the
south part of the city.
Mr. Georgeson asked Mr. Schiess to re-write the second paragraph on Page 13 of the 1998 Water
System Update because he did not think that it was very clear.

Chairman Hadfield expressed concern about when the collection boxes should be upgraded . He
said that some of the collection boxes have been in the ground since 193 0.
Mr. Georgeson said they need to be wise in where the drinking water sources are located because
in the case of an earthquake the lines might be severed. He suggested putting an underground
tank in the south portion of the city.

Chairman Hadfield raised the question of whether there may be some merit in putting some
additional storage capacity in the south part of the city as the south part of the city develops. He
suggested that the cost of the additional storage in the south part of the city could be tied to the
impact fees for those developments in the south part of the city.
Mr. Schiess said there is some merit in putting additional storage in the south part of the city if the
city is willing to have a pumping station and back up power supply.
Chairman Hadfield said that he would like to further discuss Table III.1 with Steve Parker, Mr.
Denney, and Mr. Schiess to make sure that the prices and schedules on Table III.1 are legitimate
because the table is important to the capital improvement fund . Mr. Georgeson said Table III.1
should be based on 1998 dollars.

Mr. Hansen moved to accept the Culinary Water Update portion of the General Plan.
Councilman Hampton 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. Hansen, Councilman Hampton, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr.
Fleming, ad Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
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Mr. Despain had nothing to report.

Chairman Hadfield reported that he hopes to have the transportation element of the General Plan
on the next agenda.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Georgeson said that he really enjoyed the Planning Commission Summer Party that was held
on August 28, 1998. Mr. Fleming echoed Mr. Georgeson's praise of the party.

Councilwoman Belmont asked the Planning Commission to consider looking at an ordinance
change or an addendum to the ordinance regarding ditches. She said the people who developed
Willow Creek wanted to leave the ditch open and save the trees, but the ordinance required that
the ditch be piped. Councilwoman Belmont said that when the creek beds go, then the trees go ..
Councilman Hampton said Kimbrey and Clayton Johnson would like to have some time on the
next Planning commission agenda to discuss American Fork City's bike paths and trails. He said
Mayor Barratt asked that Kimbrey and Clayton Johnson work with the Planing Commission on
the trails in American Fork.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE AUGUST 19? 1998? MINUTES

Mr. Fleming moved approval of the August 19, 1998, Minutes as presented. Mr. Hansen
seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr.
Fleming, ad Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Councilman Hampton moved to adjourn. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion. Those
voting aye; Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr. Fleming, ad
Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
The meeting adjourned at 9:45 p.m.

/'7~

l( tw.Jv

Melanie Marsh
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
SEPTEMBER 16, 1998
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on September 16, 1998, 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.

Clayton & Kimbrey Johnson will address the Planning Commission
regarding the trails portion of the General Plan.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for Deseret
Academy located at 40 North Center Street.
Review and action on the Liebelt Subdivision located at 468
East 200 South.
Review and action on a request by US West Wireless to install
a cellular antenna on the existing monopole located at 85
North Merchant Street.
Review and action on a proposed site plan for a commercial
office building located at 30 North Barratt Avenue. (Alliance
Building Corp.)
Review and action on an annexation agreement for the
Broadstone Annexation at 840 East 350 South.
Review and action on a revised road dedication plat for the
North Pointe Business Park located at 630 East 1100 South.
(Bromley Egg Farm)
Review and action on the transportation element of the General
Plan.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business .
Review and action on the approval of the September 2, 1998,
minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 4 day of September, 1998.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman
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M1ERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
SEPTEMBER 16, 1998
AMENDED - NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on September 16, 1998, 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.

Clayton & Kimbrey Johnson will address the Planning Commission
regarding the trails portion of the General Plan.
Review and action on ¥ commercial site plan for Deseret
Academy located at 40 North Center Street.
Review and action on the Liebelt Subdivision located at 468
East 200 South.
Review and action on a request by US West Wireless to install
a cellular antenna on the existing monopole located at 85
North Merchant Street.
Review and action on a proposed site plan for a commercial
office building located at 30 North Barratt Avenue. (Alliance
Building Corp. )
Review and action on Plat F of North Park Estates PUD (amended
Plat C lots 35, 36, & 37) located at 690 West 700 North.
Review and action on an annexation agreement for the
Broadstone Annexation at 840 East 350 South.
Review and action on a revised road dedication plat for the
North Pointe Business Park located at 630 East 1100 South.
(Bromley Egg Farm)
Review and action on the transportation element of the General
Plan.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the approval of the September 2, 1998,
minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 9 day of September, 1998.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
SEPTEMBER 16, 1998
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The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on September 16, 1998, in
the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Councilwoman Juel Belmont,
*Councilman Don Hampton, Pat Fleming, Michael Georgeson, Chairman J.H. Hadfield, James
Hansen, and Keith Richan. Staff present included Rod Despain and Melanie Marsh. Others
present included Mike Adams, Dale Larson, Alan Taylor, Robert Kunz, Nancy Liebelt, George
Bills, Stan Smith, Clayton Johnson, Kimbrey Johnson, Reid Swensen, Lee Cabell, and Barbara
Christiansen, a member of the press.
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Clayton Johnson said he and Kimbrey are willing to volunteer to work on a committee to ensure
that trails continue and to help develop a plan for walking, biking, hiking, and running paths. He
said they want to establish a network of paths throughout American Fork so they have a safe
place to ride their bikes. Mr. Johnson said they want to promote an alternate form of
transportation other than motor traffic.
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Chairman Hadfield excused Howard Denney and Kevin Bennett because they were attending the
Utah League of Cities and Towns Meetings.
CLAYTON AND KIMBREY JOHNSON WILL ADDRESS THE PLANNING COMMISSION
REGARDING THE TRAILS PORTION OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Clayton and Kimbrey
Johnson.

Mr. Johnson said they want to work with the people in Lehi to be able to take a trail from
American Fork over to Lehi over to the Willow Park Campground.

Kimbrey Johnson said there is no where to park bikes at retail stores because there are no bike
racks. She suggested that the Planning Commission look into requiring businesses to have
parking for bikes.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that American Fork City has a pretty good General Plan relative to
trails. He said property owners who live adjacent to trails see trails as a threat and an invasion of
their privacy.
Chairman Hadfield told Mr. & Mrs. Johnson that he would be happy to meet with them to let
them know what trails are in American Fork and what future trails are planned for American Fork.
He pointed out that at a future meeting the Planning Commission will be discussing the parks and
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open space portion of the General Plan and invited Mr. and Mrs. Johnson to attend the meeting
when parks and open space are discussed.
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Mr. Johnson said it is hard to ride bikes on 300 North between 900 and 1100 East because of the
potholes and narrowness of the road.
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Chairman Hadfield said if the people who live along 300 North from 900 East to 1100 East would
annex into American Fork City, the city would be able to widen the road and fix the potholes. He
suggested that the Johnson's could talk to the people who live between 900 East and 1100 East
to see if they would be willing to annex into American Fork City.
Chairman Hadfield thanked Mr. & Mrs. Johnson for their interest and willingness to help in the
city trails program.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR DESERET ACADEMY
LOCATED AT 40 NORTH CENTER STREET
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mike Adams, the applicant.
Mike Adams said his wife has worked in the education field for nine years. He said his wife has
been an assistant administrator over 37 schools. Mr. Adams said it is his and his wife's desire to
keep their kids pure and they do not feel that the public school system provides the atmosphere to
keep their kids pure .
Mr. Adams said they are proposing to have 80 students at the proposed school. He explained that
the classes will be put together in groups of grades. Mr. Adams said they will have five classes
(1) kindergarten (2) grades 1,2 & 3 will be grouped together (3) grades 4,5 & 6 will be grouped
together (4) grades 7,8 & 9 will be grouped together and (5) grades 10, 11 & 12 will be grouped
together.
Mr. Adams said there will be no classes held in the basement because the ceiling in the basement
is too low.
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Chairman Hadfield said there are certain occupancy codes that must be followed. He explained
that because there will be children attending the school who fall into the age category of
kindergarten through grade 6 all the classes have to be held on the ground level in the event of
fire .
Councilman Hampton asked what the hours of operation will be for the proposed school. Mr.
Adams said the main academic course is 4 days a week from 9:00a.m. to 1:00 p.m. He said they
will also offer LDS Seminary, which will start at 8:00a.m.
Councilman Hampton asked if there will ever be activities after 5:00 p.m.
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Mr. Adams said there will be some parent meetings held after 5:00p.m. He said there will be an
occasional open house with the parents and children that will be held after 5:00 p.m. Mr. Adams
said there also might be some classes for adults in the evenings.
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Chairman Hadfield asked if all the ground floor will be occupied. Mr. Adams said all of the
ground floor will be occupied. He said they really would like a bigger facility.
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Chairman Hadfield asked for Mr. Despain's comments.
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Mr. Despain said the proposed school is located in the CC-1 Zone. He said the CC-1 Zone
permits schools. Mr. Despain said the real question with regards to the proposed school is the
proximity of the State Liquor Store and the tavern that is across from the proposed school. He
pointed out that the Planning Commission should have all received a memo from Mr. Bennett that
discusses the iocation of the proposed school in relationship to the State Liquor Store and the
tavern. Mr. Despain said that after reading Mr. Bennett's memo, he does not see a problem with
the school being located in the old Alpine School District Administration Building. He explained
that the city ordinance has always said that a tavern can't be located within 600 feet of a school,
but a school can be located within 600 feet of a tavern. Mr. Despain pointed out that a school can
be located in any zone. He said the tavern was there before the proposed school.

Chairman Hadfield expressed concern about the proposed placement of the fence . He told Mr.
Adams to be aware of the fencing ordinance and to make sure the fence complies with American
Fork City's Fence Ordinance.
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Chairman Hadfield also expressed concern about the proximity of the proposed school to the
Harrington School. He said there are many things about the Harrington School that make it an
attractive nuisance. Chairman Hadfield said the fence is important to the success of the proposed
school. He asked Mr. Adams to work with the owner of the Harrington School to guarantee that
the Harrington School Building will be cleaned up . Chairman Hadfield said the Harrington
School Building could be exciting to kids and said that he does not want to see someone get hurt.
Mr. Richan asked Mr. Adams if the school is under a corporation.

Mr. Adams said they are an LLC, but will become a corporation very soon.
Mr. Richan asked if the students get some type of certification towards college.
Mr. Adams said they are looking to get some type of certification. He pointed out that they will
administer the SAT, ACT, GED during the student's senior year.

Mr. Georgeson asked about the parking. He asked if they have agreements to use the Harrington
School parking. He asked about the child drop off location.
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Mr. Adams said he has not discussed any of the parking or drop off issues. He pointed out that at
their school in Murray they do not let their students drive to school. He said at their school in
Murray they have five parking spaces for their teachers and some parking for visiting parents.
Mr. Adams said they should only need about 10 parking spaces for the proposed school.
Mr. Despain pointed out that American Fork City is the owner of the parking lot to the north of
the Harrington School. He said the proposed school is operating in the CC-1 Zone as a
commercial enterprise. Mr. Despain said if the school were located in a residential zone, the
minimum requirement for a school would be 2 acres. Mr. Despain said people can park in the
parking lot to the north of the Harrington School because that is public parking.
Mr. Georgeson expressed concern about the kids being dropped off on Center Street. He
suggested that the drop off area be designated off of Center Street.

Mr. Fleming moved to approve the commercial site plan for Deseret Academy located at 40
North Center Street as presented with the inclusion of a designated student drop off zone to
be located in the parking lot immediately north of the proposed Deseret Academy.
Councilman Hampton seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked if there was any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Fleming, Councilman Hampton,
Councilwoman Belmont. Mr. Hansen abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE LIEBELT SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 468 EAST 200
SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Robert Kunz.
Mr. Kunz asked if Stan Smith, the attorney, contacted Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain said Mr. Smith had not contacted him.
Chairman Hadfield stated that Kevin Bennett tried to contact Mr. Smith, but he was not available.
He pointed out that the Liebelt Property on 200 South between 400 East and 500 East has been
to court and is being split among three heirs.
Nancy Liebelt said the property is not being split. She stated that she is purchasing the house and
the property around the house and the rest of the property will be sold.
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Chairman Hadfield pointed out that neither of the two parties' attorneys is present. There was
some discussion that the subdivision plat did not yet have all three signatures. He told Mr. Kunz
that the Planning Commission will look at the proposed subdivision again when all three
signatures are on the plat. Mr. Despain said at this point the Planning Commission should not
approve the subdivision.
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Chairman Hadfield explained that the subdivision approval was put off at the last planning
commission meeting because they expected to receive some information that discussed the court's
decision.
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Councilman Hampton moved to table this item. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
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Chairman Hadfield said the property owners involved need to sign the plat showing that they
concur with the proposed subdivision before the Planning Commission can approve the
subdivision.

Mr. Kunz said that by tabling this item it puts him in a difficult position because when he goes
back to the judge, he will not be able to say the subdivision is approved by American Fork City.
He said if the subdivision is not approved, the judge will probably not order the subdivision plat to
be signed.

Chairman Hadfield said Mr. Kunz can come to the site plan meeting and meet with the city
engineer, city planner, and city recorder to gain a strong understanding of whether the subdivision
meets the requirements of American Fork City.
Ms. Liebelt said she wants the subdivision to go through as quickly as possible, but all the
information is not correct. She would like all the information to be correct before she signs the
subdivision plat.
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Ms. Liebelt expressed concern about a road going through her property if the proposed
subdivision is approved.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposed one-lot subdivision does not address anything with
regards to the residual property. He said there could be a road, but the road can't go through Ms.
Liebelt's property.
Ms. Liebelt was concerned about the utility easement on her property.
Mr. Despain said that virtually all subdivisions have utility easements.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilman Hampton, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr.
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Fleming, Mr. Georgeson and Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
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5

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REQUEST BY US WEST WIRELESS TO INSTALL A
CELLULAR ANTENNA ON THE EXISTING MONOPOLE LOCATED AT 85 NORTH
MERCHANT STREET
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Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Dale Larson.

8

9
10
11
12
13
14

Mr. Larson said staff recommended that it would be better to ask to put the antenna on the
monopole at 60 feet, rather than 80 feet. He said they have a technical problem with putting the
antenna at 60 feet. Mr. Larson said the antenna would be less conspicuous at 80 feet than it
would be at 60 feet.

Chairman Hadfield asked what the width and height of the antennas are.
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Alan Taylor, the engineer for the project, said the antennas are 42 inches long and 4 inches wide.
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Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the monopole is already there. He asked what supporting
equipment must go on the site
Mr. Taylor said all the equipment can be placed on the pole itself He said the antennas are gray,
but they could be painted if the city wants them painted.
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Mr. Fleming asked what color the pole is.
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Mr. Taylor said the pole is silver.
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Councilwoman Belmont asked if the height for the proposed antennas is any different than the
height of the antennas that are on the grain mill.
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Mr. Despain said the real issue is that if this were a new monopole structure, 60 feet would be
the maximum height that an antenna could be placed. He asked if there was sufficient
justification to let the antenna be placed at 80 feet because the monopole is existing. Mr. Despain
said they do have provisions that under certain circumstances, the pole can be higher than 60 feet
if the facility was already existing and if it is to be used for a purposes other than
telecommunications. He expressed concern that if the applicant is allowed to put the antenna at
80 feet, the applicant may come back later and ask to put another antenna at 100 feet or 120 feet.
Mr. Despain raised the question of how many antennas will be stacked on the pole.
Mr. Despain explained that the proposal for a cellular antenna meets the requirements for the
placement of the antenna, but the concern is the proposed height of the antenna. Mr. Despain
pointed out that because the monopole is located in a commercial zone the approval process ends
with the Planning Commission, unless there is an appeal to the City Council.
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Mr. Richan asked what the rationale is for limiting the height of the antenna to 60 feet.
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Mr. Despain said the rationale for limiting the height of antennas to 60 feet has to do with
aesthetic features. He explained that when the Planning Commission generated the ordinance it
decided that it would rather have a few more antennas at a lower height than less antennas at a
higher height.
Mr. Taylor said the existing monopole will not support other carriers without replacing the pole.
He said the reason they have chosen to put the antenna at 80 feet is because of the layout of
American Fork. He said the antenna needs to be placed at a sufficient height to get over the
plateau. Mr. Taylor said that if they are only allowed to put the antenna at a height of 60 feet,
they will have to put another antenna by the American Fork Recreation Center and also one by the
American Fork Hospital .

Mr. Despain said if the Planning Commission decides to approve the proposed cellular antenna at
80 feet, it is going to be asked to explain its determination to the next applicant based on the
ordinance. He said if the Planning Commission is going to approve the antenna at 80 feet, there
should be some instruction from the Planning Commission to request that the ordinance be
changed.
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Chairman Hadfield said he does not find the antenna at 80 feet obtrusive, but he is concerned
about more antennas being placed on the existing pole. He expressed concern about how the
Planning Commission will turn down other applicants that want to put an antenna on the pole.
Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission has to adhere to the ordinance. He pointed out
that if the Planning Commission denies the request, the applicant has the right to appeal to the
City Council.
Mr. Richan said this is a situation where technology changes so fast. He said the ordinance can be
completely out of sync in two weeks.
Mr. Georgeson said that he is not inclined to go beyond the height that is in the current ordinance.
Mr. Fleming explained that the role of the Planning Commission is an administerial role. He said
the Planning Commission does not have the authority to change the ordinance. Mr. Fleming told
Mr. Larson that the Planning Commission has to adhere to the ordinance and that he needs to go
to the City Council to ask it to grant the exception to the ordinance.
Mr. Georgeson said he remembers the pain the Planning Commission went through with citizens
when they were talking about the maximum height being at 60 feet. He said when the Planning
Commission decided on the maximum height at 60 feet, the citizens did not want the maximum
height to be at 60 feet. Mr. Georgeson said he is not inclined to recommend any change to the
ordinance.

7

Mr. Fleming suggested that the petitioners may want to withdraw their application prior to the
Planning Commission's vote and go directly to the City Council with a clean slate.
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Mr. Larson polled the two city council members to see how they felt about the proposed cellular
antenna.

6

7
8

Councilwoman Belmont said she feels strongly about the ordinance and she would vote to deny
the proposed cellular antenna.
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Councilman Hampton said the Planning Commission has no other option than to deny the
proposal. He explained that it is outlined by the city attorney what conditions need to be met in
order for the Planning Commission to approve the proposal. He stated that there is one condition
that can't be met; therefore, the Planning Commission is forced to deny the request or go against
the advice of the city attorney. He said if there is no action taken by the Planning Commission, he
and Councilwoman Belmont can report to the City Council that no action was taken.
Councilman Hampton said that they could look at changing the ordinance. He said he always sees
some flexibility in things, rather than wanting to be firm and not consider that there are
extenuating circumstances. Councilman Hampton said the City Council may vote against the
proposed antenna, but it is worth seeing what the City Council will do.
After Mr. Larson polled the two city council members, he said the people that he represents
would rather that he go through the whole process. He chose not to withdraw his application .
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Councilman Hampton moved to deny the request by US West Wireless to install a cellular
antenna on the existing monopole located at 85 North Merchant and ask the City Council
to look at changing the ordinance to accommodate the request. Mr. Richan seconded the
motion.
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Mr. Richan said that when planning becomes locked in concrete there is no need for the Planning
Commission. He said he would vote for the proposed request if he could. He said he does not
find the proposed antenna at 80 feet high bothersome as opposed to the 60 feet height. Mr.
Richan said they have to be flexible enough to adjust to the existing conditions.
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Mr. Georgeson said he will not vote to recommend that the City Council look at changing the
ordinance because he remembers all the debate that went on when they were trying to establish
the 60 foot high limitation. He said he does not see sufficient justification at this point in time to
recommend a change in the ordinance to the City Council.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Richan and Councilman Hampton. Those voting nay: Mr. Fleming,
Mr. Georgeson, and Councilwoman Belmont. Mr. Hansen abstained from the vote because

Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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the proposed antenna would be in his neighborhood. The motion failed.
3
4
5

6
7

Mr. Fleming moved that the Planning Commission recommends to deny the request by US
West Wireless to install a cellular antenna on the existing monopole located at 85 North
Merchant Street. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion and recommended amending the
motion to indicate a finding that the monopole is an existing telecommunications tower.
Mr. Fleming agreed with Mr. Georgson's recommendation of amending the motion.
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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. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Fleming, Councilman Hampton, and
Councilwoman Belmont. Mr. Hansen abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PROPOSED SITE PLAN FOR A COMMERCIAL OFFICE
BUILDING LOCATED AT 30 NORTH BARRATT AVENUE (ALLIANCE BUILDING
CORP.)
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He pointed out that Stan Smith, the applicant, needs to
request a zone change.
Stan Smith said that because everything around the proposed location is in the CC-1 Zone he is
requesting that the Planning Commission forego the $250 for the zone change application.
Mr. Despain said the lot is in the CC-2 Zone, but it is surrounded completely by CC-1. He said
the owner of the house that fronts on 100 West wanted to do something with the home that
would not be permitted in the CC-1 Zone, but would be permitted in the CC-2 Zone so the owner
requested his property to be placed in the CC-2 Zone. Mr. Despain explained that since the zone
change, the owner has sold the back portion of his property. He said that Mr. Smith is trying to
build something separate from the house and is finding that he is very limited because the property
is in the CC-2 Zone.
Mr. Smith said that he has picked up the application to get the zone changed to the CC-1 Zone.
He said he will include $250 with the zone change application, unless the Planning Commission
decides that he does not have to pay it.
Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission has no authority to waive the $250, but he
could ask Mayor Barratt to waive the fee.
Mr. Smith said he is proposing to build a two-story office building. He said he has complied with
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everything that he has been asked to do.
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There was some discussion about the proposed Austrian Pines. Mr. Richan said he does not like
his Austrian Pines. Mr. Smith said that he is only proposing two Austrian Pines.
Mr. Despain said that the proposed plan complies with the requirements of the CC-1 Zone.
Chairman Hadfield reported that Mr. Smith did meet with the technical review committee and all
the requirements have been met. He said the city engineer recommends approval of the proposed
project in the CC-I Zone.
Mr. Hansen asked ifMr. Smith will be putting curb and gutter on the south side of the property.
Mr. Smith said that curb and gutter on the south side of the property would not be his
responsibility. Mr. Hansen expressed concern about what Mr. Smith will be doing on the south
side of his property in conjunction with the asphalt that already exists. Mr. Smith said he will put
in a curb, will do a curb connection back to the asphalt on the north side, and will fill in the
asphalt against his new curb.
Mr. Georgeson inquired as to whether Mr. Smith would be required to rebuild the road on Barratt
Avenue, if the road base is substandard.

Chairman Hadfield said that if there is any road that is currently in the ownership of the city and
there is work to be done on it, the city will do the work and pay for it out of the capital
improvement funds.
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Councilman Hampton moved to recommend approval of the proposed site plan for a
commercial office building located at 30 North Barratt Avenue (Alliance Building Corp.)
subject to the CC-1 Zone Change. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
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Councilwoman Belmont asked about the lights that will be in the parking lot. She asked if the
lights will interfere with the people that live in the houses behind the property. Mr. Smith said he
will do what the city recommends. Chairman Hadfield told Mr. Smith that there are ways to direct
the light down into the parking lot without lighting the entire neighborhood.
Mr. Richan asked if the road is going to be sufficient as the proposed project develops.

Chairman Hadfield said they should end up with 36 feet of travel way and that is the same as the
60 foot road. Mr. Despain said that in a residential environment, a 36 foot wide travel surface
gives an 8 foot parking length and a 10 foot travel way. He said there can't be angular parking.
Mr. Despain said that 36 feet is an adequate travel way.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
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There was no further discussion .
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr.
Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON PLAT F OF NORTH PARK ESTATES PUD (AMENDED PLAT
CLOTS 35; 36; & 37) LOCATED AT 690 WEST 700 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He explained that Plat F is an amended Plat C, which
includes Lots 35, 36, & 37 located at 690 West 700 North. Chairman Hadfield said that when
the city began doing some work on the road, it was determined that the city needed to take more
property than was previously identified to properly align 700 North where 700 North crosses
Mitchell Hollow. Chairman Hadfield turned the time over to George Bills.
Mr. Bills said they want to keep moving ahead. He said Lots 35, 36, and 37 are big enough to
take another 10 feet off of them and still be able to make things work.

Chairman Hadfield said that by taking another 10 feet off of Lots 35, 36, and 37, it will allow the
city to continue 700 North across Mitchell Hollow.
Chairman Hadfield said the driveway for Lot 37 has to access off of700 North, but asked if Mr.
Bills would include in the building envelope that lots 35 and 36 be shaped in a way that the
driveways access onto 690 West.
Chairman Hadfield said the dedication plat does include the additional property for the road. He
pointed out that Mr. Sowby has been made aware of the ASHTO standards for the curbs.
Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission's role is not the vacation of the plat. He said the
Planning Commission's role is in there-subdivision. He said from a planning standpoint the
proposed Plat F solves a problem that was not anticipated when they approved Plat C.
Chairman Hadfield told Mr. Bills to keep in mind that he is bonded for Plat C, D and E, but not
Plat F. He told Mr. Bills that he has a couple of different options relative to bonding.

Mr. Richan moved approval of Plat F of North Park Estates PUD (amended Plat CLots 35,
36 and 37) located at 690 West 700 North. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr.
Georgeson, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE BROADSTONE
ANNEXATION AT 840 EAST 350 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He said that each member should have a copy of the
proposed annexation agreement. Chairman Hadfield turned the time over to Reid Swenson, who
is representing the owners of the Broadstone Annexation.
Mr. Swenson said there is some discussion as to where 400 South Street will be.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the Planning Commission has before them a proposed concept
plan for annexation. He stated that he gave Mr. Swenson the requirement for 340 South.
Chairman Hadfield said the project tied to 400 South may or may not happen.
Mr. Despain said the proposed concept plan meets the requirements of an annexation concept
plan. He pointed out that Mr. Clement is not signatory to the annexation. Mr. Despain said he is
unaware as to whether Mr. Clement has been contacted about annexing into the city or whether
Mr. Clement does not want to annex. He said they may want to delete Mr. Clement's property
from the annexation. Mr. Despain pointed out that ifMr. Clement's property is deleted from the
annexation, it will create an island.
Mr. Despain said that Mr. Clement's property is very critical to the completion of340 South and
to the widening of 860 East.
Chairman Hadfield said that before the proposed annexation goes forward there should be some
indication of what Mr. Clement would like to do .
Mr. Swenson said Mr. Harr has talked to Mr. Clement about purchasing his property and building
him a new home, but when he talked to Mr. Clement he was not receptive to that idea.
Chairman Hadfield said out of fairness to Mr. Clement, he needs to be contacted and made aware
of what is going on. He asked Mr. Despain to inform Mr. Clement that there is an annexation
pending on the south of him and to inform him that if he is deleted from the annexation, his
property will be an unincorporated parcel in the incorporated limits of the city.
Mr. Despain said that unless Mr. Clement is willing to participate in terms of the conveyance of
the right-of-way, particularly for 860 East, his property ought to be deleted from the annexation.
Mr. Despain said it should be clear that the Planning Commission did not buy into the design that
is presented in the proposed concept plan. He said the only thing the Planning Commission is
interested in at this point in time is the location of 340 South and 860 East.
Councilman Hampton moved approval of the annexation agreement for the Broadstone
12
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Annexation at 840 East 350 South subject to the Clement issue being resolved by Mr.
Despain and that the agreement be based on the outcome. Mr. Fleming seconded the
motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
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There was no further discussion.
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Councilman Hampton, Mr.
Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED ROAD DEDICATION PLAT FOR THE NORTH
POINTE BUSINESS PARK LOCATED AT 630 EAST 1100 SOUTH (BROMLEY EGG
FARM)
Chairman Hadfield said this was withdrawn at the petitioner's request.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL
PLAN
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Lee Cabell of Horrocks
Engineers.
Mr. Cabell said the proposed transportation element of the General Plan now accounts for the

influence of the Mount Timpanogos Temple, the Lone Peak High School, the possibility of a Utah
Valley State College extension center up by the State Development Center, and incorporates the
new land use concept for the area south of I-15 .
Mr. Cabell said the volumes seem to be on schedule. He said the projected volumes for the future
are slightly higher in some locations, especially south of I -15 because of the new land use
element.
Mr. Cabell presented the proposed transportation element ofthe General Plan.
Mr. Cabell pointed out that one of the major changes that he is recommending for the future is on

500 East, south of the freeway. He said one recommendation is to take 500 East and realign it
down the northeast side of the tracks, connecting it over to 6400 North and keep the connection
completely on the northeast side of the tracks, which would eliminate any railroad crossings from
the new interchange and allow people access in the interchange that have destinations along 500
East or the new expanded business park.
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Mr. Cabell said that they have projected out the southern land use area and one of the critical
concerns is not to alienate the south part of the community from the north part of the community
across I -15 and the tracks. He said they want to make sure there are sufficient connections and
that there is sufficient roadway capacity to accommodate all that is projected. Mr. Cabell said at
a low density of three units per acre they are looking at a potential of upwards of 4,000 or more
housing units, which would correlate to in excess of 40,000 vehicle trips out of the area south of
I -15. He said they are concerned about the ability to get across I -15 .
*Councilman Hampton was excused.
Councilwoman Belmont asked what constitutes a truck route. She said there are many semis
using 300 North. Councilwoman Belmont said many people have complained to her about semis
using 300 North.
Mr. Cabell said there are some things that could be done ordinance wise to designate some
specific corridors in the city as truck routes.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that American Fork City does not have any ordinances against
trucks on city streets.
Mr. Cabell said there is nothing in the General Plan about truck routes, but it is something that
could be added. Councilwoman Belmont said that she would like to add something in the plan in
regards to designating truck routes.
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Mr. Cabell said they did add several sections to the transportation element of the General Plan
that are not previously included in the current transportation element. He pointed out some of
the new sections which include the following: a section on access management, corridor
preservation for new roads, traffic studies to help identify specific improvements related with
larger developments, a section on safety improvements, and discussion of alternative
transportation modes.
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Mr. Fleming moved to recommend adoption of the transportation element of the General
Plan as presented subject to (1) correcting a few grammatical errors and (2) including
something in the transportation element about truck routes. Councilwoman Belmont
seconded the motion.
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Mr. Fleming told Mr. Cabell that he has done a nice job on the proposed transportation element of
the General Plan. He thanked Mr. Cabell for a presentation that was easy to follow.

Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and
Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
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SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
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There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Chairman Hadfield reported that he will put on the next Planning Commission Agenda discussion
of the 90 plus acres of the Utah State Developmental Center Property.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE SEPTEMBER 2~

L-4

Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

1998~

MINUTES

Mr. Fleming moved to approve the September 2, 1998, minutes with the following changes:
On Page 2, Line 7 "there" should be changed to "their." On Page 2, Line 31 "needs"
should be changed to "needed." On Page 3, Line 37 "is" should be changed to "if." On
Page 9, Line 33 "will R1-9000" should be changed to "will be R1-9000." On Page 11, Line
30 "approval or' should be changed to "to accept". Wherever it reads "Mr. Kuhnz" in the
minutes it should be changed to "Mr. Kunz. Councilwoman Belmont seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, and Mr. Georgeson.
Mr. Richan abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
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ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Georgeson moved to adjourn. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, and
Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
The meeting adjourned at 10:25 p.m.

1~~ rr~
Melanie Marsh
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
OCTOBER 7, 1998
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on October 7, 1998, 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.

Presentation of the landscaping plan_t or the 500 East corridor
between State Street and I -15 .
Discussion of the proposed concept plan for the recently
acquired park property at the Developmental Center.
Review and action on a proposed zone change of .357 acres at
30 North Barratt Avenue from the CC-2 to the CC-1, Central
Commercial zone .
Review and action on an annexation agreement for the Westfield
Annexation at 1000 West State Road.
Review and action on the Liebelt Subdivision located at 468
East 200 South.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for Valley Food &
Fuel to be located at 330 North West State Road.
Review and action on a final plat of Orchard Hills South Plat
B to be located at 681 North 560 West.
Review and action on the land use portion of the General Plan.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the approval of the September 16, 1998,
minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 29 day of September, 1998.

J.H . Hadfield, Chairman

)

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
OCTOBER 7, 1998
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on October 7, 1998, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00p .m. Those present included Councilwoman Juel Belmont,
Councilman Don Hampton, Pat Fleming, Michael Georgeson, Chairman J.H. Hadfield, James
Hansen, and Keith Richan. Staff present included Rod Despain, Howard Denney, Kevin Bennett,
and Melanie Marsh. Others present included Nancy Liebelt, Bob Kunz, Chris Valentine, Brian
Gabler, Paul Washburn, Steve Sowby, Denise Pederson, and Scott Leiter.
PRESENTATION OF THE LANDSCAPING PLAN FOR THE 500 EAST CORRIDOR
BETWEEN STATE STREET AND I-15
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Councilwoman Belmont.
Councilwoman Belmont said she would like some direction from the Planning Commission
regarding what they would ~ike to see done with regards to a landscape plan for the 500 East
Corridor between State Street and I -15. She passed out four landscape architectural service bids
from the following companies for the Planning Commission to review: John L. Mass &
Associates, Ace Landscaping, The Grassli Group, and Carol R. Johnson Associates Inc.
Mr. Fleming asked which of the four bids the Beautification Committee recommends.

Councilwoman Belmont said the Beautification Committee does not want to spend any money on
a landscape design for the 500 East Corridor between State Street and I-15 . She said the
Beautification Committee has been checking with various people at the local nurseries and it
thinks the 500 East Corridor can be landscaped without a landscape design. Councilwoman
Belmont said she has asked the Beautification Committee to submit a formal proposal on what it
would like to see done.
Council·.voman Belmont said that she worries about there being sufficient water to support
whatever is planted along 500 East. She said a formal design is needed for landscaping the 500
East Corridor.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the Planning Commission's role is relative to general planning in
the entire city and it does not focus on just one city street. He said it is his understanding that
when it comes to focusing on one city street that should be the responsibility of the Neighborhood
Councils. Chairman Hadfield was not sure what direction Councilwoman Belmont wanted from
the Planning Commission regarding a landscape plan for the 500 East Corridor.
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Councilwoman Belmont pointed out that she has petitions from citizens who would like to see
something beautiful done along 500 East. She said she remembers Mr. Fleming saying at one of
the Planning Commission meetings that proposals need be obtained for a landscape plan on 500
East.
Councilman Hampton said it was his understanding that the Planning Commission asked the City
Council to decide how much money it would like to allocate to a landscape plan for the 500 East
Corridor.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the Planning Commission has dictated to Kelter & Kelter and
the McCabe Commercial project that if the city develops a landscape plan on 500 East, then they
would need to follow the landscape plan. He said a landscape plan along the 500 East Corridor
would be worthwhile. Chairman Hadfield said the issue is whether American Fork City chooses
to follow a landscape plan along 500 East.
Councilwoman Belmont said that she keeps hearing from many different people that they would
like to see 500 East professionally landscaped. She said many people do not want to see 500 East
end up looking like Main Street. Councilwoman Belmont said the trees along Main Street do not
have a proper water supply and have not been properly taken care of She said she has been
asked by many people why American Fork can't have a beautiful entrance.
Mr. Richan expressed concern about whether each of the bids had been compared against one
another to see what the different bids are really offering. He said it is very difficult for him to
make any kind of judgement as to what would be the best bid to choose, unless he could spend
some tirp.e comparing what each bid is offering.

Chairman Hadfield said the City may want to come up with a standard landscape plan for the
other main entrances into the city. He said it is admirable to have a landscape plan. Chairman
Hadfield said the Planning Commission will leave it in the hands of the City Council to determine
the level of involvement that it would like to have with regards to having a landscape plan on 500
East. He complimented the Beautification Committee for the work that it has done in getting
trees and flowers in downtown American Fork.

Mr. Fleming moved to forward the four bids onto the City Council for it to review and to
make a decision on which bid it would like to go with and noting that the bids are for work
to be done on designing a plan for the tree species and plantings that will be necessary to
make the 500 East Landscape Plan a reality.
Mr. Ric han asked if Mr. Fleming would include in his motion a recommendation that every
entrance in the city should be looked at in regards to having a landscape plan. Mr. Fleming did
not think the motion should include that all entrances into the city should have a landscape plan.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Fleming if he sees a landscape plan on 500 East as a first step in

2

determining a city wide standard for American Fork City's main entrances into the city.
Mr. Fleming said he thought the Planning Commission had already given the Beautification
Committee the go ahead to start looking at having some entrance statements throughout
American Fork City.
Mr. Richan said the Planning Commission should recommend that the City look at having a
landscape plan for more than just 500 East.

Mr. Fleming added to his motion that the Planning Commission recommends that all the
main entrances in American Fork City should be looked at in regards to a landscape plan.
Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Georgeson said Mr. Fleming's motion is inappropriate at this time because it is not the
responsibility of the Planning Commission to recommend the bids to the City Council.
Councilman Hampton said Councilwoman Belmont needs to present the bids to the City Council.
He said the City Council needs to decide how much it is willing to spend on a landscape design
for the 500 East Corridor and then it can try to develop a pattern for the other main entrances into
· the City.
Chairman Hadfield said it needs to be determined whether there is going to be a city standard that
needs to be followed with regards to landscaping main entrances into the city. He said if a city
standard is decided on, it is well within the role of the Planning Commission to impose the
standard on new developments that are located by a major entrances in American Fork City.
Mr. Fleming asked if the Planning Commission should recommend a standard, rather than
recommending a specific project.
Mr. Georgeson said the Planning Commission should not pass the bids onto the City Council. He
said it would be appropriate for the Planning Commission to request that the City Council review
the proposals with the possibility of developing a standard for the main entrances of the city.
Mr. Fleming amended his motion to say that the Planning Commission moves the four
proposals onto the City Council with the understanding that it will be looking at a project
on 500 East, but also that the City Council look at developing some city wide landscape
standards for the main corridors in the City. Mr. Richan seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.

3

Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Fleming, Councilman Hampton,
Councilwoman Belmont, and Mr. Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
DISCUSSION OF THE PROPOSED CONCEPT PLAN FOR THE RECENTLY ACQUIRED
PARK PROPERTY AT THE DEVELOPMENTAL CENTER
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the Developmental Center Property includes two parcels. He
turned the time over to Steve Bailey.
Mr. Bailey showed a map that he made in 1988, which shows his dream of what type of park he
would like to see in American Fork. He pointed out that the American Fork Recreation
Committee met on September 3, 1998, to discuss how to best develop the Developmental Center
Property.

Chairman Hadfield said many of the comments and suggestions that the Recreation Committee
made at their September 3, 1998, Meeting were sound and timely. He said the amphitheater area
is very much an interest to the Arts Council. Chairman Hadfield suggested that the Planning
Commission discuss what the best use of the Developmental Center Property would be.
There was some discussion about connecting the two Development Center parcels with a
corridor. Mr. Richan expressed concern about connecting the two pieces of property together as
one development. He said the two parcels are two unique pieces of ground.
Chairman Hadfield said he did not think it was the City's desire to connect the two pieces of
property together as one single development. He said he thinks the City wants to try to make it
so that people who want to walk can have a corridor to walk between the two parcels and also so
that it could continue up to Adventure Learning Park.
Councilman Hampton said it would help him if Mr. Bailey would create another map like the one
that he made in 1988 that summarizes all the departments ideas and takes into consideration the
transportation plan. Mr. Bailey said he worked long and hard on the 1988 layout. He said it is
premature for him to do another full layout until he gets some additional input from the Planning
Commission, Engineering Department, Arts Council, and Parks Department. Mr. Bailey said he
would be happy to come up with a big map that incorporates what the different departments
would like to see.
Councilwoman Belmont said her concept for a park is a lot of open space with some wonderful
amenities. She said ball parks are needed. Councilwoman Belmont said she does not want to see
the wonderful land completely planned. She said the Art Dye Ball Park should retain the Dye
name in some way. Councilwoman Belmont said she does not like the idea of having camper/
trailer hook-ups in the park. She said the park should be for the residents of the city.
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Mr. Bailey said the camper/trailer hook-ups are not a high priority. He said the idea behind having
the camper/trailer hook-ups was so that people who are coming to participate in a softball
tournament would have a place to stay overnight.
Councilwoman Belmont said the maintenance of the trailer park and who the park fee would be
paid to are some things that should be considered. She said she would like to see the
Developmental Center Property be developed in such a way that there is more open space and so
that it has a wild nature look.
Mr. Bailey said that whatever is done with the Developmental Center Property needs to be done
with a multipurpose in mind.
Denise Pederson said she is thrilled that there is an equestrian trail shown on the plan and she
hopes the equestrian trail stays on the plan. She expressed concern about the proposed bike and
equestrian trail because the two do not mix. Chairman Hadfield told Mrs. Pederson that he could
show her Murray City's standard with regard to the equestrian and bike trail. He said the bike
and equestrian trail can work.
Mr. Despain said the Development Center Property will be used for a regional park. He said only
a portion of the park has been identified as meeting the core park needs. Mr. Despain pointed out
that the City does not use impact fees for the development of regional parks. He pointed out that
the City does not know the future of the Developmental Center. Mr. Despain said American
Fork's General Plan shows the continuation of980 North.
Mr. Despain said there are competing interests in terms of how the Developmental Center
Property should be developed. He said Mr. Bailey represents the sports component and
Councilwoman Belmont represents the passive, equestrian interest. Mr. Despain said there has to
be an attempt to balance the different interests and come up with a plan. He raised the issue of
whether the City is going to design the park or seek outside help for the design of the park.
Mr. Fleming said the City needs to seek professional services for the design of the park

Mr. Georgeson expressed his concern that the park can't meet everyone's needs.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PROPOSED ZONE CHANGE OF .357 ACRES AT 30
NORTH BARRATT AVENUE FROM THE CC-2 TO THE CC-1: CENTRAL COMMERCIAL
ZONE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He explained that the proposed Alliance Office Building
was approved at the September 16, 1998, Planning Commission subject to changing the zone
back to the CC-1 Zone. He said the Zone Change Petition was filed by the owner and the fees
have been paid. Chairman Hadfield said that with regards to this property and the surrounding
property there has been a subdivision that has taken place without coming through the Planning
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Commission. He said whatever action the Planning Commission takes relative to the parcel
proposed for development it needs to be done in such a way that there is approval of a subdivision
of the properties as well as approval of the zone change request. Chairman Hadfield said Mr.
Smith will need to complete the subdivision and platting so that the illegal subdivision can be
corrected.
Mr. Despain pointed out that Mr. Smith must have a subdivision plan as well as a site plan.

Mr. Georgeson moved to forward a positive recommendation for the zone change of .357
acres at 30 North Barratt Avenue from the CC-2 to the CC-1, Central Commercial Zone
with the requirement that the property be appropriately subdivided. Mr. Fleming
seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any discussion on the motion.
There was no discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Fleming, Councilman Hampton,
Councilwoman Belmont, and Mr. Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE WESTFIELD
ANNEXATION AT 1000 WEST STATE ROAD
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
Mr. Despain said the technical review committee reviewed the proposed Westfield Annexation
Agreement and recommend two changes. One change relating to Section 6 and the other change
relating to Section 7. He said the change in Section 6 has to do with the alignment of the rightof-way. He said Attachment 2 shows the approximate alignment of the intersection of the road at
900 West and also the extension of the road easterly to State Street, opposite of Pacific Avenue.
Mr. Despain said Mr. Denney has recommended that there needs to be something in the
agreement to make sure the plan, even at the concept state, shows the alignment of the new road.
Chairman Hadfield said the developer needs to understand that the City does not necessarily look
at the attachments to the annexation agreement as the final plan.
Mr. Denney pointed out that the verbiage in the proposed annexation agreement is that the
Planning Commission has not required the developer to have the whole development plan, but the
developer will be required to do a concept plan that is in substantial compliance as development
occurs.

)
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Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the Planning Commission will be looking at the road plan in
the General Plan again because there were some issues relative to growth that were not addressed
as well as they should have been. He said everything the Planning Commission has approved so
far relative to the road plan will stand. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that there will be an
additional chapter on truck routes in the General Plan.
Mr. Despain said the second area that needs to be changed in the proposed annexation agreement
has to do with water rights. He said Chairman Hadfield expressed some concern about the way
the water rights were addressed in the proposed annexation and he felt the annexation agreement
should get a better handle on the water rights required.

Chairman Hadfield said the water rights have to be there. He said the developer will be required
to provide 3 acre feet per acre for the water right requirement and the water right requirement
will be adjusted depending on what is developed.
Mr. Despain said Section 7 will be changed to have specific language identifying the approximate
amounts of water rights that will be needed and it will be adjusted based on the actual usage.
Mr. Richan asked if there was some kind of recommendation of how many acre feet per acre will
be needed.
Mr. Despain said that 3 acre feet will be needed for a single-story office related structure and
there would have to be an adjustment for multiple story structures. He said typically between 2
and 3 acre feet per acre is needed for retail/commercial areas.

Mr. Fleming moved to recommend approval of the annexation agreement for the Westfield
Annexation at 1000 West State Road subject to the general road alignment on 900 West
and subject to Mr. Despain working up the table for water usage. Mr. Hansen seconded
the motion.
Mr. Georgeson expressed concern that the City has another major annexation and there are still
no revisions to the required landscaping.

Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Fleming, Councilman Hampton,
Councilwoman Belmont, and Mr. Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE LIEBELT SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 468 EAST 200
SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He pointed out that the last time Mr. Kunz was at the
Planning Commission Meeting he asked him to get all three property owners to sign the plat.
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Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Kunz if he had all three signatures on the plat.
Mr. Kunz said he has two owners that have signed the plat and the third party is in attendance at
the meeting tonight.
Chairman Hadfield told Mr. Kunz that he has not done what he was directed to do. He said
because all three owners have not signed the plat there is nothing the Planning Commission can do
at this point.
Mr. Kunz explained that the title company just got the boundary line agreement so that the title is
cleared with the property. He pointed out that when they came in originally they were only taking
property to their title deed. Mr. Kunz said now at the City's request they are taking property over
to the Pennylane Subdivision. He explained that when the Pennylane Subdivision was recorded all
the property that was recorded in the title search was not taken.
Chairman Hadfield asked Ms. Liebelt if she is willing to sign the plat. Ms. Liebelt said that she is
not agreeable to signing the plat.
Mr. Despain pointed out that each planning commission member should have a copy of the court
order. He said Paragraph 3 in the court order addresses the court's notion of what the City's role
might be in the process. Mr. Despain turned the time to Mr. Bennett to advise the Planning
Commission
Mr. Bennett said only one party has provided him with any documents relating to the case. He
pointed out that both parties were to provide him with documents for him to review. Mr. Bennett
stated that seven court orders have been made by the court, but he does not know what the other
six orders involve. He said there have been several attempts to bring the case regarding the
proposed Liebelt Subdivision to some closure. Mr. Bennett said it was indicated in the court
order that American Fork City would address the subdivision of property for Lots 1 and 2.

There was some discussion that it was earlier thought that the proposed Liebelt Subdivision at
468 East 200 South would be a one-lot subdivision with a residual parcel. Mr. Despain said now
they have learned that the subdivision needs to be a two-lot subdivision and full improvements
need to be addressed and resolved. Mr. Despain said they are all aware of a lot more information
than they were when they first started looking at the proposed project. He suggested City staff
work with Mr. Kunz to get things resolved.
Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission will take no action tonight on the proposed
subdivision and will allow City staff to help Mr. Kunz get things worked out.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR VALLEY FOOD AND
FUEL TO BE LOCATED AT 330 NORTH WEST STATE ROAD
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Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. The applicants Chris Valentine and Brian Gabler were
present.

Mr. Gabler said they are proposing an Amoco and Taco Bell combination.
Chairman Hadfield said the technical review committee reviewed the commercial site plan and
asked the applicants to make several changes to the site plan. He said he was disappointed when
the commercial site plan came back for submission in the Planning Commission packets because
many of the changes that were requested were not included on the site plan. Chairman Hadfield
pointed out that the detailed landscape plan was not included.
Mr. Gabler was uncertain as to what more detailed information was needed on the landscape plan.
He pointed out that most of the landscaping is in front of the proposed building.

Chairman Hadfield asked that some landscaping be put adjacent to the tracks along the rear of the
building.
Chairman Hadfield expressed concern about the cross easements with North Timp Plaza. He said
the proposed building will greatly affect the existing Country View Veterinary Hospital.
Chairman Hadfield said the proposed business could make or break the Country View Veterinary
Hospital.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the proposed businesses will exceed the capacity of the lift station.
Mr. Gabler said he has not seen the specs on the lift station.

Chairman Hadfield said that he has a real problem with the 60-foot wide curb cut on Pacific
Drive. He said a 60-foot wide curb cut is a cross-section for a residential type street. Chairman
Hadfield said normally on a busy intersection a 36-foot wide curb cut is recommended. He said a
36-foot wide curb cut allows a right turn in, right turn out, and a left turn out. Chairman Hadfield
asked why the proposed project needs a 60-foot wide cross section.

J\tlr. Gabler said a 60-foot wide cross section was required for the turning radius of the gas
trucks.
Chairman Hadfield told Mr. Gabler there could be serious problems with having a 60-foot wide
curb cut. He said before the plat is approved he would like to see what UDOT's advice is relative
to the 60-foot wide curb cut that is proposed.
Chairman Hadfield said there are several issues that need to be resolved before the Planning
Commission can recommend approval of the proposed site plan. He said Woodbury Corporation
needs to be contacted to find out the capacity of the lift station. Chairman Hadfield said at some
point in time the dedication of roads needs to be discussed.
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Chairman Hadfield asked why the curb was not extended on the west side like it was on the east
side of the proposed store. He said he would like to see the traffic come in one way and out one
way.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the sign ordinance will dictate the size of the sign. He said he
would like the proposed sign moved back closer to the curb so that it is out of the clear sight
distance. Chairman Hadfield suggested putting the sign in the middle of the landscaping so the
landscaping will add to the sign.
Chairman Hadfield discussed the lighting. He suggested that the lighting could be on the facia of
the building to accommodate the parking on both the rear and front of the store. Chairman
Hadfield said it would be a good idea to put some lighting on the canopy that will be over the
island.
Mr. Despain said Dr. Leiter's property seems to be part of the parking lot or the circulation
system associated with the proposed project. He said he would work out an arrangement where
Dr. Leiter's parking is not affected by the other. Mr. Despain said access to the rear of the cstore could be achieved by cutting through the parking lot from Dr. Leiter's property.
Mr. Gately pointed out that they have talked to Dr. Leiter and have revised the curbing that
comes along his property.
Chairman Hadfield suggested shifting the five islands to the west. He said that by shifting the five
islands to the west it will help the convenience store cashier to be able to keep a better eye on all
the gas pumps.
Councilman Belmont said it seems awful to have to look through gasoline pumps to look at an
existing building. She said it seems like poor planning to put the proposed building in front of Dr.
Leiter's building. Councilwoman Belmont pointed out that the proposed project has exactly 10%
landscaping. She said more landscaping could be put in.
Chairman Hadfield asked to hear Dr. Leiter's comments.
Dr. Leiter said he was against the project initially, but Mr. Valentine came over and showed him
the plans and he feels more comfortable with the proposed project. He said a gas station is not his
first desire. Dr. Leiter expressed concern about the trash receptacle not being enclosed. He asked
if there is an ordinance for the enclosure of the trash receptacle. Chairman Hadfield said there is
an ordinance dealing with the enclosure of trash receptacles. Dr. Leiter asked if there will be an
enclosure around the trash receptacle. Chairman Hadfield said there will be an enclosure around
the trash receptacle.
Chairman Hadfield stated that he has 12 concerns with regards to the proposed commercial site
plan. He suggested having this item put back on the October 21, 1998, Planning Commission
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Agenda after the 12 items of concern have been resolved.

Mr. Hansen moved to defer action on the commercial site plan for Valley Food and Fuel
because he would not feel good about approving the site plan based on the concerns
discussed. Councilwoman Belmont seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman I-Iadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Fleming, Councilwoman Belmont,
Councilman Hampton, and Mr. Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Councilman Hampton left.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A FINAL PLAT OF ORCHARD HILLS SOUTH PLAT B TO BE
LOCATED AT 681 NORTH 560 WEST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He said the Planning Commission should have three sets
of Board of Adjustment Minutes that discuss the Orchard Hills South Plat B. He asked if Orchard
Hills South was platted as two lots and a residual lot.
Mr. Sowby said the residual lot was not included in the plat. He said the residual parcel is a
derelict parcel.
Chairman Hadfield said at one point, Mr. Frandsen said he would work with the adjoining
property owners to resolve the problem with regards to the residual parcel. Mr. Sowby stated
that Mr. Frandsen did no{ resolve the problem with regards to the residual parcel.

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Sowby and Mr. Washburn why they want to create three lots that
require variances in a subdivision.
Mr. Sowby said they went to the Board of Adjustments a year ago and it approved the variances
and then later the Board of Adjustments rescinded its approval.
Chairman IIadfield asked what direction the Planning Commission should go.
Mr. Despain said the question is in regards to the role of the Board of Adjustment and the role of
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the Planning Commission. He said that unless the Planning Commission wants to get into the
business of approving subdivisions that do not conform, the issue with regards to Orchard Hills
South Plat B will not go back to the Board of Adjustments and it will be heading to the City
Council.
Mr. Sowby said he is willing to go back to the Board of Adjustments, if what is proposed is ok
with the Planning Commission subject to the Board of Adjustment's approval.
Mr. Fleming said the Planning Commission's role is to enforce the ordinances. He said what is
proposed does not comply with the ordinance.
Mr. Despain suggested that the Planning Commission wait for the decision from the Board of
Adjustments in terms of whether it will grant the variances that are needed for the three lots.

Mr. Fleming moved to table this item until the Planning Commission receives some
direction from the Board of Adjustments. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
There was some discussion about whether Plat A will have to be vacated. Mr. Despain said there
could be some risk to vacating Plat A.
Mr. Washburn said they will go back to the Board of Adjustments.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Fleming, Councilwoman Belmont, and
Mr. Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Georgeson thanked Chairman Hadfield for getting the Planning Commission packets out on
Friday. Mr. Georgeson left because he was not feeling well.
Chairman Hadfield was excused.
Mr. Fleming said the people who serve on the Planning Commission need to come to the meeting
with the intention of staying for the whole meeting and there should not be one person that leaves
early all of the time. He said it is not fair that one person leaves early all of the time because then
no one else can leave early if they need to.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE LAND USE PORTION OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Mr. Despain discussed the land use portion of the General Plan.

There was some discussion about commuter rail.
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In talking about the development of the area south ofi-15, Mr. Fleming said he thinkswho ever
develops the property will get the density they want. He said they have to figure some way to
get the extra 15,000 trips across the overpass. Mr. Despain said the overpass can handle about
11,000 vehicle trips a day without a major overhaul.
Mr. Despain said Chairman Hadfield has given him many comments regarding the land use
element of the General Plan, which he will review and try to implement into the land use element.
He asked the Planning Commission to read through the land use element and give him any
suggestions. Mr. Despain said they will discuss the land use element at a future Planning
Commission Meeting.

SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Despain had nothing to report.

OTHER BUSINESS
There was no other business.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE SEPTEMBER 16: 1998: MINUTES

Mr. Fleming moved approval of the September 16, 1998, Planning Commission Minutes
with the following corrections:
On Page 2, Line 4 "on 1100 East because" should be changed to "on 300 North between
900 and 1100 East." On Page 3, Line 39 "students" should be changed to "student's." On
Page 5, Line 1 "parties attorneys are present" should be changed to "parties' attorneys is
present." On Page 6, Line 1 Mr. Richan should be added as voting. On Page 7, Line 7
"rational" should be changed to "rationale." On Page 7, Line 3 "rational" should be
changed to "rationale." On Page 7, Line 38 "Planing" should be changed to "Planning."
On Page 12, Line 34 "corporated" should be changed to "incorporated." On Page 13, Line
39 and Line 40 "east side" should be changed to "northeast side."
Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Fleming, Councilwoman Belmont, and Mr. Hansen.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
ADJOURN1\1ENT

Mr. Fleming moved to adjourn. Councilwoman Belmont seconded the motion. Those
voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Fleming, Councilwoman Belmont, and Mr. Hansen. Voting
was unanimous. The motion carried.
13

The meeting adjourned at 10:00 p.m.
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
OCTOBER 21, 1998
*AMENDED - NOTICE AND AGENDA

)

Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on October 21, 1998 , 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 a commercial site plan for Valley Food &
Fuel to be located at 330 North West State Road.
Review and action on the final plat of Old Towne Square, a PUD
located at 480 East State Road.
Review and action -on a site plan for the Deseret Academy to be
located at 218 North West State Road, Suite L.
Review and action on the Alliance Subdivision to be located at
30 North Barratt Avenue.
Review and action on a commercial development plan for 17.173
acres located at 740 East 400 South.
(RHJ Annexation
Property)
Review and action on an amendment to the telecommunications
provisions of the Development Code relating to co-locating
antennas on existing cellular towers.
Review and action on the sewer portion of the Public
Facilities and Services Element of the General Plan.
Review and action on the revised Transportation Element of the
General Plan.
Review and action on the Land Use Element of the General Plan.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the approval of the October 7, 1998,
minutes.
Adjournment.

Dated this 15 day of October, 1998.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
OCTOBER 21, 1998
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on October 21, 1998, 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 a commercial site plan for Valley Food &
Fuel to be located at 330 North West State Road.
Review and action on the final plat of Old Towne Square, a PUD
located at 480 East State Road.
Review and action on the Alliance Subdivision to be located at
30 North Barratt Avenue.
Review and action on a commercial development plan for 17.173
acres located at 740 East 400 South.
(RHJ Annexation
Property)
Review and action on an amendment to the telecommunications
provisions of the Development Code relating to co-locating
antennas on existing cellular towers.
Review and action on the sewer portion of the Public
Facilities and Services Element of the General Plan.
Review and action on the revised Transportation Element of the
General Plan .
Review and action on the Land Use Element of the General Plan.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the approval of the October 7, 1998,
minutes.
Adjournment .

Dated this 13 day of October, 1998.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman
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AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
OCTOBER 21 , 1998
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on October 21 , 1998,
in the City Hall , commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Councilwoman Juel
Belmont, Councilman Don Hampton, Pat Fleming , Michael Georgeson, Chairman J .H.
Hadfield , James Hansen, and Keith Richan. Staff present included Rod Despain, Howard
Denney, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included Brian Gabler, Chris Valentine, Stan
Smith, Dale Larson, Steve Sowby, Hal Holmstead, John Scheiss , Lee Cabell, George
Bidiman, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
Chairman Hadfield excused Kevin Bennett.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR VALLEY FOOD AND
FUEL TO BE LOCATED AT 330 NORTH WEST STATE ROAD
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Chris Valentine and
Brian Gabler, the applicants.
Mr. Gabler stated that some landscaping has been added to the proposed project. He said at
the last Planning Commission Meeting there was some concern expressed about the lift
station capacity. Mr. Gabler said he has called Versar Engineering, Mr. Denney, Scott
Wilbur of Timp Special Service District, and Woodbury Corporation to find out the specs on
the lift station. He said none of the places he has called have been able to help him with the
specs on the lift station.
Mr. Gabler said he went and looked at the lift station and has not
been able to determine what kind of lift station it is. He said if he assumes the worst
commercial grade pump, the lift station can handle up to 400 gallons per minute.
The Planning Commission still wanted to know the capacity of the lift station. Mr. Gabler
said he will verify the capacity of the lift station and put something in writing for the City to
have on file regarding the capacity of the lift station.
Mr. Denney discussed parking. He said there still is not enough parking for the proposed
project. Mr. Denney said the applicants have shown that Nick's Tires will be donating nine
parking spaces to their project, but he stated that Nick's Tires does not have an additional
nine parking spaces to give up. He explained that if the square footage of Nick's Tires and
the square footage of the proposed development are combined to come up with the parking
requirements, the
two developments will still be seven spaces short, even with the existing parking at Nick's
Tires and the proposed parking for the new development.
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Chairman Hadfield pointed out that there could be some parallel parking along the curb in
the front of the proposed convenience store.
Mr. Gabler said they can try to add some more parking stalls or take out some seats in the
restaurant so they will not be required to have as many parking stalls. Chairman Hadfield
did not feel it would be good to take out seats in the restaurant in order to be allowed to
have less parking spaces. Mr. Gabler said they will come up with a way to have more
parking spaces so they meet the parking requirements.
Councilwoman Belmont asked about the proposed pole lights located at the rear of the store.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that it was decided to add the pole lights because there was
some concern about the safety and security of the parking lot.

Councilwoman Belmont moved to approve the commercial site plan for Valley Food &
Fuel to be located at 330 North West State Road subject to (1) verification of the lift
station capacity and (2) to adjusting the parking to meet the City's parking
requirements. Mr. Fleming 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. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Fleming, Councilman Hampton,
Councilwoman Belmont, and Mr. Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF OLD TOWNE SQUARE. A PUD
LOCATED AT 480 EAST STATE ROAD
Chairman Hadfield reported that the final plat of Old Towne Square was submitted to him
today, but it was significantly different than the preliminary plan so he told Steve Larson, the
applicant, he would have to go through the whole process again. He stated that Mr. Larson
has prepared a revised preliminary plan and a final plan that the Technical Review
Committee will see on Monday.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR THE DESERET ACADEMY TO BE
LOCATED AT 218 NORTH WEST STATE ROAD. SUITE L
Chairman Hadfield said that the State Fire Marshal evicted Deseret Academy out of the old
Alpine School District Building. He said after Deseret Academy was evi.c ted from the old
Alpine School District Building , the representatives from Deseret Academy came back to the
City to see if they could relocate their school to 218 North West State Road, Suite L.
Chairman Hadfield said the City's chief building inspector went out and inspected the
2
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building and found no problems during his inspection. Chairman Hadfield stated that at 4:00
p.m. today he was handed a phone message that indicated the company that operates the
Deseret Academy had dissolved and there may not be anyone at the Planning Commission
Meeting to represent Deseret Academy.
The applicants were not in attendance. The Planning Commission took no action.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ALLIANCE SUBDIVISION TO BE LOCATED AT 30
NORTH BARRATT A VENUE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He explained that the site plan and the zone change
for the property located at 30 North Barratt Avenue have been approved by the Planning
Commission. Chairman Hadfield reported that the Public Hearing for the zone change will
be held on Tuesday, October 27, 1998. He said the reason the proposed subdivision is back
before the Planning Commission is because it was determined that when the property was
sold it constituted an illegal subdivision. Chairman Hadfield said the subdivision has to be
whole .
Stan Smith, the applicant, said he had no idea the property had not been properly subdivided.

Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
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Mr. Denney noted that this is the same project as the Alliance Subdivision, but the name of
the subdivision is now being changed to the Barratt Avenue Subdivision. He also pointed out
that there is an error in the description that needs to be corrected.
Mr. Smith said he is aware of the error in the description.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the Barratt Subdivision to be located at 30 North Barratt
Avenue subject to correcting the error in the description. Mr. Georgeson 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. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Fleming, Councilman Hampton,
Councilwoman Belmont and Mr. Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR 17.173
ACRES LOCATED AT 740 EAST 400 SOUTH (RHJ ANNEXATION PROPERTY)
3
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Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He pointed out that when the RHJ Annexation was
completed the dedication of the roads was taken and the Planning Commission thought it
would see each individual lot with the improvements associated with it, but now the
developer wishes to do the improvements now so he can sell the individual lots. Chairman
Hadfield said the issue the Planning Commission is addressing tonight is with regards to the
utilities .
Mr. Denney pointed out that the focus of the discussion tonight is on sewer and water. He
said the motion needs to make sure that it does not include the drainage plan.
It was discussed that where it reads 730 East on the cover sheet should be changed to 740
East.
Mr. Denney pointed out that it is hard to know what size the utilities should be without
knowing what will be built on the lots. He pointed out that the sewer on 400 South can't
sewer much more. Mr. Denney said the sewer on 400 South can sewer to the west about
150 feet before it is too shallow. He recommended that a 10-inch sewer line be put in.
Mr. Denney pointed out that Mr. Despain has drafted an agreement that discusses over sizing
the utilities. He said over sizing the utilities may not be needed. Chairman Hadfield said
over sizing the utilities is a smart thing to do . He explained that the agreement focuses on
over sizing the utilities , but if over sizing is not required at the time of development the City
will reimburse the developer for the over sizing of the utilities .
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Mr. Georgeson moved approval of the sewer and water extensions for the RHJ
Annexation Property. Councilman Hampton seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Fleming, Councilwoman Belmont,
Councilman Hampton, and Mr. Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Despain noted that the process the applicant is going through to get the utilities approved
at this time is pursuant to the provisions of Section 4-4 of the Development Code.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDMENT TO THE TELECOMMUNICATION
ANTENNAS ON EXISTING CELLULAR TOWERS
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain said Dale Larson appealed to the City Council over the Planning Commission's
denial of the placement of a cellular antenna on an existing monopole at 85 North Merchant.
He explained that the placement of the antenna on the monopole at 85 North Merchant was
denied by the Planning Commission because it did not conform to the ordinance. Mr.
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Despain said Mr. Larson appealed to the City Council to see if it would modify the
telecommunications ordinance. He said 60 feet is the maximum height and antenna can be
placed on an existing pole in the current ordinance. He stated that Mr . Larson would like to
put an antenna on an existing monopole at 80 feet.
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Councilman Hampton moved approval of the amendment to the telecommunications
provisions of the Development Code relating to co-locating antennas on existing cellular
towers. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
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Mr. Despain said the proposed changes to the telecommunications ordinance define two
circumstances when antenna structures can be located on existing poles. He said the
proposed changes to the ordinance will be restricted to existing monopoles. Mr. Despain
said the intent of the amendment to the telecommunications ordinance is to provide a very
limited modification that will allow Mr. Larson to put his antenna on the existing monopole
at 80 feet high.
Mr. Despain said there has been some discussion that if the ordinance is amended and Mr.
Larson is allowed to put his antenna at 80 high, he will only have to put one antenna up to
provide adequate coverage. He said it is the thinking that one antenna at a higher height is
better than having many antennas at a lower height.

Councilwoman Belmont asked that the Planning Commission discuss the proposed changes to
the telecommunications ordinance in further detail. She said the proposed antenna location is
completely surrounded by residential and she expressed concern about the antenna being 80
feet high. Councilwoman Belmont said she would rather see one antenna rather than many
antennas, but she said she is not sure that the ordinance should be amended.
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Mr. Hansen asked what direction the City Council gave to the Planning Commission.
Councilman Hampton said that the City Council did not want to override the Planning
Commission's recommendations, but it would like the Planning Commission to look at
amending the telecommunications provisions of the Development Code. He felt the proposed
changes to the telecommunications provisions of the Development Code were very good.
Some of the Planning Commission members expressed concern about whether the City
Council was informed about all the issues that the Planning Commission discussed regarding
the proposed cellular antenna at 85 North Merchant.
Mr. Fleming suggested getting rid of the telecommunications ordinance. He said the City
Council could look at cellular antennas on a case by case basis. Mr. Fleming did not feel
the City Council had given the Planning Commission any direction. He said the City
Council is putting the Planning Commission in a position of being the legislative body and he
does not like that.
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Councilwoman Belmont expressed concern about all the changes that are made to the
ordinances. She said the Planning Commission worked hard on the telecommunications
ordinance and she hates to see changes made to the ordinance.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Richan, Councilman Hampton, Those voting
nay: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Fleming, and Councilwoman Belmont. There was a tied.
Chairman Hadfield voted in favor of the motion and broke the tie. The motion
carried.
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE SEWER PORTION OF THE PUBLIC FACILITIES
AND
SERVICE ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to John Scheiss of Horrocks
Engineers.
Councilman Hampton left.
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Mr. Scheiss stated that many of American Fork's sewer lines need to be up sized. He said
that he has been working with Mr. Denney and Steve Parker to come up with an innovative
way to replace the sewer lines. Mr. Scheiss briefly discussed a procedure called pipe
bursting that is used to replace sewer lines.
Mr. Scheiss explained that the sewer capacity for American Fork's ultimate build out is fine,
but when Cedar Hill's and Highland's sewer flows are added to the picture, the sewer
capacity begins to max out.
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Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain if Cedar Hills has any agreements with Pleasant
Grove regarding sewer flows. Mr. Despain said Cedar Hills does not have any agreements
with Pleasant Grove and he said there will not be any agreements.
Chairman Hadfield pointed that there is still 100 acres that is going to be developed for the
new campus for Utah Valley State College. He asked what the sewer requirements will be
and who will handle the sewer requirements for the 100 acres that is going to be developed.
Mr. Despain said that Highland has the intention that it will provide the sewer to the 100
acres that will be developed for the new campus for Utah Valley State College.
Mr. Denney pointed out that if the 100 acres is not developed into a campus for Utah Valley
State College, houses will be developed on the 100 acres.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that peak flows is a killer on many lines. He stated that Mr.
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Scheiss, Mr. Denny and himself have checked manholes at many different times during a
day.
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Mr. Georgeson moved approval of the sewer portion of the Public Facilities and Service
Element. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Fleming, Councilwoman Belmont,
and Mr. Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE REVISED TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT OF THE
GENERAL PLAN
Chairman Hadfield explained that the last time the Planing Commission looked at the
transportation element of the General Plan, Councilwoman Belmont raised the issue
regarding truck routes. He asked Mr. Cabell to put the truck route element into the safety
portion of the General Plan. Chairman Hadfield stated that the transportation element of
the General Plan is not being redone, but a few things are being added to the plan. After
Chairman Hadfield ' s introduction, he turned the time over to Lee Cabell of Horrocks
Engineers .
Mr. Cabell said there is one gray area in the transportation element of the General Plan,
which is in regards to the I-15 crossings.
Mr. Cabell discussed three scenarios that could
be used to help solve the problems with regards to capacity across I-15. He pointed out that
all three scenarios assume the new Pleasant Grove interchange will be built.
Chairman Hadfield said the I-15 crossing issue needs to discussed and added to the General
Plan.
Mr. Hansen asked about the signal inventory. He noticed that the signal inventory does not
call for a signal at the intersection of 300 North and 600 East. He asked if the intersection
at 300 North and 600 East does not warrant a signal because it is busy only one time a day.
Chairman Hadfield said that putting a signal at the intersection of 300 North and 600 East
has been talked about. He said the City needs to address some of the local problems and not
rely on UDOT .
Mr. Cabell said the model is not accurate enough to give an exact traffic volume on every
single local street so they try to look at the major intersections . He said possibly the
intersection of 300 North and 600 East could warrant a traffic signal to accommodate
pedestrians and peak hour traffic flow.

Mr. Hansen moved to recommend approval of the revised transportation element. Mr.
7
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Georgeson seconded the motion.
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Fleming, Councilwoman Belmont,
and Mr. Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE LAND USE ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
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Mr. Despain discussed the land use element of the General Plan.
Mr. Despain and Mr. Denney stated that sooner or later the Planning Commission needs to
pick one of the land use scenarios as the plan that will be used and put in the General Plan.
Mr. Georgeson said he does not have enough information to pick one of the land use
scenarios yet. He said he would like to hear more discussion from the residents of American
Fork City regarding what they would like to see on the land use plan.
Mr. Despain presented a proposal that was made at one of the site plan meetings regarding
the property south of I-15. He said Vic Devanoe is the applicant for the proposed project.
Mr. Despain said Mr. Devanoe is proposing to develop 520 dwelling units on 145 acres,
which on a gross area basis is 3.58 dwelling units per acre. He pointed out that the General
Plan calls for 0 to 2 units per acre. He said Mr. Devanoe uses the phrase cluster housing to
describe the proposed project. Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission will be seeing the
proposed project soon and he just wanted to get a feel for how the Planning Commission
liked the proposal. The Planning Commission did not like the proposed project that Mr.
Despain showed them because it felt the project was too dense.
Mr. Despain explained that by looking at what Mr. Devanoe is proposing to develop gives
the Planning Commission an idea of how the design would look given a density of 3.58
dwelling units per acre.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Despain reported that there is increasing pressure to rezone the property along 500 East,
south of 200 South to 500 South from the R-4 Zone to a commercial zone. He said there
are some people who want to purchase the property around the Liebelt home and develop the
property for a commercial use. Mr. Despain said staff's position is that the R-4 zone will
probably go commercial, but staff is not prepared to recommend changing the zone to
commercial until all of the property between 200 South and 500 South along 500 East is
ready to be changed to commercial.
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Mr. Fleming said there needs to be some discussion on how to minimize the traffic conflicts
on 500 East.
Mr. Despain pointed out that Sam Huggard, who owned property at 451 East 200 South, has
now sold his property to Steve Larson and has moved to 257 East 200 South. He said that
Mr. Huggard has moved four accessory buildings onto the property at 257 East 200 South.
Mr. Despain said that he just wanted to inform the Planning Commission about what is going
on with the Huggard Property. He pointed out that the neighbors have expressed a great
deal of concern regarding the buildings that Mr. Huggard is putting on the property at 257
East 200 South.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the compliance officer has been notified that Mr. Huggard is
moving buildings onto the property at 257 East 200 South .
Mr. Despain said that the compliance officer has been notified.
Councilwoman Belmont asked if Mr. Huggard is violating the Nuisance Abatement
Ordinance. She said that the Beautification Committee should get involved.
George Bidiman, a neighbor who lives at 239 South 400 East, showed pictures of what Mr.
Huggard has moved to the property located at 257 East 200 South. He asked if there is a
possibility that Mr. Huggard will have to move the accessory buildings.
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Mr. Denney said that Mr. Huggard can have 25% of his property covered with accessory
buildings. Mr. Denney did not know if the buildings that he has moved onto the property
cover more than 25% of the property. Mr. Denney said that he may be able to keep the
buildings that he has moved onto the property, but he may be double fined because he did
not get the appropriate permits.
OTHER BUSINESS
There was no other business.
Mr. Fleming left.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE APPROVAL OF THE OCTOBER 7. 1998. MINUTES

Councilwoman Belmont moved approval of the October 7, 1998, Planning Commission
Minutes with the following corrections:
On Page 2, Line 43 "if sees" should be changed to "if he sees." On Page 4, Line 18
"there" should be changed to "their." On Page 5, Line 33 "Mr. Georgeson expressed
concern about not making this park for everybody" should be changed to "Mr.
Georgeson expressed his concern that the park can't meet everyone's needs." On Page
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6, Line 32 "easterly to the opposite" should be changed to "easterly to State Street,
opposite." On Page 7, Line 31 "Mr. Georgeson expressed concern because the City has
another major annexation and there are still no revisions to the landscape plan" should
be changed to "Mr. Georgeson expressed concern that the City has another major
annexation and there are still no revisions to the required landscaping." On Page 8,
Line 21 "Bennet" should be changed to "Bennett." On Page 8, Line 27 "attempt"
should be changed to "attempts." On Page 9, Line 10 "include" should be changed to
"included." On Page 9, Line 33 "was for the turning radius of the truck" should be
changed to "was required for the turning radius of the gas trucks." On Page 10, Line
17 "indiscriminate" should be changed to "affected by." On Page 13, Line 36 and Line
42 "Mr. Georgeson" should be deleted as voting because he was absent from this
portion of the meeting. Wherever it reads Mr. Gatley in the minutes it should be
changed to Mr. Gabler.
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Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Hansen, and Councilwoman
Belmont. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
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Mr. Georgeson moved to adjourn. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion. Those voting
aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Hansen, and Councilwoman Belmont. Voting
was unanimous& The motion carried.
The meeting adjourned at 10:10 p.m.
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
NOVEMBER 4, 1998
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on November 4, 1998, 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 revised preliminary and final plat of
Old Towne Square, a PUD located at 480 East State Road.
Review and action on the preliminary and final plat of the
Netherfield Plat E Subdivision located at 550 North 550 East.
Review and action on the final plat of North Park Estates PUD
Plats D & E located at 750 West 500 North.
Review and action on an amended commercial site plan for
Nature's Herbs at 600 East Quality Drive.
Review and action on the Annexation Policy Declaration
including the annexation concept development plan for the
American Heritage School Annexation at 700 North 1175 East.
Review and action on the Orchard Hills South Plat B
Subdivision located at 685 North 540 West.
Report on the parks and open space element of the General
Plan.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the October 21, 1998,
meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 27 day of October, 1998.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
NOVEMBER 4 , 1998
AMENDED - NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on November 4, 1998 , in the
City Hall , 31 North Church Street commencing at 7:00 p.m.
The
agenda shall be as follows :
1

7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
*2
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11 .
12 .

Review and action on the revised preliminary and final plat of
Old Towne Square , a PUD located at 480 East State Road.
Review and action on the amended site plan on Lots 1 & 2 of
the RLK Commercial Subdivision located at 1085 East Pacific
and on the development agreement.
Review and action on the preliminary and final plat of the
Netherfield Plat E Subdivision located at 550 North 550 East.
Review and action on the final plat of North Park Estates PUD
Plats D & E located at 750 West 500 North.
Review and action on an amended commercial site plan for
Nature's Herbs at 600 East Quality Drive.
Review and action on the Annexation Policy Declaration
i nc l uding t he annexation concept development plan for the
American Heritage School Annexation at 700 North 1175 East .
Review and action on the Orchard Hills South Plat B
Subdivision located at 685 North 540 West.
Report on the parks and open space element of the General
Plan.
Site Plan Committee report .
Other business .
Review and action on the minutes of the October 21, 1998,
meeting.
Adjournment .

Dated this 29 day of October , 1998 .

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
NOVEMBER 4, 1998
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on November 4, 1998, in
the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Steve Nielsen, Pat Fleming,
Michael Georgeson, Chairman J.H. Hadfield, James Hansen, and Keith Ric han. Staff present
included Rod Despain, Howard Denney, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included Robert B.
Nixon, Barry Andreason, Scott Larsen, Thad Johnson, Paul Washburn, Steve Sowby, Kim
Grover, Richard W. Kielar, Bud Swenson, Brock Peterson, and Scott Jenkins.
Chairman Hadfield welcomed Steve Nielsen on the Planning Commission. He expressed his
appreciation for Mr. Nielsen's willingness to serve.
Chairman Hadfield excused Councilwoman Belmont and Kevin Bennett, City Attorney.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE REVISED PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLAT OF OLD
TOWNE SQUARE? A PUD LOCATED AT 480 EAST STATE ROAD
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He explained that the preliminary plat was approved by
the Planning Commission with several subject to's and the subject to's were addressed, but when
the preliminary plat came back to the City to go to the City Council, there was some re-platting
and an additional building was moved. Chairman Hadfield said he told the developer that the
revised preliminary plan would have to come back through the Planning Commission for approval.
Chairman Hadfield asked for Mr. Sowby' s comments.
---Mf--c-~Gwby-pG-int-€d-Gut-that

the square footage for the proposed buildings is essentially the same.
He said the revised preliminary plan shows the improved location of the double lane on the south
side of the three buildings.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney stated the engineering concerns for the final plat first. He pointed out that on the
final plat there is a closure error of five hundredths. Mr. Denney said the subdivision monuments
and their associated state plane coordinates need to be shown on the final plat. He pointed out
that th~re is one section monument shown on the final plat, but he would like to see two section
monuments on the final plat.
Mr. Denney then stated the engineering concerns for the revised preliminary plat. He stated that
some radiuses are smaller than 15 feet. He said the radiuses that are smaller than 15 feet will
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cause some difficulty for larger vehicles. Mr. Denney suggested that the curve radiuses be
widened to 20 feet so that larger vehicles have easier access.
Mr. Denney stated that approval needs to be subject to obtaining the UDOT access permit. He
pointed out that the developer is proposing to tie into UDOT' s storm drain and stated that a
permit will have to be obtained from UDOT for the storm drain tie.
Mr. Denney pointed out that the American Fork Irrigation Company is no longer part of
American Fork City's review process. He said approval should be subject to the American Fork
Irrigation Company providing a letter of approval.
Mr. Despain discussed the signage for the proposed project. He pointed out that the proposed
project shows that there will be five separate signs. Mr. Despain stated that the sign ordinance
permits both project identification signs and individual pole signs, but he said there are limitations.
He expressed concern that the five signs will be small because the total square footage of the
project will be split between five signs.

Mr. Despain said that he has briefly reviewed the documentation.
There was some discussion about whether all the landscaping requirements had been met. Mr.
Despain pointed out that the frontage to the east is on the 500 East right-of-way and asked if it
will conform to the landscape master plan on 500 East.
-

Mr. Fleming asked if the landscaping that will be on the 500 East right-of-way will count towards
the landscaping requirements for the Old Towne Square project.
Mr. Despain said the frontage on the 500 East right-of-way is outside the landscaping requirement
for the Old Towne Square project.

Mr. Fleming asked if the proposed project meets the landscaping requirements.
Chairman Hadfield said he figures that proposed project has about 11% landscaping.
Mr. Fleming stated that he would like to see a landscape plan that shows what the species and size
of the trees will be. He said he wants to make sure the 10% landscaping requirement is satisfied
within the boundaries of the properties and not with the 500 East right-of-way.
Mr. Hansen had a question about the pole sign on the south east corner of the proposed project.
He wondered if the pole sign would be better pulled back. He expressed concern that the pole
sign may be too close to the corner and the sidewalk.
Mr. Sowby stated that he wished the American F ark Irrigation Company would continue to work
with the City on the review process, instead of making things difficult.
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Mr. Fleming moved approval of the revised preliminary plat of Old Towne Square, a PUD
located at 480 East State Road subject to (1) changing of the 15-foot radius on the curves
(2) UDOT access permit for storm drainage ties (3) Irrigation Company approval (4)
landscape plan that indicates the 10°/o landsr.aping will be satisfied in the interior of the
project with the property at the UDOT right-of-way and calls out the schedule of the tree
species and caliper size.
Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, and Mr. Hansen.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Fleming moved approval of the final plat of Old Towne Square, a PUD located at 480
East State Road subject to (1) closure on the errors (2) two subdivision monuments (3)
state plane coordinates tied to the two section corners and (4) and the city attorney
reviewing the documentation.
Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, and Mr. Hansen.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Sowby asked if they have to go to another public hearing on the revised preliminary plat.
Mr. Despain said the question that needs to be answered is whether there has been a significant
change to the preliminary plat.
The Planning Commission did not feel there had been a significant change to the revised
preliminary plat and did not feel that another public hearing needed to be held.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that Mr. Sowby talk to Mr. Colborn about whether a public hearing
needs to be set on the revised preliminary plat.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE AMENDED SITE PLAN ON LOTS 1 & 2 OF THE RLK
COMMERCIAL SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 1085 EAST PACIFIC AND ON THE
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Denney to state the
engmeenng concerns.
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Mr. Denney noted that a hollow back curb inlet is required instead of just a grate. He said the
curb & gutter detail and the sidewalk detail on 1100 East need to be shown on the plat. Mr.
Denney pointed out that there is no drainage detail shown on Lot 1. He stated that the drainage
detail needs to be shown for Lot 1. Mr. Denney said the sewer line may need to be moved to
accommodate the sump and catch basin.
Mr. Despain discussed parking. He said one space for every 200 square feet of gross floor area is
needed for office and commercial purposes. Mr. Despain said 70 parking spaces are required
based on the square footage of 14,080. He said that the applicant is asking that the parking
requirement of70 spaces be waived because 4,500 square feet will be used for storage. Mr.
Despain said if the Planning Commission chooses to waive the parking requirement of 70 parking
spaces based on the 4,500 square feet that will be used for storage, 47 parking spaces would be
required. He explained that he comes up with 47 parking spaces based on 9,850 square feet
divided by 200. Mr. Despain pointed out that the applicant is proposing 35 parking spaces, which
.means that the proposed project is deficient 12 to 35 parking spaces depending on whether the
Planning Commission waives the parking requirement to 4 7 parking spaces or feels the parking
requirement should remain at 70 parking spaces.

Mr. Despain explained that if the Planning Commission chooses to not require the 70 parking
spaces, there would have to be a finding that the use characteristics warrant an adjustment to 4 7
parking spaces. He stated that there needs to be some method to insure that the designated
unusable area would be restricted from subsequent conversion to commercial or office use. Mr.
Despain pointed out that subsequent follow-up inspections and enforcement actions regarding the
unusable area will be difficult.
Mr. Despain said it is hard to determine what the off-street parking requirements will be for Lot 1
without knowing who the tenant will be. He said it is proposed that the building on Lot 1 will be
7,5 00 square feet, which will require 37 parking spaces. He said the proposed plan shows there
will be 10 parking spaces, which means Lot 1 is deficient 27 parking spaces. Mr. Despain said the
site plan is incomplete. He wondered if approval of the plan should be delayed until there is a
tenant.
Mr. Despain said that Karl Jacobson from Karren & Associates did not include the storage area in
the total square footage and have based the parking requirement on 12,771 square footage. He
said Mr. Jacobson feels that 63 parking spaces would be need instead of70 parking spaces.

Mr. Despain briefly discussed the development agreement. He said the primary purpose of the
development agreement is to document who will pay for what. Mr. Despain stated that the City
is proposing to pay for the cost of getting across the highway and the cost of installing the off-site
line. He explained that it is proposed that the applicant would pay for the base size diameter line
and the City would pay for the over sizing of the utilities.
Mr. Grover stated that he was unaware that the Planning Commission was going to discuss the
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proposed development agreement.
Mr. Grover said they have calculated the parking and feel that they only need 40 parking spaces.
He said based on the total office space that will be used and the showroom, they would need 36
parking spaces and four parking spaces for the employees. Mr. Grover said the proposed plan is
deficit 5 parking spaces. He said the storage/parts and shop areas were viewed as like unto
manufacturing, therefore, they did not have to use the requirement of 1 parking space per 200
square feet. Mr. Grover said they need one parking space per employee for the storage/parts and
shop areas, which means the need four employee parking spaces.

Chairman Hadfield asked if Lot 1 will be under the same ownership as Lot 2.
Mr. Grover said Lot 1 and Lot 2 will be under the same ownership.
Mr. Georgeson said that the parking resolution specifically states that gross area is what is used to
calculate the parking requirements and the applicant is now using net area to calculate the parking
requirements. He said he is not opposed to re-evaluating the parking requirements, but said some
attention should be paid to what could happen in the future.
Mr. Grover said he did not understand the term gross area and net area.
Mr. Georgeson said that gross area if the footprint of the building. He told Mr. Grover that when
they subtract out of the area all the ancillary uses like halls and restrooms, they are talking about
net area.
Mr. Richan asked if the existing building has been leased out.

Mr. Grover said they have not leased the existing building. He said they are looking for a number
of different tenants. Mr. Grover said the existing building will not be turned into office space.
Mr. Richan said he finds it difficult to require a certain number of parking spaces until the
applicant guarantees what the future use of the building will be. He said he is uncomfortable
taking the minimum amount of parking spaces when more parking spaces could be required.

Mr. Grover said they are willing to dedicate the open space on Lot 1 to parking. He said it is
mentioned on the proposed plan that open spaces will be dedicated to parking beyond what is
noted as paved spaces.
Mr. Fleming asked why gross area is used in the parking resolution as opposed to the net area in
the parking resolution.

Mr. Despain said they decided to use the gross area instead of net area because when they used
more of a net area focus in the industrial park, they did not have enough parking spaces.
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Mr. Fleming expressed concern that in five years, the owner may want to change the use of the
storage area and there will not be enough parking space for the new use.
After much discussion about the parking requirements, the applicant said he will put in the 3 7
parking spaces required on Lot 1. Lot 2 was still five spaces short, so Chairman Hadfield asked if
there was the potential to put five more spaces on Lot 1 to make up for the five spaces that Lot 2
is short. Mr. Grover said that he would be willing to put five more spaces on Lot 1, if that would
solve the parking issue on Lot 2.
Mr. Fleming said he has a bit of a problem with putting extra spaces on Lot 1 and still being five
spaces short on Lot 2. He said if the two businesses were linked with a skywalk, he would not
have a problem with it. Mr. Fleming said they should satisfy the parking issue for Lot 2 on Lot 2.
Mr. Nielsen suggested putting six parking stalls inside the storage unit and the parking would be
satisfied on Lot 2.

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that they will see Lot 1 again as the intended use is defined.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the Planning Commission would have to acknowledge that the
standard for the storage area is less than 1 parking space per 200 square feet in order to say that
the parking requirements have been satisfied on Lot 2. Chairman Hadfield said they have set the
standard for the storage area and parts area based on the same parking standards for
manufacturing. He pointed out that the number of parking spaces for manufacturing is based on
the number of employees.
The Planning Commission liked the idea of putting six parking spaces in the storage area.
Chairman Hadfield polled the Planning Commission to find out if it was comfortable with the
method that was used to determine the number or parking spaces required. The Planning
Commission felt the method that was used to determine the number of parking spaces was sound
and was satisfied with the number or parking spaces that will be put in.

Mr. Fleming moved to approve the amended site plan on Lots 1 & 2 of the RLK
Commercial Subdivision located at 1085 East Pacific and the development agreement
subject to (1) curb & gutter and sidewalk detail on 1100 East (2) the drainage detail for Lot
1 (3) the sump detail on 1100 East (4) it found that there will be 37 parking spaces on Lot 1
and 40 spaces on Lot 2 and some of the parking spaces on Lot 2 will be included in the
employee parking area to the west of the building and (5) subject to the 100-year storm
drain calculations. 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.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Richan, and Mr. Hansen. Mr. Nielsen
abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLAT OF THE .
NETHERFIELD PLATE SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 550 NORTH 550 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Bud Swenson, the applicant.
Mr. Swenson pointed out that preliminary plat shows 8 lots. He said the curb and gutter exists on
both ends of the road. Mr. Swenson said they have had a little trouble with the boundary on the
east side. He explained that Clyde Naylor, the Utah County Surveyor, surveyed the property and
found that the boundary was not in the right place. Mr. Swenson said that he has met with Mr.
Naylor and they have agreed on the boundary. He pointed out that they had to put in a 20-foot
easement for the existing power poles.

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Mr. Swenson has been encouraged to make sure the proposed
subdivision ties into all four sides of the existing subdivision so there will not be a gap or overlap.
Mr. Denney stated that the final plat needs to have the subdivision monuments. He said the
associated state plane coordinates for both monuments need to be added to the final plat. Mr.
Denney recommended adding the cross section of the road on the plan of profile sheets with the
preliminary plat.
Mr. Denney asked if there is a gap in title on the west side of the property.
Mr. Swenson said there is not a gap in the title, but said the fence lines are all over the place.

Mr. Georgeson moved approval of both the preliminary and final plat of the N etherfield
PlatE Subdivision located at 550 North 550 East subject to the engineering concerns stated
by Mr. Denney. Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, and Mr. Hansen.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF NORTH PARK ESTATES PUD PLATS
D & E LOCATED AT 750 WEST 500 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Paul Washburn.
Mr. Washburn pointed out that they have made the changes that were requested on the roads and
curves.
Mr. Denney said the annexation agreement and recording of the annexation need to be completed.
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Mr. Despain said the only outstanding issue with regards to the annexation agreement is the water
rights. He said that Wayne Patterson asked what was left in regards to some water rights from
the Highland Conservancy District. Mr. Despain said there is 2.88 acre feet left from the
Highland Conservancy District. He asked Mr. Washburn to let Mr. Patterson know how much
water was left in the Highland Conservancy District.
Mr. Denney pointed out that part of the preliminary plat approval was to notify the Abbotts and
the Carsons of the intended location of the road . Mr. Washburn said the Abbotts and Carsons
have received a copy of the plat map.

Mr. Denney asked the status of the derelict parcel. Mr. Washburn said that in the development
agreement they have agreed not to develop the property at this time because it is not a standard
size lot.
Chairman Hadfield asked if it is ok to put in the development agreement that the derelict parcel
will not be developed at this time.
Mr. Despain said he is not sure if the development agreement is the best way to handle the issue
with regards to the derelict parcel. He said he is not sure if there will be a development
agreement.
Mr. Denney stated the engineering concerns for Plat D. He said the plat has a closure error of
about 1/4 of a foot that needs to be adjusted out of the outside boundary.

Mr. Denney then stated the engineering concerns for Plat E . He said the state plane coordinates
and the subdivision monument need to be included on the plat. Mr. Denney said the motion
should include that the Planning Commission is accepting the 55-foot radius cul-de-sac instead of
a 60-foot radius cul-de-sac.

Mr. Georgeson moved approval of the final plat of~ orth Park Estates PUD Plats D & E
located at 750 West 500 North subject to the engineering concerns stated by Mr. Denney
and completion of the annexation agreement. Mr. Hansen 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. Georgeson, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, and Mr. Hansen.
Voting was unanimous.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR NATURE'S

)
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HERBS AT 600 EAST QUALITY DRIVE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Brock Peterson of GSBS
Architects.
Mr. Peterson said they are proposing to extend the parking lot to the edge of the east portion of
the property.

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney to state the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney asked Mr. Peterson if he had gotten approval from the downstream water users. Mr.
Peterson said that he has been in contact with Mr. Wallace of the LDS Church. He said the Civil
Engineer met with Mr. Wallace and showed him the changes to the proposed plan and he was fine
with the changes. Mr. Peterson said he thought he would have received an approval letter from
Mr. Wallace by now. Mr. Denney said the motion needs to include subject to recommendation
for approval from the LDS Church, who are the downstream water users.
Mr. Denney pointed out that it was talked about having a chain-link fence provided on the east
side of the property. Mr. Peterson said they plan on putting the chain-link fence on the east side
of the property, but it is not specified on the proposed plan. Chairman Hadfield said he suggested
that a fence be installed on the east side, but he did not feel that the chain-link fence should be a
requirement.
Mr. Denney said the handling of the water off of DOT's property needs to be addressed. He said
there needs to be some provisions to drain the water to some location. Mr. Denney said the City
needs to talk to Ned Stephenson of Woodbury regarding DOT's drainage.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Woodbury made some promises in regards to the handling of
DOT's water that now need to be fulfilled.
Mr. Richan asked ifNature's Herbs has any responsibility for the way DOT's water is drained .
Mr. Denney explained that DOT's water drains across Nature's Herbs parking lot.

It was discussed that Woodbury made some promises to the City in regards to draining DOT's
water and decided that the City needs to meet with Woodbury to address DOT's drainage issue.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the amended commercial site plan for Nature's Herbs at 600
East Quality Drive subject to the approval of the downstream water users. Mr. Fleming
seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
)

9

.·
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, and Mr. Hansen.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION POLICY DECLARATION INCLUDING
THE ANNEXATION CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE AMERICAN
HERITAGE SCHOOL ANNEXATION AT 700 NORTH 1175 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Washburn.
Mr. Washburn said that the Planning Commission saw the proposed Heritage School Annexation
about a year ago . He pointed out that the developer wanted to use the open space for the school
as the open space for the project and the Planning Commission said that could not be done.
Mr. Washburn said they are now proposing a real PUD with common area. He said they have
looked at the master plan and the density does not exceed what is in the master plan.

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that schools can go in any zone. He said the project stands on it's
own and it is not counting any of the open space from the school to meet the open space
requirements.
It was discussed that the previous annexation plat did not match the property description so a
little bit of someone' s property was inadvertently annexed. Mr. Sowby said the issue with regards
to the property being inadvertently annexed will be cleaned up.
Mr. Denney pointed out that the north-south collector class road needs to go through the
proposed project. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the collector class road will be the main
road through Val Vista and will continue north to Cedar Hills.

Chairman Hadfield asked for Mr. Despain's issues.
Mr. Despain asked if the process needs to be started over because of the amount of time that has
passed.
Chairman Hadfield asked the Planning Commission if it felt the process needed to be started over.
He said the footprint of the annexation has not been the concern, but the understanding of how
the project will best fit the General Plan has been the concern.
The Planning Commission did not feel the process needed to be started over and it was fine with
proceeding ahead.
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Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposed project will have 31 units, which is less dense than
what this project could have under the PR-9000 Zone. He said the water rights required would
be 31 acre feet per residential and 20.78 acre feet for the school.
Mr. Despain said the issue of the roads needs to be addressed. He pointed out that the roads are
not in the control of the City. Mr. Despain suggested taking the road rights-of-way at the time of
annexation.

Mr. Fleming said he did not have a problem with the proposed project coming in under the PR9000 Zone. He said the Planning Commission originally wanted to stick with the PR-15,000
Zone because the earlier proposed project was too dense.
There was some discussion and concern about the alignment of the north-south collector class
road.
Mr. Fleming stated that it would be nice to have the trail corridor line up.
No action was taken on this item. The Planning Commission decided that the applicant did not
need to go through the process again and it also felt the proposed density was acceptable.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ORCHARD HILLS SOUTH PLAT B SUBDIVISION
LOCATED AT 685 NORTH 540 WEST
Chairman Hadfield said it is being requested that three lots be granted variances.
Mr. Richan said any kind of action from the Planning Commission would be in conflict with the
ordinance. He said the request for variances should go back to the City Council because it is the
one that can change the ordinance.
Mr. Despain said it is clear the Board of Adjustments is apprehensive about granting the variances
because it does not want to be accused of planning. He stated that granting variances does not
ultimately design subdivisions, but he can understand the Board of Adjustments position.
Chairman Hadfield said this is a very difficult issue. He said that if the Planning Commission
waives the requirements for depth, it could be setting a precedent.
Mr. Washburn said the problem they are having is that Board of Adjustments will not look at the
plat until the plat has been vacated and the Planning Commission will not vacate the plat until it
has a replacement plat to review.
Mr. Fleming said it is hard for the Planning Commission to act on this because it must follow the
code. He said this issue needs to go to the City Council because it is the body that can change the
ordinances.
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Mr. Richan moved that the Planning Commission deny the request of approval of Orchard
Hills South Plat B Subdivision located at 685 North 540 West and recommend that it be
referred to the City Council for action and that the Planning Commission feels it is more
appropriate for the City Council to act on this request. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
Mr. Despain suggested that the motion include that the proposal does not conform with the
ordinances and acknowledges that the Board of Adjustment has not issued a formal ruling with
regards to variances.

Mr. Richan amended the motion to include that the proposal does not conform with the
ordinances and acknowledges that the Board of Adjustment has not issued a formal ruling
with regards to the variances. Mr. Fleming seconded the amended motion.
Mr. Georgeson said that the last time the Planning Commission looked at this, he felt that perhaps
the Board of Adjustment could do something with regards to the request for variances. He said he
agrees with the motion that it is best for the applicant to go to the City Council.
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. Georgeson, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Richan, and Mr. Hansen. Mr. Nielsen
abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
REPORT ON THE PARKS AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Chairman Hadfield said that Mr. Despain and himself met with Rulon Dutson ofBear West last
week and felt that Mr. Dutson had some really good ideas in regards to the parks and open space
element of the General Plan. Chairman Hadfield suggested that the Planning Commission ask the
City Council to obtain some funding to be able to work with Bear West on updating the parks and
open space element of the General Plan.
Mr. Fleming said he would be happy to work with Bear West again and felt that it would be
inefficient to use another consulting firm .

Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend that the Planning Commission ask the City Council
for some funding to work with Bear West on updating the parks and open space of the
General Plan. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
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Mr. Despain said the parks and open space update may be expensive, but he feels the money will
be well spent.

It was discussed that sensitive land issues should be addressed. There was some discussion as to
whether the slews should be left open or piped. Mr. Georgeson said he is all for parks and trails,
but he said if the slews are left open there will be odor problems and mosquitos to deal with.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, and Mr. Hansen.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that he gave each of the planning commission members a copy of
a Certified Citizen Planner Seminar, which is coming up in December 1998. He said that the
seminar is geared for all planning commissions, board of adjustments, and elected officials.
Chairman Hadfield said it is the desire ofMayor Barratt that all of the planning commission
members attend one of the Certified Citizen Planner Seminars.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF OCTOBER 21~ 1998

Mr. Hansen moved approval of the October 21, 1998, Planning Commission Minutes with
the following corrections:
On Page 5, Line 1 "height and antenna" should be changed to "height an antenna." On
Page 6, Line 6 "tied" should be changed to "tie."
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Richan, and Mr. Hansen. Mr. Nielsen
abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Fleming moved to adjourn. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion. Those voting aye:
Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, and Mr. Hansen. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
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The meeting adjourned at 10:35 p.m.

1YI~1Yj~
Melanie Marsh
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
NOVEMBER 18, 1998
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on November 18, 1998, 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 .

Review and action on an amended site plan for Hart Scientific
located at 799 East 930 South.
Review and action on a utility structure located on lot 21 of
the Utah Valley Business park at 844 East 930 South.
Review and action on a request by US West Wireless to install
a cellular antenna on the existing monopole located at 85
North Merchant Street.
Review and action on a zone change request at 45 East 1120
North consisting of approximately 19 acres from the existing
R1-9000 to the PR-9000 Planned Residential zone .
Review and discussion of the revised Performance Guarantee
provisions of Development Agreements .
Review and action on the amendments to the City sign ordinance
as directed by the City Council.
Site plan committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the November 4, 1998,
meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 9 day of November, 1998.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman
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NOVEMBER 18, 1998
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The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session
on November 18, 1998, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:00 p.m.
Those present included Chairman J.H. Hadfield, Juel Belmont, Keith
Richan, Steve Nielsen, Pat Fleming, and James Hansen.
Michael
Georgeson and Howard Denney were excused. Others present included
Rod Despain, Richard Colborn, Mr. Larson, Travis Mellor, Mr. Rose,
Mr. Snowball, Scouts from Troops, 821, 818, 814, 829, James Hardy,
Kevin Bennett, Barbara Christiansen, and 15 citizens.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED SITE PLAN FOR HART SCIENTIFIC
LOCATED AT 799 EAST 930 SOUTH
In the absence of Mr . Barnes, J.H. Hadfield reported that he had
reviewed the plan at the technical review meeting.
This was an
addition to the rear of the building that was 150 feet wide by 50
feet. The plan included some new curb & gutter and landscaping in
the rear along with a trash receptacle location. There would be a
minimum of 24 feet between the building and the rear property line .
The front portion would not be disturbed. He and Rod Despain had
met on site and determined that there was more parking than what
was required under the ordinance.
James Hansen moved approval of the site plan.
seconded the motion. All were in favor.

Juel

Belmont

Rod Despain noted that this request would now go to the City
Council for the setting of a public hearing and final action.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A UTILITY STRUCTURE LOCATED ON LOT 21 OF THE
UTAH VALLEY BUSINESS PARK AT 844 EAST 930 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield welcomed Mr. Travis Mellor from NextLink
Communications explaining they wished to build a utility structure
on the lot just west of the IBC Corporation. The structure would
be out of the ground 4 to 5 feet.
Mr. Mellor noted that Woodbury Corporation had requested a
reduction in the dimensions of the easement and has provided a copy
of the revisions.
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Chairman Hadfield noted that the original was 20' by 30' and it was
now to be 20' by 10' and that it would fit what was needed.
A
letter from Woodbury Corporation agreeing to the easement along
with the easement were provided. The floor level of the structure
would be below the level of the ground.
Mr. Mellor added that the structure would house
switching equipment in a controlled environment.
1

communication

1
2

Pat Fleming moved approval of the site plan.
the motion. All were in favor.

James Hansen seconded

3

4
5

Chairman Hadfield s t ated t hat a copy of the recorded easement would
be needed when he applied for a bui lding permi t .
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REQUEST BY US WEST WIRELESS TO INSTALL A
CELLULAR ANTENNA ON THE EXISTING MONOPOLE LOCATED AT 85 NORTH
MERCHANT STREET
Mr. Larson, from US West stated that they wished to place an
antenna at a height of 80 feet on the existing monopole on US West
property at 85 North Merchant Street . He explained that they were
the 6th carrier and that there were no more on the visible horizon .
An antenna at this height would eliminate the immediate need for 2
or 3 other towers .
Chairman Hadfield asked to see the umbrella of coverage for this
tower with the antenna at 80 feet. Mr. Larson would provide one.
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Mr. Larson could not promise that it would be their only one in the
City, but in would be the only one in this sector. He explained
that the central hub was in the north part of Salt Lake Valley. He
did not know exactly where .
Other sites were going to be by
Mountain States Steel and on East Bay Boulevard in Provo. The need
for cellular antennas was dictated not only by coverage , but on use
as we ll . As cellular phones were used by more people , additional
faci li t i es woul d be needed.
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In response to a question from the audience, Mr. Larson reported in
20 years wired phones would be a thing of the past. He suggested
keeping one or two to show the grand kids.
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Chairman Hadfield noted that the Council had acted on changes to
the antenna requirements at a recent meet i ng.
Pat Fleming, based on the actions of the City Council, moved to
approve the placement of an antenna at 80 feet on the existing
monopole at 85 North Merchant Street.
Keith Richan seconded the
motion. All were in favor.

As Mr. Barnes had just arrived, Chairman Hadfield explained that
action on his site plan for Hart Scientific had been approved and
would go to the City Council for the setting of a publ i c hearing.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST AT 45 EAST 1120 NORTH
CONSISTING OF APPROXIMATELY 19 ACRES FROM THE EXISTING Rl-9000 TO
THE PR-9000 PLANNED RESIDENTIAL ZONE
Kevin Rose, principal owner of Carefree Communities Limited
Liability Corporation, proposed a project for active seniors.
According to his market research about 28% of the current American
Fork citizens were 55+ and looking forward to the year 2001 , that
increased to roughly 30% of the households.
2

1
2
3
4
5

Active seniors had some particular needs.
They had a need for a
maintenance free lifestyle.
They had a need for a right sized
square footage home.
They had a need for single story living.
They want to have home ownership along with a sense of a community
with the people around .
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The available housing stock was about 80% single family homes with
15% to 20% in apartment complexes.
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Mr. Rose continued that in the American Fork community there was
one zone that met those needs and that was the PR-9000 zone, which
was a planned residential development. With 30% of the households
being 55+ there was very little , probably less than 3%, of the City
with a PR designation. The need for PR zoning was growing. Most
were on the edges of the community. They were coming because the
community was aging. The one on 200 East by the golf course would
attract active seniors. The 28% seniors was fastest growing sector
of the community.
Traditionally they have moved to other areas
like Las Vegas, St. George, and Sun City, Arizona.
Mr. Rose asked for a PR designation at this location to meet the
needs of active seniors and enhance the value of property.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the PR-9000 zone was conducive to the
general plan .
Rod Despain responded that the Rl-9000 and PR-9000 were equivalent
in density.
The Rl-9000 was restricted to single family homes.
The PR denotes that it would be a planned residential project and
would anticipate attached housing but within density levels
equivalent to the R1-9000.
The PR designation allowed for a
different housing style. Long ago the City decided that the notion
of attached housing was to be addressed through a zone change
request.
This was what was being sought.
They have proposed a
development style with up to 4 units per building.
They have
proposed development under the category of special provisions for
mixed density projects. This allowed for the opportunity of 1, 2,
3, and 4, family structures.
It has been the general philosophy of the City to spread attached
housing projects through out the community rather than concentrate
them in one or two limited areas.
Mr. Despain stated that it was not the development, but the zoni ng
that was before the Commission this evening. It was intended to be
a group of single level, four-unit structures. There has been no
reaction to the design by the staff.
If this went ahead, there
would be detailed discussion on the design.
James Hansen asked why the design did not
property.
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in the whole
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Mr. Rose responded that it was his intention to show the community
aspect. The remainder of the property would become single family
home lots with those lots being larger than the current 9 , 000
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square foot lots in the area which would result in higher property
values . The overall density would not change.
Chairman Hadfield observed that single family homes were shown on
the south next to the LDS Seminary building . To the north of the
senior project was the extension of 1320 North Street. There were
roughly 5.5 acres north of 1320 North that would be single family
houses.
Accommodation of 1360 North Street would need to be
considered as well.
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Chairman Hadfield asked if the Commission was willing to rezone the
property to PR-9000 and secondly if they were comfortable in doing
so without having a substitute plat to replace it.
Juel Belmont asked about the square footage of the units. Mr . Rose
responded that there were 4 designs from 1100 to 1800 square feet,
each with a garage.
They would all be slab on grade . There was
one design with a loft.
Each building was a 4-plex.
Pat Fleming felt all right with the concept and the pitch. He was
a l itt l e uncomfortable and would like to see the road net on the
who l e p i ece and the whole concept plan.
He felt good about the
location .
Chairman Hadfield noted promises were often made , but how long is
the property under that ownership and when is it sold off. As soon
as the Planning Commission agrees to a zone change and it was going
to be this, it gets sold and since it was already zoned, something
else could go in.
J.H . Hadfield agreed with Mr. Fleming and would like to see a plan
f o r the e ntire prope rty .
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Steve Nielsen commented that the entire property did not need to be
r ezoned.
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James Hansen noted that was the
dense, and the south was the more
for the south portion. He wanted
with the road network. Was there
north end .
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point.
The north was the less
dense. The north portion made up
to see what it looked like, along
a phase II being planned for the

Rod Despain noted that the options were to recommend only the z one
change , or marry the site plan and zone change request. This was
a judgement call on the part of the Commission . There was nothing
that legally requested this.
He emphasized that he had not
analyzed this with the PR provisions of the Development Code to see
if it conformed.
This was a single mixed project with a road in
between. There was also a 25% open space requirement .
Pat Fleming noted this was the beginning
Commission will review this completely .

of

a

process.

The

He was willing to
Mr . Rose requested action on the zone change.
f o ll ow the ~ity ' s process . On the north , the lots would approac h
4

1
2
3

an estate style housing concept with lots as large as ~ or % o f an
acre .
The overall plan would then be in conformance with the
dens i t y.
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Rod Despain stated that he hadn't heard anyone that was
apprehensive about a change in the zone.
There was no automatic
resistance to that approach. He also heard that they were hesitant
to make an unqualified recommendation, absent a more thorough
understanding of the character of the plan.
Chairman Hadfield was concerned in a "carte blanche" PR zone and in
sending it forward without having something definite .
He cited
previ ous concerns and happenings wi t h o ther deve l opments .
Keith Richan felt they were talking a concept.
He acknowledged
that he had talked with Mr. Snowball who was in company with Mr .
Rose this evening , about business deals and may be talking with him
in the future.
He would probably not vote when that time came.
However he wanted to comment as he had seen so many his age move
out of town because there was nothing here for them.
He noted
Steve Murdock , Joe Hansen , and Leo Meredith.
There was nothing
here to accommodate their needs. The footprint didn't bother him
at al l.
Th i s was t he concept.
There was a t remendous need for
this .
James Hansen was not against it, but would like to see the whole
concept, as did Juel Belmont.

~8

29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
~2

Mr. Richan noted that this was opening up the possibility.
Mr. Rose commented that by granting the PR-9000 zone tonight , the
City still had control on what the site plan would be . This would
be a step forward. It would not change the density in the area.
Rod Despain noted that both the zone change and ultimately the
development plan goes through the public hearing process.
Sometimes they go through together. What was being proposed here
was that it be taken in two separate steps.
One of the reasons
that it was not suggested by the staff that they come with detailed
plans was that there was a lot of money involved in the preparation
of those. If the answer was that this was not the right p l ace , it
was a lot of expense early on. Another alternative was to send t he
zone change to hearing to see if the neighbors had any objections
t o the zoning and then hold action until the plan was ready .
Chairman Hadfield asked if the City was giving up anything by doing
it in two separate steps.
Rod Despain noted that there was significant opportunity for
review . Subdivisions of course did not require a public hearing.
You could not get a 4 - plex subdivision in the PR-9000 zone.
Multiple units were only allowed in a PUD setting.
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Chairman Hadfield noted that some of his fears had been put to
res t.
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Chairman Hadfield discussed with Denise Pedersen the differences
between the Rl - 9000 and the PR-9000 zone.
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Chairman Hadfield suggested that the petitioner would be well
served by scheduling a meeting with the neighborhood to review the
project with them.
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Pat Fleming moved to recommend to the Council the change in zone to
the PR-9000 .
Steve Nielsen seconded the motion.
Voting was as
follows:
Aye, Pat Fleming and Steve Nielsen.
Abstain , Keith
Richan .

Juel Belmont was not opposed , but would like to see more .
James Hansen noted that this property was under contract and asked
if the property owner needed to sign the zone change application.
Rod Despain responded that the signature of a contract purchaser
was not uncommon .
Mr. Rose noted that there was a need for the PR zone.
would be provided for the area.

A site plan

Steve Nielsen agreed there was a need. The Commission would see a
site plan in the future to determine the use within the zone. This
would be condominiums and CC & R's would be provided.
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Rod Despain asked the petitioners if part of the negotiations with
the Searles was that a road could not come out to the south . Mr .
Rose responded that they had not said they did not wan t a s tree t
there. They have said they wanted single family homes across t he
s t r ee t .
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The Chairman called for the remaining votes. Aye, James Hansen and
J.H. Hadfield. Nay, Juel Belmont. The motion carried.

Keith Richan commented that he and Mr. Snowball had nothing but
conversation and had not done any business and wanted this known.
REVIEW AND DISCUSSION OF THE REVISED
PROVISIONS OF DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENTS

PERFORMANCE

GUARANTEE

Chairman Hadfield noted that Mr. Denney had made recommendations to
help clear up some items.
He asked for comments from the
Commission.
Rod Despain explained that it was recommended to tighten up the
improvement bonding process and only allow cash or escrow accounts.
This change would also shift the burden of the approval of the
bonds from the City Engineer to the City Council .
It added a new feature. The initial asphalt thickness would be 2" .
It was now 2~ inches.
A year later, a 1" overlay would be
r equired. A durability retainer would be held for 2 years in case
of a problem.
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Keith Richan noted that in two subdivisions he built in Highland,
with proper planning, it was not necessary to cut the new asphalt
and would see no need for an overlay.
He felt that a stronger
effort should be made to coordinate the subcontractors and their
work prior to the asphalt going down. He cited his use of conduits
being placed under the road at certain locations to accommodate
future needs.
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Rod Despain explained that it had been his experience that
utilities operate at their schedule and one got them when they
could make it.
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James Hansen asked that the draft be provided with the portions to
be removed lined out, and the new portions underlined.
Rod Despain noted that this was a wide sweeping change and that the
old was going to be retired in its existing form. He would provide
that for the next meeting.

19
20
21

Chairman Hadfield asked that this item be placed on the next agenda
for action .
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE AMENDMENTS TO THE CITY SIGN ORDINANCE AS
DIRECTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL
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Chairman Hadfield explained that he had invited Dr. Berry, who was
a partner with Dr. Parish in the veterinary clinic at 95 East 200
North to explain his feelings to the Commissioners.
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Dr . Berry explained that they needed visibility.
They have done
studies along with their other facility on State Street, which was
just into Pleasant Grove, which tracked how people find out about
them.
The majority was due to their sign.
If people don't know
the 200 North location, he just tells them that they are in the
same building as Advance Insurance.
People readily know where
Advance Insurance is because of their big, red sign.
People have
driven down 100 East in American Fork, out to their facility in
Pleasant Grove, only to find that they passed the American Fork
Office on their way. The American Fork facility was a struggling
venture.
On the other hand, the Timpanogos facility was a
thriving,
growing practice.
They have concluded that the
difference was the sign.
He would like to be able to place a
monument sign.
This item will be placed on a future agenda.
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SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
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Chairman Hadfield noted that Lindon and Pleasant Grove had invited
American Fork to participate with them in reviewing the area of a
new interchange including utilities, transportation, and commercial
viability.
In all, this dealt with over 1,000 acres.
Rod Despain continued that for a long time the off ramp was to be
in the vicinity of the Proctor Lane overpass.
Now, the proposal
7
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was to move it to the west in the vicinity of Barnes Bullets. It
still was not in the city limits of American Fork, but close enough
now to provide a large impact on American Fork.
The consultant
that will be hired by the 3 communities would likely come to
American Fork and ask questions about the before mentioned items of
utilities, transportation, and commercial viability. We need to be
ready to answer them .
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Chairman Hadfield noted an added importance of the corridor through
the Bromley bus i ness park area.
Regarding the need for a north/south roadway in the vicinity of 700
North from 1100 East to 1400 East, Mr. Despain concluded that the
property in the American Heritage Annexation was not the position
for a major north/south road. He had not looked at it with respect
to a trail location .

18
19

OTHER BUSINESS
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Richard Colborn reminded members of the Commission that if they
wanted to get in on the Citizen Planner class scheduled for
December 11 and 12, they needed to register as soon as possible .
There would be another class after the first of the year.
Chairman Hadfield would check with Gene Carr for those exact dates.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE NOVEMBER 4, 1998 , MEETING
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Keith Richan asked for a change in the minutes on page 6 line 36,
the wo rd " accommodate" be changed to "included" , and on page 9 line
20, the wo rd "ca ll ed out" be changed to "specified" .
Pat Fleming moved approval of the November 4, 1998, with the
changes as noted. James Hansen seconded the motion. Voting was as
follows:
Aye, Pat Fleming, J.H. Hadfield, Steve Nielsen, James
Hansen, and Keith Richan.
Abstain, Juel Belmont.
The motion
carried .
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ADJOURNMENT
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James Hansen moved adjournment at 9:00p.m.
the motion. All were in favor.
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Juel Belmont acknowledged and thanked Chairman Hadfield for having
things ready for the Commission meeting so that they were not there
until 1: 00 a.m.
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Richard M. Colborn
Planning Administrator
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Juel Belmont seconded

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
DECEMBER 2, 1998
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on December 2, 1998, 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 preliminary and final plan for Alpine
Square Commercial PUD Phase II at 384 East 60 South .
Review and action on the preliminary plan of Carrington
Estates Subdivision located at 550 North 560 West.
Review and action on a zone change request by Ken Tanner at
349 South 860 East from the existing I-1 to the GC-2, General
Commercial 2 zone .
Review of a concept plan for Featherstone Subdivision at 315
South 100 East including discussion on a proposed alternate
street cross-section.
Review and discussion of the revised Performance Guarantee
provisions of Development Agreements.
Site plan committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the November 4, 1998,
meeting .
Adjournment .

Dated this 23 day of November, 1998.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
DECEMBER 2, 1998
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on December 2, 1998, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Steve Nielsen, *Pat Fleming,
Councilwoman Belmont, *Michael Georgeson, Chairman J.H. Hadfield, James Hansen, and
Keith Richan. Staff present included Rod Despain and Melanie Marsh. Others present included
Bill West, Roger Dudley, Don Allen, Virgil Reiske, Glade Durrant, Mr. & Mrs. Bob Phelps,
Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
Chairman Hadfield excused Mr. Denney and Mr. Bennett.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLAN FOR ALPINE
SQUARE COMMERCIAL PUD PHASE II AT 384 EAST 60 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Bill West.
Mr. West stated that the entire Alpine Square Project will be short a few parking spaces. He said
he is present to ask the Planning Commission to approve the proposed project, even though the
entire project will be short some parking spaces.
*Pat Fleming and Michael Georgeson arrived.
Mr. West pointed out that they have several large tenants in other buildings like the Alpine Credit
Union that are not utilizing all their parking spaces that were required to be built.
Chairman Hadfield asked for Mr. Despain's concerns.
Mr. Despain stated that the water rights conveyance issue needs to be resolved.
Mr. Despain raised the issue of street addressing problems in American Fork. He suggested that
before the addressing for the proposed project is finalized there should be some discussion with
the postal service in order to develop a better addressing system. He pointed out that driveways
and parking lots in the proposed project are addressed.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that the addressing issue be discussed with Ron Morrill, Chief
Building Inspector.
Mr. Despain suggested that if the Planning Commission decides to approve the proposed project
that it approve the final plat subject to the addresses being removed.
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There was some discussion regarding the shortage of parking spaces for the entire project. Mr.
West pointed out that the proposed project is 3. 8 parking spaces short. He explained that they
are adding a net of25 parking spaces with Phase II. Mr. West stated that the entire project will
be 19 parking spaces short. He said 28.8 parking spaces is required for Phase II and they have
proposed 25 parking spaces, which makes Phase II 3. 8 parking spaces short. Mr. West said the
total parking requirement for the entire Alpine Square Project is 181.4 parking spaces and the
entire project will have 162 parking spaces.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the number or parking spaces required has been calculated
based on the square footage of both floors .
Mr. West pointed out that exterior calculations have been used to calculate the parking
requirements.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. West what the width of the parking stalls will be.
Mr. West said the parking stalls are between 9 lh and 10 feet wide.

Mr. Fleming asked what the total square feet is ofbuildings 10, 11 & 12.
Mr. West said the square feet for buildings 10, 11 & 12 is 5760 square feet. He said with the
total square footage ofbuildings 10, 11 &12, the proposed project is required to have 28 .8
parking spaces. He said they are proposing 25 parking spaces.

Mr. Hansen stated that most of the square footage in the basement of the Alpine Credit Union is
unused, except for where the Chamber Offices are located. He said the square footage in the
basement is unusable except to the Alpine Credit Union because there is not a separate entrance in
the basement and you would have to walk through the bank to access the basement. Mr. Hansen
said he feels that because the Alpine Credit Union's basement is only usable to them it warrants a
reductions in the number of parking spaces required for the entire project.
Mr. West pointed out that Alpine Credit Union has 16 parking spaces. He said he has never seen
more than six or seven of Alpine Credit Union's parking spaces used at one time.

Chairman Hadfield stated the engineering concerns. He said the subdivision monuments and state
plane coordinates need to be shown on the final plat.
Mr. Despain said the documentation needs to incorporate the cross easements into the overall
PUD.
Mr. Dudley asked if the addresses need to be removed from the final plat.
Mr. Despain recommended that the addresses be removed from the final plat.

2

Chairman Hadfield said Mr. Morrill has applied the rules on addressing as directed by the post
office to the proposed project. He said the issue that needs to be resolved is what the sorting
equipment at the post office can understand.
Mr. Despain withdrew his recommendation to have the addressing removed from the final plat.
Councilwoman Belmont said that she needs some information on the house that will be
demolished so she can create a history and a file for it. She asked Mr. West to take pictures of
the house from the front and the rear. Councilwoman Belmont also asked Mr. West to give her
the perimeter measurements of the house.

Mr. Fleming moved to approve the preliminary and final plan for Alpine Square
Commercial PUD Phase ll at 384 East 60 South subject to (1) provision of the
documentation (2) provision of the water shares (3)the Planning Commission finds that the
number of parking spaces required for the entire project should be reduced to 162 based on
the interior usable space calculated by the Planning Commission and (4) the subdivision
monuments and state plane coordinates need to be provided. Mr. Hansen seconded the
motion.
The issue of whether it should be a requirement for all buildings to have an address on them was
discussed. Chairman Hadfield said the issue of whether all the buildings should have an address
on them is something that needs to be worked out with Ron Morrill, Chief Building Official.

Mr. Fleming amended his motion to include that if the City so deems that exterior
addresses be placed on all of the buildings, the buildings will have exterior addresses. Mr.
Hansen seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Fleming, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr.
Hansen. Mr. Georgeson abstained from the vote because he was not present for the entire
discussion. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN OF CARRINGTON ESTATES
SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 550 NORTH 560 WEST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He pointed out that the property proposed for
development has been known as the Hindley Property. Chairman Hadfield said he feels good
about the size of the proposed lots. He pointed out that the Hindley Home will be removed.
Chairman Hadfield turned the time over to Mr. Dudley.
Mr. Dudley said the utilities are in place and they will tie into the existing utilities. He said they
have chosen the proposed configuration at the suggestion of City staff Mr. Dudley said they will
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stub 600 North to the east to allow future access to other properties.
Chairman Hadfield stated the engineering concerns. He said the manhole and the drainage tie
into the existing system need to be shown.
Chairman Hadfield asked for Mr. Despain' s concerns.
Mr. Despain said the proposed project complies with the zoning ordinance and the completion of
the collector class road on the west side of the property. He pointed out that the water rights
have not been calculated. Mr. Despain said the developer plans to cap the existing well. He said
part of the water rights are to be met by the well rights.
Mr. Georgeson said the approval of the proposed subdivision should include subject to the
abandonment of the well in accordance with the rules of the State Engineer.

Mr. Richan moved to approve the preliminary plan of Carrington Estates Subdivision
subject to (1) the drainage concerns of the City Engineer and (2) the abandonment of the
well in accordance to the State Engineer's rules. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Fleming, Mr. Nielsen, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr. Hansen, Mr.
Richan, and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST BY KEN TANNER AT 349
SOUTH 860 EAST FROM THE EXISTING I-1 TO THE GC-2? GENERAL COMMERCIAL 2
ZONE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain said the I -1 Zone at 349 East 860 East is not consistent with the General Plan. He
said changing the zone to the GC-2 Zone is appropriate.

Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend to the City Council that the zone be changed from
the 1-1 to the GC-2, General Commercial Zone at 349 South 860 East. Mr. Hansen
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. Fleming, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Councilwoman Belmont, Mr.
Hansen, and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW OF A CONCEPT PLAN FOR FEATHERSTONE SUBDIVISION AT 315 SOUTH
100 EAST INCLUDING DISCUSSION ON A PROPOSED ALTERNATE STREET CROSSSECTION
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He said the issue with regards to the concept plan for
the Featherstone Subdivision is frontage and access under the overriding zone. Chairman
Hadfield then turned the time over to Don Allen of Hubble Engineering.
Mr. Allen said the proposal is to put a street adjecent to the adjoining property. He said they have
proposed to put in the full asphalt width and sidewalk on the south side and put in only the curb
on the north side.
Mr. Georgeson asked if it is possible to run a standard city street to 200 South.
Mr. Despain said it is not possible to run a standard city street to 200 South.
Mr. Despain said relative to the road cross section, the applicant is asking to be allowed to put in
an integrated curb and gutter on the south side and put a curb and no sidewalk or one foot
setback on the north side.

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the cross section that is rendered on the concept plan is not
accurate. He said there is 36 feet of asphalt, a two-foot curb, a five-foot sidewalk, and one foot
of City owned property.
Councilwoman Belmont thought the proposed project looked really dense.
Mr. Despain said to his knowledge the proposed subdivision meets the frontage and setback
requirements for a standard subdivision for twin homes.

Mr. Hansen asked if there are boundary problems.
Mr. Allen said there are boundary problems that the title company will resolve.

Mr. Hansen said before the Planning Commission approves the plat he would like to see the
boundary problems resolved.
Mr. Georgeson expressed concern about their being enough parking. He also pointed out that
one of the main crossings for Greenwood School is by Lew Mitchell's place. Mr. Georgeson
asked Mr. Allen if the developers have considered making an offer to purchase the May's
property.
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Mr. Allen said he did not think an offer was going to be made to the May' s.
Mr. Fleming said 100 East is a busy road. He said that he would like to limit the access onto 100
East by turning Lots 3 and 4 to the north and having only Lots 1 and 2 access onto 100 East.
Mr. Allen said the geometry of Lots 3 and 4 will not allow those lots to be turned to the north and
still meet the setback requirements. Mr. Fleming suggested not putting twin homes on Lots 3 and
4.

Chairman Hadfield said there is not going to be any place to park along the front of Lots 5, 6, 7
and 8.
Mr. Richan said the only good thing he can see with the concept plan is that it complies with the
overriding zone. He asked if the concept plan has any redeeming features.
Chairman Hadfield said the issue is-the 46-foot road cross section. He pointed out that Virgil
Peterson was allowed a 46-foot road cross section in the Old West Estates Subdivision on 600
East 320 North. He said if the 46-foot cross section is allowed in the Featherstone Subdivision,
they will be giving up a planter strip and sidewalk on one side. Chairman Hadfield said the 46foot road cross section is not an issue with him. He stated that the proposed subdivision looks
worse on a small piece of paper. Chairman Hadfield said the proposed lots are larger than the
minimum size required for lots in the R-2 Zone.
Mr. Fleming said that he would like to see the proposed subdivision designed differently. He said
there is too much wasted space in the back of the yards.
Mr. Despain said the lots appear to meet the zone requirements for twin home lots in the R-2
Zone. He said the road does not comply. He said the reason the concept plan is before the
Planning Commission is to test the attitude of the Planning Commission with regards to whether it
will allow the 46-foot road when a 60-foot road is the standard.

Councilwoman Belmont expressed concern about loosing another planter strip in the City.
Mr. Hansen said one thing he hates about eliminating the park strip is that there will be no place
to put the post for the mailbox, except for in the middle of the sidewalk.
Mr. Allen pointed out that in a development that they did in Orem it was requested that there be a
mailbox easement along the common property so the sidewalk could be widened around where
the mailbox posts would be put.

Chairman Hadfield said that maybe the footprint needs to change.
Mr. Fleming said the design can be more creative, especially for Lots 3 & 4. He said that he hates
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to keep giving up planter strips.
Mr. Despain said there is nothing that says the R-2 Zone has to consist exclusively of twin homes
or duplexes. He said an option could be to turn one of the lots into a single family home.

Chairman Hadfield said the closure error is perfect, but when the plat is put over the existing
county plat; there are gaps and overlaps.
Mr. Allen said he knows that there are gaps and overlaps.

Mr. Allen said the reason the concept plan is before the Planning Commission tonight is to see if
the Planning Commission will allow the reduction of the right-of-way width. He said if the
Planning Commission does not allow them to have the 46-foot road width, he does not know if
the development can take place.
Mr. Fleming said he is not going to make a commitment to the reduction of the right-of-way
width until he sees the subdivision designed differently.

Mr. Despain asked Mr. Fleming if he would rule out the 46-foot right-of-way width.
Mr. Fleming said he would not rule out the 46-foot right-of-way width.
Mr. Nielsen said he would like to see the road widened and either Lots 1,2,3 or 4 turned into a
single family lot.

Mr. Allen said it would be easier to keep Lots 1 and 2 the same and rotate Lots 3 and 4.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the planter strips on both sides is not possible.

Glade Durrant, who lives at 308 South 200 East , asked what is planned for the irrigation ditch.
Mr. Allen told Mr. Durrant that if the subdivision is approved, they will pipe the irrigation ditch
and provide a headgate and turnout box so he can still take the water.

REVIEW AND DISCUSSION OF THE REVISED PERFORMANCE GUARANTEE
PROVISIONS OF DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENTS
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He said that Mr. Richan called him today and they
discussed several concerns that he has relative to the revised Performance Guarantee provisions.
Mr. Hansen noted that under Section 4A-3 .4, under Item #4, "Town" should be changed to City.
Mr. Richan noted that under Section 4A-4.2 and under Section 4A-4.3 "ware" should be
changed to "wear."
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Mr. Richan said that he has many questions that he would like to ask Mr. Denney when he is
present.
Chairman Hadfield said he would like to meet with Mr. Bennett, Mr. Denney and Mr. Richan and
discuss the proposed revisions to the Performance Guarantee provisions.
Chairman Hadfield said that he will put this back on the agenda again.
Mr. Despain said he really wants to address the philosophy issues.
Chairman Hadfield said the proposed revisions to the Performance Guarantee Provisions are not
yet perfect, but he thinks that staff can work together to improve the provisions and improve the
wording in some sections.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Despain said the majority of the City Council feels the ordinance relating to signs in the
vicinity of the freeway needs to be amended in order to provide an opportunity for certain
businesses along the freeway to have a sign. He said the majority of the City Council feels that
changes in the sign ordinance should be made so that Doug Smith Auto can have an independent
pylon sign and so Quality Inn can get a sign. Mr. Despain said the City Council does not feel the
changes to the sign ordinance should be so broad that every parcel fronting upon or visible to the
freeway should be allowed to have an independent pylon sign.
Mr. Despain said that the reason he is discussing proposed changes to the sign ordinance along
the freeway is because the City Council directed him as the City Planner to come up with some
ideas of how the sign ordinance along the freeway overlay zone could be amended . He said he
just wanted to let the Planning Commission know what the City Council has instructed him to do
because the Planning Commission is his primary client.
Mr. Despain said he has come up with three approaches that could be used to amend the sign
ordinance along the freeway. He said one approach is to repeal a portion of the sign ordinance
relating to freeway frontage. Mr. Despain said it really is not realistic to repeal a portion of the
sign ordinance, but it is one approach.
Chairman Hadfield asked how you pick and choose who qualifies for a sign.
Councilwoman Belmont did not think that the City Council has completely thought out what will
happen if the sign ordinance along the freeway overlay zone is changed.
Mr. Despain said they are not really making the ordinance more palatable, but are just shifting the
division line.
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Chairman Hadfield said he realizes that the sign ordinance is probably not as good as it could be.
He asked if there are other elements in the sign ordinance that the City Council wants Mr.
Despain to look at changing.
Mr. Despain said the City Council has not directed him to look at anything other than the freeway
overlay zone.
Mr Despain said another option is to amend the zone map and delete the parcel in question and
then make it so it falls under the category of a retail/commercial area, which would allow one
pylon sign for each establishment. He said another option is to provide some supplemental
requirements that would allow a sign and still retain the freeway overlay zone.
Mr. Hansen asked ifbillboard are allowed in the freeway overlay zone.

Mr. Despain said billboards are not allowed in the freeway overlay zone. He said billboards are
separately dealt with.
Mr. Hansen asked if Doug Smith Auto could have a billboard put up on it's property.
Mr. Despain said that Doug Smith Auto could not have a billboard put on it's property because of
the spacing requirement between billboards. He said there are also federal regulations relating to
billboards near off ramps that will not allow Doug Smith Auto to have a billboard on it's property.
Mr. Fleming said maybe the City Council should be the body that grants signs on a case by case
basis.

Mr. Despain said one of the proposals at the City Council Meeting on November 10, 1998, was to
change the sign ordinance so that the City Council would be allowed to use it's judgment in
granting signs along the freeway overlay zone. He said the City Council was cautioned that once
discretion is used in granting a sign, it will open the doors to discrimination lawsuits when the
City Council does not grant a particular person or business a sign.
After Mr. Despain discussed the three options that could be used to amend the sign ordinance,
Chairman Hadfield asked the Planning Commission members to contact Mr. Despain if they have
strong feelings regarding changes to the sign ordinance along the freeway overlay zone.
Mr. Despain said he would recommend going with Option #3, which is to retain the freeway
overlay zone; but to come up with some supplemental requirements relating to the freeway
overlay zone sign ordinance.

OTHER BUSINESS
Virgil Reiske asked what they are planning to do with the Developmental Center Property.

9

Mr. Hansen pointed out that the Development Center Property will be discussed at the December
8, 1998, City Council Meeting.
Councilwoman Belmont asked why the landscaping stops to the west on the north side of State
Street as it approaches 700 East. Chairman Hadfield said the landscaping stops because there is
no water. Councilwoman Belmont asked if there will be a future commitment to putting
landscaping in. Chairman Hadfield said he thinks there may be some future commitment to
putting in landscaping.
Mr. Richan stated that he noticed that only a couple of lots have sold in the Riverwalk
Development. He asked if any lots have sold in Jockey Hollow yet.

Chairman Hadfield said that Jockey Hollow has not been finalized. He said the lots can't be sold
until it has been finalized . Chairman Hadfield said there are still a lot of improvements that need
to be put in.
Chairman Hadfield reported that the City Council has approved the request to have Bear West
work with the Planning Commission on updating the open space element of the General Plan, but
it wanted more detail on the work that Bear West will do. Chairman Hadfield said he received the
scope of services that Bear West will provide. He said he will submit the purchase requisition
tomorrow and attach Bear West's proposal to it.
Mr. Despain said that Pleasant Grove City and Lindon City invited American Fork to participate
in an economic development feasibility plan in connection with the proposed interchange He said
the interchange location was thought to be in the vicinity of the south rest area. Mr. Despain said
the current maps associated with the interchange put the interchange much closer to American
Fork to the point where the south of the interchange is probably within 400 or 500 feet of
American Fork's eastern boundary. He said the interchange will be in the vicinity of Smith Lane.
Mr. Despain expressed concern about the road alignment.

Mr. Despain said the reason for discussing the proposed interchange and the economic
development feasibility plan with Lindon and Pleasant Grove is because the business that has been
awarded to prepare the economic development feasibility plan will be asking American Fork City
for input. He said American Fork City needs to be prepared to respond to what the City's plans
are. Mr. Despain said American Fork City's plans may not be what is currently in the General
Plan.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE NOVEMBER 18: 1998: MEETING

Mr. Rich an moved approval of theN ovember 18, 1998, with the following corrections:
On Page 1, Line 26 "that" should be changed to "than." On Page 5, Line 16 "that had"
should be changed to "that he had." On Page 5, Line 17 "them" should be changed to
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"him." On Page 8, Line 3 "impact to" should be changed to "impact on."
Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Fleming, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Richan, Councilwoman
Belmont, and Mr. Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Georgeson moved to adjourn. Mr. Fleming seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Fleming, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Richan, Councilwoman
Belmont, and Mr. Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
The meeting adjourned at 9:25 p.m.

Melanie Marsh
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
DECEMBER 16, 1998
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on December 16, 1998, 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.

Review and action on the Annexation Agreement and concept
development site plan for the American Heritage Annexation
consisting of 11.51 acres at 1175 East 700 North and placement
of the property in the PR-9000 , Planned Residentia l zone .
Review and action on the Annexation Agreement for the Hicks
Annexation at 1040 East State Road including placement of the
property in the GC-2 , General Commercial 2 zone.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for Lot 2, Plat I
Utah Valley Business Park located at 530 East 680 South.
Review and action on a condominium conversion of an office
building at 251 East Main Street.
Review and action on the preliminary plan of the Old Mill
Business Park PUD at 350 South 860 East.
Review and action on the preliminary and final plan of the
Liebelt Subdivision Plat A at 468 East 200 South.
Discussion ont he curb & sidewalk treatment along 100 West
from 600 North to 700 North.
Discussion on potential road alignments between 900 East and
1100 East from 300 to 600 North.
Discussion and action on changes to the City Sign Ordinance.
Site plan committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the December 2, 1998 ,
meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 7 day of December , 1998.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman
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AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
DECEMBER 16, 1998
ATTACHMENTS (1)

REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on December 16, 1998, in
the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Steve Nielsen, Councilwoman
Belmont, Michael Georgeson, Chairman J.H. Hadfield, James Hansen, and Keith Ric han. Staff
present included Rod Despain, Howard Denney, Kevin Bennett, and Melanie Marsh. Others
present included Steve Sowby, Paul Washburn, Greg Glismeyer, Robert Kunz, Bart
Christofferson, Richard Magleby, Jim Cates, Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press, and
four citizens.
Chairman Hadfield said Councilwoman Belmont may not be in attendance tonight because she is
taking care of family matters. Chairman Hadfield excused Pat Fleming because he was out-oftown.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT AND CONCEPT
DEVELOPMENT SITE PLAN FOR THE AMERICAN HERITAGE ANNEXATION
CONSISTING OF 11.51 ACRES AT 1175 EAST 700 NORTH AND PLACEMENT OF THE
PROPERTY IN THE PR-9000~ PLANNED RESIDENTIAL ZONE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain said when the applicants for the proposed project originally proposed a concept plan
a couple of years ago the Planning Commission was favorable to the PR-15,000 Zone and did not
want to change the zone to the PR-9000 Zone. He said the PR-15,000 Zone did not conform to
what the applicants wanted to do so they dropped the matter. Mr. Despain said now the
applicants have revised the concept plan that was submitted a couple of years ago . He said the
applicants are now requesting that the development be in the PR-9000 with a limitation on the
number of units that could be put within the development. Mr. Despain said the number of units
proposed is less than the maximum density that would be allowed in the PR-9000 Zone, but more
dense than the number of units allowed in the PR-15,000 Zone.
Mr. Despain said the desired action tonight would be to approve the annexation agreement and
move on. He pointed out that a portion of the land proposed for development is already annexed
into the City under the PR-15,000 Zone and so part of the property that is to be developed would
have to be changed to the PR-9000 Zone. Mr. Despain said the City has not received an
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application from the applicants to change the zone from the PR-15,000 Zone to the PR-9000
Zone.
Mr. Despain stated that the proposed project includes a housing component and a school. He
said the zone change is not required for the school component because schools are permitted in all
residential zones.

Mr. Washburn said it was there intent to request that the zone be changed from the PR-15,000 to
the PR-9000, but they have not filled out the zone change application yet. He said they can fill
out the zone change application and the zone change can catch up later. Mr. Washburn said he
would like to see the proposed project continue to move forward .
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said the road dedications at 770 North and 830 North need to occur to allow access
into the development.
Mr. Sowby said they can get the road dedications at the time of annexation or later.
Mr. Denney said at one point in time the cul-de-sac was suggested to get the units and provide the
frontage, but now he does not know if the eyebrow that has been left on the plat is needed. He
said it might be more appropriate to have some private parking instead of the public bulb.

Chairman Hadfield said that at the December 2, 1998, Planning Commission Meeting there was
some discussion that there was not a need for a north-south road in the area of the proposed
project. He said he asked Mr. Despain to look at some potential roads that would enhance the
proposed project. Chairman Hadfield turned the time over to Mr. Despain to let him discuss
some potential roads that could be put in the area of the proposed project.
Mr. Despain presented four different road alternatives that could be used to get a road in the area
of the proposed project. After Mr. Despain presented the four alternatives, Chairman Hadfield
asked if there is anything else in the development agreement that needs to be addressed.
Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission needs to decide which site plan to use. He said therezone issue also needs to be resolved. Mr. Despain stated that the water rights have been satisfied.
l\f1r. Despain asked what changes the Planning Commission would like to see to the proposed site
plan before it is moved forward to the City Council.

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the issue is not with the annexation, but the issue is with the
concept plan that goes as an attachment to the annexation agreement. He said the issue is what is
in the best interest of the City relative to the road pattern.
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Mr. Despain said of the four alternatives that he presented, Alternatives B and D would impact
the proposed concept plan. He said Alternatives A and C would not impact the proposed concept
plan.
Mr. Nielsen said the proposed concept plan could be passed subject to some fine tuning.

Mr. Despain said if the Planning Commission does not insist on a change to the concept plan right
now, it will get what is presently on the concept plan.
Mr. Washburn said Alternative A is not a significant change and they have no problem with doing
what is presented on Alternative A. He said Alternatives B and C have no effect on the property
proposed for development. Mr. Washburn said Alternative D would impact their property. He
said if the Planning Commission chooses Alternative D that would make him uncomfortable
because they do not know what will happen on the property to the west of the property proposed
for development.
*Councilwoman Belmont arrived.
Mr. Georgeson asked Mr. Despain to put up the four alternatives again.
Mr. Despain said the reason there is some hesitancy to move forward with the annexation
agreement is because the Planning Commission needs to decide which concept plan it wants to
buy into. He said if the Planning Commission wanted to move forward with the annexation
agreement and leave the concept plan unresolved that could be done or it could approve the
annexation agreement and the concept plan with some instructions.
Chairman Hadfield asked the Planning Commission what it wanted to do.
Mr. Richan said he has no problem with moving the proposed project forward.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the annexation agreement and recommended that the
concept plan be fine tuned at a future meeting. Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Mr. Georgeson expressed concern about how the sewer line is going to be dealt with. He asked
if there is time to work out a proper alignment for the sewer line.
Mr. Despain said he does not feel the sewer is a critical issue.
Mr. Georgeson asked who will pick up the costs for the sewer line.
Mr. Despain said he would expect that the basic capacity line would be paid for by the subsequent
developer of the property. He said the over sizing of the lines would be paid for with an
agreement with Cedar Hills.
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Chairman Hadfield asked for any other discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Councilmember Belmont, and Mr. Richan. Those voting
nay: Mr. Hansen and Mr. Georgeson.
Chairman Hadfield asked if three in favor constitutes a quorum.
Mr. Bennett said because there are only six people present at tonight's meeting and only three
have voted in favor that is not a majority.

Mr. Georgeson said his objections to the proposed concept plan are the sewer alignment and the
road alignment. He also expressed concern about the sight distance.
Mr. Washburn said he understands the concern over the sewer alignment and the road alignment,
but he wondered if there is really anything they can do on their property to solve the sewer and
road alignment problems.

Mr. Despain said the reason for looking at the four alternatives is to anticipate what would be an
appropriate road pattern to move traffic.
Mr. Sowby said if the Planning Commission would like the north-south road to go through their
property, then it needs to say so. He said that he likes Alternative C the best. Chairman Hadfield
pointed out that Alternative C would require some re-platting of Autumn Crest Subdivision,
which was already approved. Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Sowby if he can speak for the
developer in regards to the re-platting of the Autumn Crest Subdivision.
Mr. Despain pointed out that Alternative A is not really a realistic option.
Chairman Hadfield called for a new vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, and Mr. Richan. Those voting nay: Mr. Georgeson,
Councilwoman Belmont, and Mr. Hansen.
Councilwoman Belmont said the reason she changed her vote was because she really should have
abstained from the first vote because she was late and did not hear the full discussion.
Mr. Washburn said that he could stub a road in the length of the property proposed for
development, but the road will not have connections. He said he is frustrated because if he comes
back with a road through the proposed project, he is afraid the Planning Commission is going to
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think the road is dumb. Mr. Washburn said if there is something they can do on their property
that they own they will do it, but he said he does not see anything that can be done on their
property that will make a difference.
Mr. Georgeson asked for more explanations on Alternatives A and B. He said he has ruled out
Alternatives C and D.
Mr. Washburn said that Alternatives A and Bare essential to get the road through the Warnick
Property.
Mr. Despain said the principle feature of Alternative A is that there is no direct link east to west,
which is why Alternative A is not a feasible alternative. He explained that Alternative B provides
the option of creating a T -intersection, but it does not provide circulation onto 1100 East.
Mr. Hansen asked if the road could be married where it comes down out of Val Vista.

Mr. Sowby said it is possible to marry the road where it comes down out of Val Vista.
Mr. Nielsen said that he would like to see some marriage between Alternative B and Alternative
C.

Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission needs to consider the future development of the
raw land in the area of the proposed development so it can come up with a plan that best
accommodates everyone so that the developer of the proposed project does not bear the burden
of all the roads.
Mr. Despain said if the Planning Commission would like staff to work on the notion of some
marriage between B and C, he would be happy to look into that.
Mr. Denney asked if the marriage between Alternatives B and C will affect the lot layout.
Mr. Hansen said that what he was meaning when he suggested the marriage between B and C was
to bring the road out of Val Vista, but instead of curving the road into 11 00 East that the road
curve back out to the east.
Mr. Washburn said he is frustrated with the discussion of the road alternatives because they do
not affect their site plan.
Mr. Hansen said the road alternatives do affect their site plan on the corner.

After the two votes were taken, the motion finally failed because there was not a majority
voting in favor of the motion.
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Mr. Georgeson said if the motion can be amended to require the applicant to amend the concept
plan so the road is to be aligned using a marriage between Alternatives B and C as M r. Hansen
suggested he will change his vote to a yes.

Mr. Nielsen moved to amend the motion to include that the Planning Commission
recommends approval of the concept plan subject to further discussion of the road
alignment so that the road is aligned using a marriage between Alternatives B and C.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the amended motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Hansen, Chairman Hadfield, and Mr.
Georgeson. Councilwoman Belmont abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREE:MENT FOR THE HICKS
ANNEXATION AT 1040 EAST STATE ROAD INCLUDING PLACE:MENT OF THE
PROPERTY IN THE GC-2 ZONE: GENERAL COM:MERCIAL 2 ZONE
Mr. Despain said the Hicks Annexation is 120 feet in width. He said he did not think the
applicant has decided what to do with the property proposed for annexation. Mr. Despain said
there is not a concept plan included with the annexation agreement. He asked if the Planning
Commission is prepared to move forward with the annexation without the benefit of an
annexation concept plan.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the annexation agreement for the Hicks Annexation at 1040
East State Road including placement of the property in the GC-2 Zone, General
Commercial 2 Zone noting that they are not requiring the development agreement.
Councilwoman Belmont seconded the motion.
Mr. Georgeson expressed concern about what is allowed in the GC-2 Zone.

Mr. Despain said the GC-2 is a general purpose commercial zone.
Mr. Georgeson asked if there could be another gas station put in.
Mr. Despain said that the GC-2 Zone does not preclude gas stations.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, and
Mr. Richan. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COM:MERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR LOT 2: PLAT I UTAH .
VALLEY BUSINESS PARK LOCATED AT 530 EAST 680 SOUTH
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Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Greg Glismeyer.
Greg Glismeyer, Vice President of Woodbury M Source Inc., said they want to put a Denney' s
Restaurant on the property proposed for development. He said the proposed building will be
4300 plus square feet with ample parking.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said the applicant needs to make sure the proposed building is within 250 feet of the
closest fire hydrant. Chairman Hadfield said if the closest fire hydrant is more than 250 feet away
from the proposed building, another fire hydrant will need to be put in.
Mr. Denney said they need the cross easements for the parking and the travel ways. Mr. Denney
pointed out that the lighting was shown on the streets that exist, but he said there needs to be
some additional lighting. He suggested putting some additional lighting off the buildings or to put
some additional lighting in the rear part of the parking lot.
Mr. Despain discussed signage. He pointed out that Denney's has said that they have no intention
of seeking access to the existing project sign. Mr. Despain questioned whether they need
something in writing from Denney's that says they will not seek access to the project sign.
Chairman Hadfield said that the Planning Commission was led to believe from another employee
of Woodbury Corporation that the sign frontage of the project identification sign was sold to Walmart, but he said the documentation that the City has is different that what one of Woodbury's
employees portrayed.
Mr. Richan asked if Woodbury had the option of selling the project identification sign to Walmart.
Mr. Despain said he does not know the details that went on in the negotiations with Wal-Mart and
Woodbury.
Mr. Richan said it seems that Woodbury had no right to sell the project identification sign to Walmart.
Mr. Glismeyer explained that when they develop a shopping center they typically allocate to
anchor tenants the right to be on the pylon sign. He said the in line tenants usually have no sign
and the pad tenants typically have monument signs.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Georgeson asked about the parking and landscaping.
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Mr. Despain said parking is a little light.
Chairman Hadfield said the issue with regards to the parking is what is the agreement with Walmart and what is the cross easement as far as parking goes.
Mr. Despain said the cross easement is one issue that is relative to the parking, but he said the
proposed project should meet the parking requirements on it's own.
Mr. Hansen asked how many parking spaces the proposed project is short.

Mr. Glismeyer said the proposed project is about five parking spaces short. He explained that the
site plan was originally designed for 4 7 parking stalls, but several of the parking stalls backed onto
the road behind the pad so at staff suggestions they redesigned the parking and eliminated the
parking stalls that backed on the road behind the pad. Mr. Glismeyer said they currently are
proposing 44 parking stalls. He said they do have a recorded cross easement agreement so all the
parking stalls in the shopping center are commonly used as are the driveways.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the commercial site plan for Lot 2, Plat I Utah Valley
Business Park at 530 East 680 South subject to (1) fire hydrant locations being established
on the site plan (2) cross easements with the adjacent property owners being obtained (3)
additional outdoor lighting established in the parking lot area (4) drainage being in.
accordance with the engineering requirements (5) having an acknowledgment from
Denney's that they have no intent to seek sign position on the project sign and (6) the
Planning Commission finds that the parking is essentially in conformance with the City
standards. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Councilwoman Belmont, and
Mr. Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A CONDOMINIUM CONVERSION OF AN OFFICE
BUILDING AT 251 EAST MAIN STREET
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He pointed out that there is a difference in fire ratings
between a single owner commercial building and a condominium.
The applicant pointed out that the ceiling is a one hour fire rated ceiling. He said there is a two
hour separation wall between the lower level. The applicant said A1 Carlson suggested that Dr.
Bruce Richards, the owner of the building, will own the structure and Dr. Robert Richards will
own his office from the paint in.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain if he has reviewed the condominium documentation.
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The applicant said they are in the process of making the condominium documents.
Chairman Hadfield said whatever is approved tonight should be subject to the City Attorney's and
the City Planner' s approval of the condominium documents. He said the approval should also be
subject to the appropriate fire rating for condominiums.
Mr. Georgeson expressed concern that protection may be compromised if they allow the existing
office building to be converted into a condominium.

The applicant said the building is all done to code and fire rating.
Mr. Denney explained that the ordinance is being written so that Dr. Robert Richards owns from
paint in to paint in.
Mr. Georgeson said the division of property seems convoluted.
Chairman Hadfield said that it is very common in condominiums that you own from the paint in
and the association or the owner owns the super structure.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the condominium conversion of an office building at 251
East Main Street subject to (1) meeting the building codes and (2) approval of the
condominium documentation. Mr. Hansen 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. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Hansen, and Councilwoman Belmont.
Those voting nay: Mr. Georgeson. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN OF THE OLD MILL BUSINESS
PARK PUD AT 350 SOUTH 860 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Sowby. ·
Mr. Sowby said the owner is proposing a PUD with 12 buildings. He said they plan on
completing the 340 South Street on the north side.

Mr. Sowby said they are asking for preliminary approval of the proposed plan.
Chairman Hadfield asked what the total square feet of the 12 buildings will be.
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Mr. Sowby said the maximum total square feet of all the buildings will be 61 ,000, which is based
on the parking requirement of 305 spaces.
Mr. Nielsen asked if the area proposed for development has a lot of water on it.

Mr. Sowby said the groundwater table is fairly high. He said the water will run to the southeast.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said one problem with the building envelope method that has been used if that it is
difficult to know where the ADA parking spaces will be located. He said they need to have at
least a preliminary door layout so they can be sure the ADA parking requirements are met on the
site plan.
Mr. Denney said in the technical review meeting the applicant was asked to submit the storm
water calculations to him and the applicant has not yet submitted the storm water calculations.
He said the applicant also needs to submit the soils report to the City.
Mr. Denney said that right now the sewer is shown coming up 860 East. He said the sewer needs
to be extended the full width of the front of the project and a terminus manhole needs to be put at
the end of it.
Mr. Denney said the applicant needs to show where groundwater rises within 5 feet. He said they
also need to have the applicant get the storm water users to sign off
Mr. Denney recommended that the two collector class roads that come together should be closer
to the 90 degree angle, instead of living with the 80 degree bend that is proposed.

Mr. Despain said the proposed preliminary plan is different than any prior preliminary plan that
the Planning Commission has seen before. He said preliminary plans typically require the actual
building to be shown as part of the plan. Mr. Despain wondered if others will just submit a
footprint on their preliminary plans, if they accept the proposed preliminary plan as it is presented.
He said if the Planning Commission decides to accept the proposed preliminary plan, staff needs
to know if the Planning Commission is willing to accept envelopes in lieu of actual building
footprints. Mr. Despain raised the issue ofwhether staff needs to continue looking for specifics
on preliminary plans. He wondered if the proposed plan is really a concept plan that has a lot the
elements of a preliminary plan.
Chairman Hadfield said the only thing that is not on the proposed preliminary plan is a definite
footprint of the actual dimensions. He asked what the Planning Commission' s view is on the
proposed preliminary plan.
Mr. Richan said that he has written down about ten things that need to be resolved. He asked
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how the proposed preliminary plan got this far with all the things that are unresolved.
Mr. Denney explained that several of the issues that he raised tonight were discussed in the
technical review meeting and the applicant was supposed to make the changes and get the correct
plans turned in so they could be put in the Planning Commission packets.
Mr. Richan asked what can be done to eliminate a plan from being on the agenda when it has so
many unresolved issues. He asked how the proposed preliminary plan slipped by staff and got on
the agenda.

Chairman Hadfield said the proposed preliminary plan was a different concept than the Planning
Commission had seen before and the issue was discussed in technical review. He said that he did
not think that he could speak for the whole Planning Commission in regards to what it would like
to see on the preliminary plan.
Mr. Sowby said that he realizes that they did not get the soils report done in the proper manner
and the architect does not have the renderings done. He said he does not want to take any more
of the Planning Commission's time. Mr. Sowby said it would be appropriate to table this item
with any further instructions.
Mr. Nielsen asked if the Planning Commission wants to see renderings of the buildings.
Mr. Despain said that typically the Planning Commission has wanted to see elevations.
Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission has looked at footprints before. He said he
apologizes if he let the proposed preliminary plan get too far. Chairman Hadfield asked if the
Planning Commission wants to see the actual buildings.
Councilwoman Belmont said the proposed plan is more of a concept plan than a preliminary plan.
Mr. Georgeson said they need to have more than just a footprint on the preliminary plan. He said
what is shown on the proposed plan is less than what looked the Planning Commission has looked
out in the past. Mr. Georgeson said they need to know where the doorways will be located so
they can determine the ADA parking requirements.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Sowby if he wanted to withdraw or have the Planning Commission
move to table this item.
Mr. Sowby asked that the Planning Commission table this item.

Mr. Georgeson moved to tabled this item. Councilwoman 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. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr Nielsen, Mr. Hansen, and
Councilwoman Belmont. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Hansen pointed out that if additional ADA parking spaces are required, the square footage of
the buildings might be reduced because ADA parking spaces are a spot and a half wide.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLAN OF THE LIEBELT
SUBDIVISION PLAT A AT 468 EAST 200 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He said that at the last meeting this item was discussed
he asked that this item be put back on the agenda after all the signatures were on the plat.
Chairman Hadfield said all of the signatures are on the plat as directed by the court. He stated
that late this afternoon he was presented a letter from Nancy Liebelt. He said the letter from
Nancy Liebelt discusses her concerns regarding the proposed subdivision. He said he will ask Mr.
Despain to read Ms. Liebelt's letter at a later time in the meeting.
Mr. Denney said the main concern he has with the preliminary plat is with the improvements
required on 200 south. He said it would be nice to have the labeling of the streets and the north
arrow on the proposed plat. Mr. Denney said it is important to note the location of the structures
and their proximity to the property lines.
Chairman Hadfield asked if curb and gutter is required.
Mr. Denney said the issue of whether curb and gutter will be required is something that the
Planning Commission needs to discuss. He recommended that the curb and gutter be required.
Mr. Denney said that if the curb and gutter is not put in at this time and some repairs are made to
the existing sidewalk it will not happen in the future .
Mr. Despain discussed the issue of bonding. He said one ofNancy Liebelt's main concerns is
who is going to pay for the cost of the improvements. Mr. Despain said that Ms. Liebelt has said
that she is not going to post the bonds. He said the City is not concerned about all the players
involved, but that the City has to focus on the tasks. Mr. Despain stated that the issue of bonding
has not been addressed. He pointed out that the improvements along 500 East have actually
already been constructed as part of the project on 500 East. Mr. Despain said the improvements
on 200 South need to be addressed.
Chairman Hadfield said the issue is not who pays for improvements the method of payment, but
the issue is that as part of the subdivision ordinance the City requires public improvements to be
made.
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Mr. Despain said that Nancy Liebelt has raised the issue about a gap of 5 feet on the west side of
her property. Mr. Kunz said the gap of 5 feet on the west side was an overlap, but now it is a
gap.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain to read the letter from Nancy Liebelt.
Mr. Despain read the letter from Nancy Liebelt. It is attached to the minutes as Attachment 1.
There was some discussion about public utility easements. Mr. Despain pointed out that Ms.
Liebelt has raised the issue of whether buildings can be on top of the public utility easement.
Mr. Despain said that all three owners have signed the plat and that constitutes a valid signature
block. He said the notion that the plat was signed reluctantly has no bearing on the proposed
subdivision.
There was some discussion about what bearing not staking the property today has on approving
the proposed subdivision. Mr. Kunz said they typically do not stake the lots until after the
subdivision is approved so that they do not have to come back and stake the lots several times.
He pointed out that the stakes are all in except for the northwest corner of Lot 1. Mr. Despain
said if the Planning Commission is content that the lot is a legal lot and that the bonding will be
taken care, the typical process is to approve the subdivision.
Mr. Georgeson asked if the gap is taken care of
Chairman Hadfield said that Mr. Kunz has a boundary line agreement to take care of the gap.
Mr. Despain asked if all the affected properties have signed the boundary agreement.
Mr. Kunz said all the affected properties have signed the boundary agreement. He pointed out
that boundary line agreements are recorded the same day as the subdivision.
Mr. Georgeson moved approval of the preliminary plan of the Liebelt Subdivision Plat A at
468 East 200 South subject to the following engineering concerns: (1) bonding for the
improvements (2) north arrow (3) irrigation ditch pipe and boxes. Mr. Nielsen seconded
the motion.
Mr. Richan asked ifNancy can be forced to put in the curb and gutter along her place.
Mr. Denney said the City does will not record the plat until the issue of bonding is resolved .
Chairm(!n Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Hansen, Councilwoman Belmont, and Mr.
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Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Denney stated the concerns for the final plat. He said the state plane coordinates on the
outside boundary and the subdivision monuments need to be added. Mr. Denney said he needs to
talk to Mr. Kunz about the labeling of the base bearing. He said the issue ofbonding needs to be
addressed. Mr. Denney said the City needs a copy of the boundary line agreement. Mr. Denney
pointed out that there has been some discussion as to whether there should be a development
agreement that discusses who will be responsible for improvements.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain to discuss the issue of whether a development agreement is
needed. He asked if there is a need for a development agreement if someone is willing to bond for
the improvements.
Mr. Despain said if there is no uncertainty about the adequacy ofthe bond and it's enforceability,
then there is no need to do development agreement.
Mr. Georgeson moved approval of the final plat subject to the engineer concerns as stated
above by Mr. Denney. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, and
Councilwoman Belmont.
DISCUSSION ON THE CURB & SIDEWALK TREATMENT ALONG 100 WEST FROM 600
NORTH TO 700 NORTH
There was discussion as to whether the planter strip needed to be put in. There was discussion
about whether combo curb and gutter should be put in along 100 West from 600 North to 700
North.
Chairman Hadfield took a straw poll in regards to whether the Planning Commission was in favor
of putting in the standard City cross section with the five foot planter strip. All of the Planning
Commission members were in favor of putting in the standard City cross section and the planter
strip along 100 West from 600 North to 700 North.
Chairman Hadfield said he would report to the Cemetery Committee the Planning Commission's
desire to maintain the standard City cross section and put the planter strip in.
DISCUSSION ON POTENTIAL ROAD ALIGNMENTS BETWEEN 900 EAST AND 1100
EAST FROM 300 NORTH TO 600 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He said that Bart Christofferson is present tonight
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because he wants to do some development on his property. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that
Mr. Christofferson has submitted a potential concept plan, which was included in the Planning
Commission packet.
Mr. Despain presented two options that might be used to get an east west road so that Mr.
Christofferson can develop his property.
After Mr. Despain discussed the two options, Mr. Richan asked if there was any merit in the City
sending a letter to the surrounding property owners to ask what their interest is in relationship to
the property proposed for development.
Mr. Despain explained that the City does not typically go out and invite development.
Mr. Richan expressed concern that if the City tries to accommodate Mr. Christofferson's needs,
other property owners may be impacted in a negative way.
Mr. Despain said the fact of the matter is that the first person in has more discretion that the last
guy 1n.
Richard Magleby said that he likes Mr. Richan's idea of sending letters to the surrounding
property owners and getting the surrounding property owners involved. He said that when Mr.
Christofferson contacted him he told him that the whole block should have a cooperative effort.
Mr. Magleby said he is anxious to see something developed on Mr. Christofferson's property.
Chairman Hadfield asked ifMr. Christofferson's plan hurts or helps a future plan. The Planning
Commission decided that Mr. Christofferson's proposed concept plan will enhance potential
future development and it decided that the proposed plan can now go to site plan review.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the lots are going to have to be shifted so that the lots are 100
feet in depth. He pointed out that on·one side the lots are 105 feet deep and on the other side the
lots are 96 feet deep. Chairman Hadfield said the road needs to be tweaked 4 feet. He said Mr.
Christofferson will have to negotiate with his two neighbors so that at some future time when they
develop they put in half the road.
Mr. Christofferson said that he has just about contacted all the surrounding neighbors that need to
be contacted. He pointed out that Wendell Hansen is not interested in developing, but he might
be willing to sell him a strip of property so he will be able to complete a building lot.
Mr. Despain said he strongly recommends the need to address an east west road in the area of the
proposed development.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the proposed plan is not an accurate rendering.
DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON CHANGES TO THE CITY SIGN ORDINANCE
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Mr. Despain said the City Council has asked him to provide some recommendations with regards
to change to the sign ordinance. He said the City Council does not want the changes to the sign
ordinance to be so broad that every parcel fronting upon or visible to the freeway to have an
independent pylon sign. Mr. Despain discussed three approaches that could be used to change the
sign ordinance.

Mr. Despain pointed out that he is thinking about using some combination of frontage and area as
the criteria that could be used in the sign ordinance along the freeway overlay zone.
Mr. Despain said that he is in a tough position because the City Council would like some changes
made to the sign ordinance and the Planning Commission does not really want to see changes
made to the sign ordinance.
Mr. Hansen asked what Doug Smith Auto accomplishes with a pylon sign.
Jim Cates, Doug Smith Auto's representative, said a pylon sign will help potential customers
identify where Doug Smith Auto is located. He said a pylon sign will give Doug Smith Auto a
better position to be competitive in very competitive market.
Mr. Hansen said he still did not see the benefits of a pylon sign for Doug Smith Auto.
Mr. Cates said it is a proven fact that signs bring in business.
Mr. Despain said that he is asking the Planning Commission to help him come up with some
criteria that will be applicable. He said that he is not trying to convince the Planning Commission
to be in favor of changing the sign ordinance.
Chairman Hadfield said too often in business the size of the sign determines the quality of the
business, which leads to oneupmanship. He asked the Planning Commission if any suggestions of
criteria that could be incorporated into the sign ordinance.
Mr. Georgeson said that he does not want to see a sign on every piece of property. He raised the
issue if it would make a difference if some of the signs were large and some were smaller. Mr.
Georgeson said the more signs there are the more confusing it becomes and nothing is gained.
Councilwoman Belmont said they need to look into the future to visualize what it is going to look
like if the sign ordinance is changed.
After the Planning Commission members concluded their discussion on the sign ordinance, Mr.
Cates asked what will happen in regards to the sign ordinance now.
Mr. Despain said that he will draft a proposal that will go to the City Council and will come back
to the Planning Commission for approval.
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SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Denney said the City has now annexed part of the property for the Westfield Development.
He said that on January 12, 1999, the City Council will try to take action on the development
agreement for Westfield.
OTHER BUSINESS
Councilwoman Belmont said that she had three people call her about the trail system. She said
the people who called her expressed concern about the equestrian park.
Chairman Hadfield said Mr. Dutson will be present at the January 6, 1998, Planning Commission
Meeting to discuss parks and open space.
Mr. Richan asked about the performance bond. Chairman Hadfield suggested that they work on
the performance bond on Tuesday, December 22, 1998 at 10:00 a.m. at the City Hall.

Chairman Hadfield reported that Planning Commission Training for the first quarter of 1999 will
be in North Salt Lake in January, at Utah Valley State College in February, and will be in Cedar
City or St. George in March. He encouraged the Planning Commission members to attend one of
the sessions.
DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF DECEMBER 2~

1998~

MEETING

Mr. Hansen moved approval of the December 2, 1998, Minutes with the following
corrections:
On Page 1, Line 34 "addressing problems" should be changed to "street addressing
problems." On Page 4, Line 18 "subject to the State" should be changed to "in accordance
with the State." On Page 5, Line 13 "one" should be deleted. On Page 9, Line 15 "no"
should be deleted.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Richan, and
Councilwoman Belmont.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Georgeson moved to adjourn. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion. All were in favor.
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The meeting adjourned at 11 :00 a.m.

Melanie Marsh
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ATTACHMENT 1 TO 12_16-98 PLANNING COJ\1MISSION MiNuTEs~ PAGE 1 OF 2
.:.

Nancy Uebelt
468 East 200 South
American Fork UT 84003

·.

Decanber 16, 1998

To: Rod Despain
RE: review and action on the Uebelt subdivision plat scheduled for tonight

As ~r

our telephone conversation a few ~·· aao, I ~u~. ~ik~ ~

~~ my

abaut .1he Uebelt _plat, _whicttJ ...:~~sign by a.~.ader. I
explained to the judge that there was a boUildaJY..dispute and that nat all the land that
was being subdivided was in my name. The judge felt that the dispute could be
resolved later. 1know ~ previous planning ~ meetings that Kevin Bennett
has stated all information should be correct· before submitting anything to the city

CXXlC8mS

aluncit.

·

I feel that by thE! judge rnakinQ
Sign plaf, j. ~ misrepresented myself as
being the owner of all the property, which I want to make dear to the City that I am
not the owner of all the property riSted on the Plat. Some of the property is in the
Proctors (neighbor) name. The disputed p-operty really needs to be in my name,
otherwise all my buildings on 1he west side of lot 1 are only inches fNIS'J from the
boundary fine, making lot 1 out of ccmpraance with city cede.

me·

the

Another concern ·is that the majority (all except the 5 tbot boundary dispute) of lot 1 is
awned by myself in severally .I have en~osed a deed to'back that up. Nancy Uebelt
is the owner of lot 1, and lot 2 is awned by Nancy Uebelt, Mary Gray, and Hedy
McClellan.

I still am not clear as to why I have to subdivide property, 'Nhich I had a sales
agreement to purchase, which dates back to 1989. I see several property owners
around me which have done exactly as I have done and they have not had to
subdivide, example, the Proctcrs, the Glen Roundy new residence , and just the
lasted purchase by the city • of property of my half brother Arne Uebelt on fifth east
I am very opposed the 8ft PUE easement mmpletely ·surrounding my residence
shovvn as lot 1. This easement takes up 5, 385 square feet of my property. which
18% of my residence. 1·ask for a variance on the PUE easement far lot 1 too
completely remove the Pue for the faUowing reasons, 1. I have several buildings
on the wem. Side of lot 1, which are setting on top of the proposed easement, and 2.
There are already 8 foot PUE easements ccrnpletely bordering lot 1, which would
make a 16foatPUE.

is
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Another ooncem is that as of this morning Robert Kunz has not staked the ground as
shown on the plat as his signature so indicates, I am not exactly sure where all the
. boundary fanes are.

As far as the·5 foot boundary dispute goes , just this morning I talked with Tony at the
tiUe company and she infcnns me that the deeds to settle the dispute are stall being
held and have not been recorded. I offered to pay the taxes due m the property in
question so as we can ·get the deeds filed and make a legal subdivision,·but the title
mmpanys instructions are to hold the deeds until the closing a1 lot 2 takes place,
We can not dose on lot 2 until this subdivision takes place I am very ccncerned as to
why the deeds of the disputed property can nat be remrded, I understand all parties
have signed the deeds to clear up the dispute, but I am mi'IC2Il18d because they
have the option and have already once exercised that option to take back the deeds
they signed. I feel there is something else going on as to why the deeds are not
being filed to dear up the dispute, as The Davis's below me on s" east just sold there
property and have the same property dispute with the same parties as I do, and the 5
foot strip was nat granted to them even though the deeds are signed.

I also do not wish to be known in the records as lot 1~ I want my property recorded in
metes- and - bounds.
I understand this is a complicated situation, so in a nutsheU I wiD summarize my

mncems.
1~

The plat is subdMdinq some prooertywhlch is stiR in Protors name

2. lot 1 and 2 have adferent ownership
3. Reauest Variance on the 8 ft PUE on lot 1 to completely remove the

easement
4. Property has not been completely staked by the suryeyor

I wiD probably not be able to attend the meeting tonight, but feel it important to let the
planning commission be aware of my position and concerns.

Thank you,
Nancy Uebelt 758-2828

CC: J. H. Hadfield, Kevin Bennett, members of the planning commision

