AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JANUARY 6, 1999
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on January 6, 1999, 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.
1·1.
12.
13.
14.

Review and action on a zone change request at 1175 East 850
North from the existing R1-15, 000 to the PR-9000, Planned
Residential zone.
Review and action on the final plat for the Carrington Estates
Subdivision Plat A at 500 North 560 West.
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 plan for North Court
Subdivision Plat A at 450 North 100 West.
Review and action on the annexation agreement for the
Ballantyne No. 2 Annexation at 384 North 900 East and
placement of the property in the R1-9000 zone.
Review and action on the annexation agreement for the Ken
Tanner Annexation at 415 South 860 East and placement of the
property in the GC-2 zone.
Review and action on a proposed commercial site plan at 241
West Main.
Review and action on a request to change section 2-5.39 B-7
and/or section 2-4.12 F-2-a to allow a change in the building
set back requirements for storage units.
Discussion and action on changes to the City Sign Ordinance.
Discussion with Bear West regarding the Parks and Open Space
Element of the General Plan .
Site plan committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the December 16, 1998,
meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 28 day of December, 1998.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman
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AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
JANUARY 6, 1999

REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on January 6, 1999, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Steve Nielsen, *Pat Fleming,
Councilwoman Juel Belmont, *Michael Georgeson, Chairman J.H. Hadfield, and James Hansen.
Staff present included Rod Despain, Howard Denney, Kevin Bennett, and Melanie Marsh. Others
present included Steve Sowby, Roger Dudley, Judy Price, Adelle McClellan, Sandy Bennett, Jill
Tingey, Vera Campbell, Lael Ballantyne, Robert Ballantyne, Shirley Greenwood, Ray
Greenwood, Rulon Dutson, Jim Cates, Denice Pederson, Doug Little, Roland Haycock, Michael
Bigelow, John Heiner, Reid Swenson, Clark Ivory, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the
press.
Chairman Hadfield said that Mr. Georgeson and Mr. Fleming will be arriving late. Mr. Richan
was excused.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST AT 1175 EAST 850 NORTH
FROM THE EXISTING R1-15:000 TO THE PR-9000: PLANNED RESIDENTIAL ZONE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the zone change request at 1175 East 850 North from the
existing R1-15,000 to the PR-9000, Planned Residential Zone. Mr. Nielsen seconded the
motion.
Councilwoman Belmont stated that at the last Planning Commission there was a lot of discussion
regarding different road configurations. She asked whether there needed to be some discussion on
the different road configurations that relate to the proposed project.
Chairman Hadfield said at the last Planning Commission Meeting the motion that approved the
annexation and concept plan for the proposed project directed staff and the developer to work out
some possibilities regarding the road configurations. He stated that the developer and staff have
met and have determined that there are two alternatives that would be satisfactory.
Councilmember Belmont asked if Mr. Despain and Mr. Denney were comfortable with the road
configurations that were discussed at the meeting with the developer.
Mr. Despain pointed out that one of alternative involves some unwinding of the plat and one
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alternative does not involve any unwinding. He said he feels comfortable with both alternatives.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Nielsen and Chairman
Hadfield. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT FOR THE CARRINGTON ESTATES
SUBDIVISION PLAT A AT 500 NORTH 560 WEST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Roger Dudley.
Mr. Dudley said they have worked out some details on the lot configuration and also on the lot
sizes. He said that Mr. Denney pointed out a slight closure error on Lot 15, which they have now
corrected. Mr. Dudley asked the Planning Commission to consider combination curb, gutter, and
sidewalk on the north side of 500 North Street on Lots 13, 14, & 15 to allow the dedication width
to be 61 feet on 500 North.

Councilmember Belmont expressed concern about allowing the combination curb, gutter, and
sidewalk on the north side of 500 North because this will be one more area in American Fork that
does not have a planter strip. She said that she wants to have tree-lined streets.
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Chairman Hadfield pointed out-that combination curb, gutter & sidewalk is not all bad.at this
location because it will allow the driveway to have a lesser slope because of the elevation on the
north side of 500 North.
Mr. Denney presented an option with regards to the alignment of 500 North. He pointed out that
the 60 foot cross section for Spring Hollow has already been approved.

After the Planning Commission discussed Mr. Denney's option and discussed the applicant's
proposal with regards to the alignment of 500 North, Chairman Hadfield asked the Planning
Commission Members if it was their desire that the planter strip remain on the north side of 500
North and that the street width be 60 feet.
Councilmember Belmont said she hates to loose the planter strip on the north side of 500 North.
She said every time a combination curb, gutter and sidewalk is put in it diminishes the
neighborhood. Councilmember Belmont said she would like to see the planter strip with trees.
Mr. Nielsen suggested reducing the size of the cul-de-sac lots . .

Mr. Dudley said that if another six feet is taken out of the cul-de-sac lots, it will limit the type of
home that can be built on those lots. He stated that Ivory Homes has a certain number of homes
that require a certain envelope in order for the home to be constructed.
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*Pat Fleming arrived.
Clark Ivory, the applicant, said the Planning Commission previously approved a subdivision to the
south of the proposed development and did not require a half street. He said Patterson
Construction, who is developing the subdivision to the south of their proposed development, was
only required to put in a third of the road. Mr. Ivory said they did not have to negotiate with the
secondary developer to provide 2/3 of the third.
Councilmember Belmont again stated her preference of having the planter strip.
Mr. Nielsen said that he would also like to have the planter strip.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the final plat of Carrington Estates Subdivision Plat A at
500 North 560 West subject to (1) the 60 foot right-of-way and putting the planter strip on
both sides and (2) correction of the closure error on Lot 15. Councilmember Belmont
seconded the motion.
There was some discussion that there would have to be some transition in the width of the road as
development continues to the east.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Hansen, and Councilmember Belmont.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN OF 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 pointed out that Old Mill Business Park was on the last Planning Commission
Agenda, but was tabled because there were several things that needed to be worked out. He said
they have realigned 340 South Street by moving the road approximately three feet to the south to
provide the full five feet of asphalt. Mr. Sowby stated that they have obtained a new easement
that allows placement of the water line on the north side of the street. He pointed out that the
water line can now be relocated and placed on the north side of the road in a more proper
location. Mr. Sowby said the storm water calculations have now been provided to Mr. Denney.
He said they have also shown the intent for the buildings. Mr. Sowby said some of the buildings
will be two stories.
Mr. Sowby showed sketches of what the proposed buildings will look like.
Mr. Sowby said they have sent a letter to Bob Wallace of the LDS Church to get permission to
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dump a slight amount of overflow into the ditch, but they have not yet heard back from Mr.
Wallace. Mr. Sowby pointed out that one of the other ditch owners has granted them permission
to dump a slight amount of overflow into the ditch. Mr. Sowby said they are present to request
approval of the preliminary plan.
There was some discussion about the ADA parking spaces. Mr. Sowby said they have 304
parking spaces and have noted the handicap parking spaces.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the property has been annexed.
Mr. Sowby said they have provided the deed and have provided Mr. Despain a copy of the road
dedication for 340 South. Mr. Sowby explained how he came up with the alignment of the road
on 860 East. There was some concern about the road alignment of 860 East, but it was felt that
with some creative engineering the road could be properly aligned.

Mr. Denney said that Mr. Wallace had called him and did not have his comments ready regarding
dumping overflow into the ditch. He recommended that if the Planning Commission approves the
proposed plan that it be subject to Mr. Wallace's comments.
*Mr. Georgeson arrived.
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Councilmember Belmont expressed concern about the four proposed signs. She said that four
signs looks like a lot of signs. She said that she would like to see the design of the signs.
John Heiner said the signs will meet the requirements of the sign ordinance.
Mr. Despain said in regards to the annexation, it has not been fully resolved whether there will be
any dedication on the east.
Mr. Fleming asked if there will be any fast food places.
Mr. Heiner said there will be no fast food places.

Chairman Hadfield told the applicants that at some point in time they maybe asked to provide a
cross easement in their south parking lot. The applicants expressed that they would be willing to
provide a cross easement when needed.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.

Mr. Fleming moved to approve the preliminary plan of Old Mill Business Park PUD at 350
South 860 East subject to (1) dedication of the road width on 860 East (2) completion of the
annexation process. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
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Mr. Despain said that it is his understanding that the offices buildings are to be sold and the final
plat will need the appropriate documentation.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Fleming, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Hansen, and Councilmember Belmont.
Mr. Georgeson abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR NORTH COURT
SUBDIVISION PLAT A AT 450 NORTH 100 WEST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Sowby.
Mr. Sowby said the proposed preliminary plan is for five twin homes and one single family lot. He
stated that the contours have now been provided on the map. Mr. Sowby pointed out that they
have located the irrigation ditch and have located the exact location of the off-site structures. He
said that they have done the fire flow test on the hydrant across the street from the circle and can
provide 1500 gallons a minute. Mr. Sowby said he talked to Geneva Pipe and they can make an
8-foot diameter sump with a flat lid that will meet the HS 20 loading.

Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
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Mr. Denney stated the engineering concerns. He said they need more sumps put under the catch
basins. He pointed out that the City standard requires five foot diameter sumps.
Mr. Despain pointed out that it was initially thought that 450 North would be a public street. He
raised the issue of whether the same type of cross section would be required, if 450 North were
moved to the south to accommodate the 20-foot setback requirement.
Mr. Despain discussed some issues relative to the existing home. He pointed out that the width of
the existing home is non-conforming. Mr. Despain said the existing home qualifies as a residual
lot.

After a great deal of discussion regarding 450 North Street, Mr. Sowby proposed moving 450
North south approximately 12 feet. Mr. Sowby said by moving 450 North south they will be able
to have a 45 feet cross section. He proposed that they make the wiggle in the road when they get
past Lot 201 .

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the preliminary plan for North Court Subdivision Plat A
at 450 North 100 West subject to (1) 450 North being moved south approximately 12 feet
(2) the road width cross section remaining at 45 feet (3) the sump being verified as to
whether it can bear an H-20 load and satisfaction with the City Engineer. 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. Nielsen, Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Hansen, and
Councilmember Belmont. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE BALLANTYNE
NO . 2 ANNEXATION AT 384 NORTH 900 EAST AND PLACEMENT OF THE PROPERTY
IN THE R l -9000 ZONE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the Ballantyne Property involved in the proposed annexation
consists of an existing dwelling located on 900 East. He pointed out that the existing house on
900 East is currently not on City utilities. Mr. Despain said given the policy on existing
dwellings, there are no water requirements. He raised the issue of whether the property on 900
East will be sufficient to join the curb, gutter and sidewalk to the north and south of the property
proposed for annexation.

Chairman Hadfield explained that there has to be sufficient property that can be deeded in order to
accommodate the curb, gutter and sidewalk along the front of the previous home.

Mr. Fleming moved to approve the annexation agreement for the Ballantyne No. 2
Annexation at 384 North 900 East and placement of the property in the Rl-9000 Zone
subject to the provisions that sufficient property be deeded for curb, gutter, and sidewalk.
Councilmember Belmont seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Fleming, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Nielsen, and
Councilmember Belmont. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE KEN TANNER
ANNEXATION AT 415 SOUTH 860 EAST AND PLACEMENT OF THE PROPERTY IN
THE GC-2 ZONE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
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Mr. Despain said the width of 860 East is an important issue with the proposed annexation just
like it is an important issue with the Old Mill Business Park.
Mr. Despain said the applicant needs to provide a street dedication plan as one of the attachments.
He said the applicant also needs to provide descriptions of the portions of the property to be
dedicated and also needs to provide a copy of the deeds conveyance. Mr. Despain said the
attachments need to be submitted prior to action by the City Council. Mr. Despain recommended
approval of the annexation subject to the attachments being provided.
Mr. Denney pointed out that the proposed annexation does not match the Tanner Annexation.
Chairman Hadfield asked if property can be annexed that has already been annexed.
Mr. Despain said the County will send the plat back requesting that the plat be changed so that
there is not property being annexed that has already been annexed .
Chairman Hadfield asked if there was any one presenting representing the Tanner Annexation.
There was no one present representing the Tanner Annexation.
Mr. Denney explained that the previous Tanner Annexation went further to the west and pointed
out that the proposed Tanner Annexation stomps over the top of it.
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Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend approval of the annexation agreement for the Ken
Tanner Annexation at 415 South 860 East and recommended placement in the GC-2 Zone
subject to (1) the water rights (2) the street dedication description (3) correct annexation
plat, and (4) completion of the attachments. 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. Fleming, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Nielsen, and
Councilmember Belmont. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PROPOSED COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN AT 241 WEST
MAIN
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Roland Haycock, the
applicant.
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Mr. Haycock said they are planning on putting in a retail establishment up near the street and
putting in offices to the back of the property. He said on the site plan where it shows there will be
a spa and gym, there will instead be a single story office building. Mr. Haycock said they are
proposing to put in a health food store. He pointed out that staff has suggested that he look into
keeping the existing, old home and using it for offices.
Mr. Denney said there may need to be some re-routing of the telephone lines.

Chairman Hadfield cautioned the applicant about not building over the top of a sewer line. He
asked the applicant if there was a recorded sewer easement.
Mr. Haycock said he did not know of a recorded sewer easement.

Mr. Denney said they need the 100-year storm calculations that show how the 100-year storm will
be maintained. He said they need the UDOT Access permit that shows that UDOT is agreeable
to the proposed entrance for the proposed project.
Mr. Despain said the proposed parking comes close with modest adjustment.
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Councilmember Belmont said the existing home is on American Fork's historical site list and was
on of the first homes that a history was written on. She said the existing home is an important
home to American Fork. Councilmember Belmont pointed out that the home was built in 1890.
Councilmember Belmont read a letter that said the American Fork Historic District was
nominated by the Utah Board of State History and the Utah Historic Preservation Officer and was
officially listed in the national register of historic places by the National Park Service on
December 10, 1998. Councilmember Belmont pointed out that a 20% federal tax credit is
available for substantial rehabilitation of residential rentals and commercial property. She said in
addition a 20% tax credit is available for historic residential property. Councilmember Belmont
said that she hates to see the old home torn down.
Chairman Hadfield said there are benefits associated with restoring the house. He said he does
not want to see the house torn down.
Mr. Hansen said that he is totally against the removal of the historic home.
Mr. Fleming told the applicants that he thinks the Planning Commission and City would be very
willing to work with them on the development of the rest of the property at the request that the
house not be torn down.
Mr. Haycock asked what kind of changes can be made on the historic home.
Councilmember Belmont told Mr. Haycock that the State Architect would be willing to advise
them on what changes could be made to the historic home free of charge.

8

Mr. Haycock said he is concerned about using the old home because it sits on a rock foundation .
He stated that there are boards going across the basement that do not connect.

Councilmember Belmont told Mr. Haycock to call Roger Roper, who works in the State History
Department and to also contact Don Hartley, the State Architect.
Doug Little of Castle Engineering said UDOT does not have a problem with the opening being 20
feet wide. He pointed out that the opening is currently 10 feet. Mr. Little said the 20-foot
opening will allow a full20-foot driveway down beside the existing home with the removal of
some pillars and part of the patio.
Mr. Little said the home seems to be in good condition. He said they found no evidence of
leakage. Mr. Little said some modifications to ~he home will have to be made in order to meet
the ADA requirements.
Chairman Hadfield asked for comments from the citizens in the audience.
Vera Campbell expressed concern that a driveway or street will be put in some time in the future
and it will affect her property.
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Chairman Hadfield pointed out that under the present zoning, the back of the property proposed
for development is where the commercial zone breaks and the residential zone begins. He said a
street or additional retail space could not be put in under the current zone.
The citizens who live near the proposed development were concerned that the proposed
development would not be in harmony with their existing homes. Some of the citizens expressed
that they really did not want to see the property developed. Sandy Bennett expressed concern
about how tall the building will be.
Chairman Hadfield said it is proposed that the building will be a single-story structure.
Ms. Campbell asked if the City Council will make sure the house is preserved and that everything
is done to keep the integrity of the block.
Councilmember Belmont said the citizens need to pressure the elected officials to help in
preserving the old neighborhoods. She said it is important to maintain the old neighborhoods.
She saic in some places they have a Landmarks Committee that makes sure nothing is done to
destroy the integrity of the neighborhood. Councilmember Belmont said that she would like to
see a Landmarks Committee in American Fork. She said American Fork City also needs a
Design Review Committee. Councilmember Belmont said that the citizens need to support
getting a Landmarks Committee and a Design Review Committee
Councilmember Belmont moved to defer this item until the next Planning Commission
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Meeting. She told the applicants to keep in touch with the surrounding neighbors.
Mr. Fleming explained to the citizens that the applicant can tear down the old home and build
something that the citizens do not really want in their neighborhood because the applicant owns
the property and the property is zoned for commercial use. He said there has to be son1e give and
take by everyone. Mr. Fleming said if the applicant is willing to preserve the home, the City will
be flexible in helping the applicant to develop the rest of the property.

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. Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Georgeson, and
Councilmember Belmont. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REQUEST TO CHANGE SECTION 2-5.39 B-7 AND/OR
SECTION 2-4.12 F-2-a TO ALLOW A CHANGE IN THE BUILDING SET BACK
REQUIREMENTS FOR STORAGE UNITS

(

Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Frazier.
Mr. Frazier was present to request a change in the setback requirements so that he could be
allowed to build 10' X 10' storage units on the inside of the wall that abuts 100 East.
Mr. Despain said the real question is what is the appropriate use of the setback area. He said the
Fraziers see the setback area as wasted space.
Chairman Hadfield said the issue is the location of the wall in relationship to the setbacks.

Mr. Nielsen asked whether they could have the setback based on the building height. He said the
setback could increase as the building height increases.
Mr. Despain said having the setback based on the building height is one option that could be used.
Mr. Georgeson said that he is not inclined to change the setback requirement in the I -1 Zone.
He said that he does not have a problem with the wall being the outside wall of the storage units.
Chairman Hadfield said if the wall was 30 feet back of the road, it would not be a problem. He
pointed out that when the Fraziers built the other storage units, they choose to put the wall on the
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property line and it then encroached on the 30 foot setback. Chairman Hadfield explained that
the intent of the 30-foot setback requirement in the I -1 Zone has to do with noise and the
associated danger with heavy equipment. He said the setback requirement in the I -1 Zone is to
allow some protection to the traveling public.
Mr. Georgeson said he is not in favor of changing the setback requirement in the I- 1 Zone. He
said the only way he would consider a change to the setback requirements in the I -1 Zone is if
there was a special condition relative to storage facilities. Mr. Georgeson said the reason he
would consider a change to the setback requirements for storage units in the I -1 Zone is because
he does .not see that the same hazards exist for storage units as they do for other structures in the
I-1 Zone.

Mr. Fleming expressed concern about having a special setback requirement for storage units in the
I -1 Zone because the use is passive. He said he is concerned that other people will come to the
City and request that they be granted a different setback requirement in the I -1 Zone because their
use is also passive. Mr. Fleming said everyone will make the argument that their use is passive so
they can maximize the land.
There was some discussion as to whether the wall was a plus or minus. Mr. Georgeson said the
wall is essential.
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Chairman Hadfield asked if there were any health and safety aspects associated with why they
have the 30-foot setback requirement in the I -1 Zone.
Mr. Hansen pointed out that they will not have an open vista street if they allow the wall to be
built on the lot line because the building will sit almost on top of the sidewalk.
Mr. Despain asked if the Planning Commission was favorable to looking at some modification to
the ordinance.
Mr. Nielsen said he would like to see the setback reviewed.
Mr. Georgeson said they should get some input from the public safety people. He asked if it is
better to have a perimeter road around the project to separate it from the public and also for fire
protection.

The planning commission was favorable to looking at some changes to the ordinance and directed
staff to come up with some proposed changes to the ordinance.
DISCUSSION AND ACTION ON CHANGES TO THE CITY SIGN ORDINANCE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
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Mr. Despain discussed four alternatives that could be used to change the sign ordinance. He
stated that the City Council will review the four alternatives at the January 12, 1999, City Council
Meeting.

After Mr. Despain discussed the four alternatives, Chairman Hadfield asked for comments from
Kevin Bennett, City Attorney.
Mr. Bennett said that he is uncomfortable with the whole way the process of changing the sign
ordinance is being approached. He said when changes are to be made there should be some
rational basis.

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain if the City Council wants to look at changing some of the
sign requirements in the Professional Office Zone.
Mr. Despain said the City Council only directed him to look at making changes to the sign
requirements in the Sign Overlay Zone.
Mr. Fleming said the Planning Commission did a good job on creating the Sign Overlay Zone and
said he is not in favor or endorsing changes to the Sign Overlay Zone Ordinance.
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Mr. Fleming moved to not endorse any of the proposed alternatives and to encourage the
City Council to stay with the existing ordinance because it works well. Councilmember
Belmont seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Georgeson wondered if the Planning Commission will be perceived as anti-business and
reluctant to look at new issues. He asked if there was some way to indicate to the City Council
that they are willing to look at something again, but not to the extent that is currently being
proposed.

Mr. Fleming said it would take the Planning Commission another six months to look at the Sign
Overlay Zone to really do things right. He said the issue with the sign ordinance is a political
decision that the City Council needs to work out.
Mr. Hansen said he still wonders what good a sign will do for Doug Smith Auto. He said he does
not see the need to amend the ordinance.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Fleming, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Georgeson, and
Councilmember Belmont. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
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Jim Cates, Doug Smith Representative, asked if he could make some comments.
Chairman Hadfield said that he will allow Mr. Cates two minutes to respond and will call for a
new vote on the motion after Mr. Cates gives his comments.
Mr. Cates said that the City Council recognizes that at some point in time the sign ordinance will
be changed. He discussed the value of signs. Mr. Cates pointed out that the purpose of signs are
to call attention. He pointed out that many people who run for political offices use signs to bring
attention to their name. Mr. Cates said there have to be some standards for signs because he
does not want American Fork to be like every other city. He asked the Planning Commission to
reconsider it' s thoughts and to give the City Council some direction.
Denise Pederson said that she appreciates the comments that the Planning Commission has
expressed. She said she appreciates what the Planning Commission is trying to do for American
Fork.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Fleming, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Hansen, and Councilmember
Belmont. Those voting nay: Mr. Nielsen. The motion carried.
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DISCUSSION WITH BEAR WEST REGARDING THE PARKS AND OPEN SPACE
ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Rulon Dutson of Bear West
and Associates.
Rulon Dutson said American Fork City has asked Bear West to update the parks and open space
element of the General Plan as well as to look at the area south of I -15. He stated that American
Fork City has always been interested in providing parks and places for citizens in the community
to recreate.
Mr. Dutson asked how comfortable the Planning Commission is with the objectives that were
established in 1996 and 1997.
Chairman Hadfield said the objectives in the plan are still valuable. He said the 90 acres of the
Development Property that the City acquired should be looked at. Chairman Hadfield suggested
that open space should be looked at differently. He said they might be looking at wildlife habitat
now and not just green grass. Chairman Hadfield said they might be looking at an open area that
was a slough. He said there are a lot of things the Planning Commission does not feel
comfortable with.
Mr. Georgeson said the Planning Commission was not successful in maintaining some of the trail
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sections that were anticipated. He said he would like to identify why they were not able to
maintain sorne of the trail sections and adopt a strategy that could be used to help make sure that
they are able to continue establishing a trail system in American Fork.
Chairman Hadfield said they need to concentrate on the area in the south part of American Fork.
Denice Pederson asked if there is a map that shows what areas are designated for equestrian trails.
She said there are many people who would like to have a place to ride their horses throughout
American Fork.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that a citizen committee to look at the equestrian needs.
Mr. Dutson said he will try to find a map that shows the equestrian trails.
Councilmember Belmont said that the objectives of the General Plan should be mailed out in the
City Bills.
Mr. Fleming said he would like to see something in the plan that identifies where the trees are in
the area south of American Fork so that the vegetation features in the area south of I -15 are
preserved.
Chairman Hadfield said there needs to be a regional park in the area south of I -15 .
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After the Planning Commission discussed several things it would like to see in the General Plan,
Mr. Dutson said he would like to meet with the Planning Commission again to further discuss
what it would like to see in the General Plan.
The Planning Commission decided to meet in a special work session with Mr. Dutson on January
30, 1999 at 8:00a.m.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Hansen reported that he would like to go the Certified Community Planner Seminar in St.
George on March 19 & 20, 1999.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE DECEMBER
Mr. Fleming should be deleted from being present at the meeting.

(
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16~ 1998~

MEETING

Mr. Georgeson moved approval of the December 16, 1998, Planning Commission Minutes
subject to the above noted change. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, and Councilmember Belmont.
Mr. Fleming abstained from the vote because he was not in attendance at the December 16,
1998, Meeting. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Fleming moved to adjourn. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Fleming, and
Councilmember Belmont. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
The meeting adjourned at 11:35 p.m.

Melanie Marsh

(

(
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JANUARY 20, 1999
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on January 20, 1999, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m.
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Review and action on the final plan for North Court
Subdivision Plat A at 450 North 100 West.
Review and action on a proposed commercial site plan at 241
West Main.
Discussion of trails in the Utah Valley Business Park.
Continuation of discussion of the General Plan in the area
south of American Fork.
Site plan committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the January 6, 1999,
meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 11 day of January, 1999.
(

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

.

J)

I

~

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
JANUARY 20, 1999
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session
on January 20, 1999, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:00 p.m.
Members present included Chairman J. H. Hadfield, Juel Belmont,
Steve Nielsen, Michael Georgeson, James Hansen, and *Pat Fleming.
Keith Richan was excused as he was out of town as was Howard
Denney . Rod Despain was excused as he was ill. Kevin Bennett was
excused as he had a prior commitment.
Others present included
Richard Colborn, Jim Hardy, John Heiner, Mr. Swensen, Daniel
Copper, Stephen Sowby, Ned Stephensen, Rick Woodbury, Barbara
Christiansen, Adam Shumway from Troop 332, and 12 citizens.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAN FOR NORTH COURT SUBDIVISION
PLAT A AT 450 NORTH 100 WEST

(

Project Engineer Stephen Sowby requested approval of the final
plat. He noted that they had widened the area between the Evans'
home to the north and the back of curb. Mrs. Evans would be happy
to receive the deed or, the City could retain it. It still left a
legal lot. All lots were conforming. They had redone the drainage
sumps and they will provide the calculations to Mr. Denney.
The
sump was now under the gutter instead of in the road.
Michael Georgeson asked why a 6-foot sump rather than the standard
5-foot. Mr. Sowby explained that they needed greater capacity and
with the 6 foot sump, 3 would be needed instead of 4, 5-foot sumps.
Chairman Hadfield discussed a possible sidewalk along the north.
It was felt by a majority of the Commission that the property
should be deeded to Mrs. Evans and that sidewalk would be required
at the time of the development of the rear of her property.
*Pat Fleming arrived.
John Heiner explained that these would be twin homes.
Juel Belmont asked about style of the homes.
Mr. Heiner explained that they would be a 4 level split with brick
and siding.
Mr. Swensen added that they would have gables with "popout"
windows. They will look like a twin home, not a duplex.
Michael Georgeson moved approval of the final plat of North Court
Subdivision Plat A, subject to the approval by the City Engineer of
the substitution of 3, 6-foot sumps instead of 4, 5-foot sumps, and
the sidewalk on the north side be allowed by easement to the City
and the land donated to the Evans'.
James Hansen seconded the
motion. All were in favor.
1

This item was scheduled for the January 26;
meeting.

1999,

City Council

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A PROPOSED COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN AT 241 WEST
MAIN STREET
Project Engineer, Doug Little from Castle Engineering, explained
that this item was tabled at the last meeting in order to discuss
with the owner the possibility of saving the existing home .
He
reported that had been accomplished .
It will require a few
building changes for code compliance, but the owner was willing to
do that.
Mr. Little continued that the same hip roof design will be used on
the new rear building.
The parking had been reviewed and it met
code. There was a plan for outside lighting and landscaping. The
parking drive area between stalls would be 25 feet.
The building
would be held back from the rear property line as required when a
commercial project was adjacent to residential property .
It was observed that the neighboring homes had deep yards. A lot
o f l andscaping will be placed in the rear.
The sketch provided
will be added to. Mr. Little will be recommending the placement of
a masonry wall along with property line with a cap which would be
the same color as the roofing material.
(

Juel Belmont asked about the lighting. Mr. Little responded that
it was low lighting, as the poles did not need to be very high and
the light would be directed downward with a recessed bulb.
Mr . Little explained that he had not yet spoke to the State
regarding any tax credits.
He has, however, worked with them
before and that was part of the incentive for the owner to save the
building.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the block wall would cut into the travel
way. Mr. Little did not think so.
Jim Hardy noted that as a neighbor to the north, his concern was
the 20 wide foot driveway.
Having lived there for a number of
years he understood the amount of traffic on the highway .
He
related Mrs. Bate's concern regarding the closeness of the driveway
to her home.
Mr. Hardy continued that people work late and some
will come i n at odd hours .
Mr . Little answered that he was cognizant of those
saving the home, that was where the driveway had to
asked that they flair the driveway so as to allow
from the highway . It was laid out so that they could
with Chloe's in the future if that became possible.

facts but by
be. UDOT has
easier access
merge parking

Mr . Hardy added that the slowing of traffic to go into those drives
was dangerous because cars cannot get out of the traffic lane fast
enough .
2

Mrs . Price stated that it was a pleasure to work with Mr. Little
noting that he was considering the wants and desires of the
neighbors.
Chairman Hadfield stated that was also the focus of the Planning
Commission and others.
Michael Georgeson moved to approve the site plan at 241 West Main.
Juel Belmont seconded the motion.

Pat Fleming apprec i ated the way the developer and neighbors worked
together on this project, as did Juel Belmont.
All were in favor.

DISCUSSION OF TRAILS IN THE UTAH VALLEY BUSINESS PARK
Rick Woodbury gave a quick update on the happenings at the Business
Park over the past year. They have built over 200,000 square feet.
Dentrix was a very good show piece.
Axent was doing very well.
They were talking with a 40,000 square foot user. They had come a
long way.
The mix and type has been a little different than
originally anticipated , more technology things and a higher level
of i ncome than they conceived .

(

Mr . Brock Peterson from Natures Herbs explained to the Commission
that they needed to expand again and had acquired property to the
east and south.
This was where the trail easement was and with
their new acquisition , the trail in its present location crossed
through the middle of it.
Chairman Hadfield commented that he was able to go through Natures
Herbs yesterday.
He observed that Natures Herbs was now in Phase
III and their plan was for additional warehousing and production in
this area.
The original plan showed a roadway south from the end
of Quality Drive that was now not the case. Natures Herbs will own
the pond area. He noted that the parking was now completed between
Natures Herbs and Dentrix and those accessing it will be their own
employees. All receiving will be on the south end with shipping on
the north end.
Chairman Hadfield explained that Natures Herbs would now in the
catalogue business and that end of it will continue to grow.
In
response to a question about their move to Utah, it was reported as
being very good for them and the quality of the work force was
excellent. This was evidenced by their starting salary which was
higher than minimum wage. This was big business. Was it necessary
to have a trail through the middle of this property, or could
pedestrian traffic be accomplished just as well at a different
location.
Ned Stephensen from Woodbury Corporation explained that Natures
Herbs CEO Mr. Welling has said that this would still not be the end
to their expansion .
They could go outside of the business park .
Mr. Stephensen felt it was important to keep them in the par k and
3

in the City.

Natures Herbs was growing exponentially.

Pat Fleming commented about the lack of sidewalk along Utah Valley
Drive.
Originally, sidewalk was not planned.
Now there were
commercial aspects that were there that encouraged pedestrian
traffic.
Chairman Hadfield agreed noting that there was sidewalk in front of
the hotel and will be on the north side of Quality Drive in
conjunction with the Courtyard Pointe project.
People were
becoming more mobile in the area.
Mr. Fleming noted that Natures Herbs' expansion was to the point
that we don't want to hinder their ability, but there was still a
need to provide for pedestrian traffic.
Ned Stephensen felt the business park could proceed with the
sidewalks on one side and suggested a sidewalk on the south side
from the hotel on down.
James Hansen asked about RDA funds for a sidewalk.

(

Rick Woodbury felt the North Valley Investment Group would be
willing to defer receiving some of their reimbursement in favor of
installing sidewalks.
If the RDA agreed to it, it would work on
the theory that if they had known what was going to happen sidewalk
would have been constructed originally . There were 340 workers at
Nature's Herbs.
Pat Fleming agreed with the discussion and was of the opinion that
the Planning Commiss i on would be well served with a real pedestrian
movement plan including sidewalk on one side, but that it would
have to be designed and take into account all of the factors talked
about.
Chairman Hadfield commented that to him it appeared that all agreed
that the trail corridor could be swung to the south.
Pat Fleming felt that a plan was needed.
Rick Woodbury asked if there was a consensus as to allowing the
trail to be moved .
He volunteered that Woodbury would provide a
plan and they will contact the RDA to see if there was the
possibility of funding.
Steve Nielsen was not opposed to an alternate trail location.
Michael Georgeson wanted to see a plan with perhaps a meandering
type walkway.
He felt that pedestrian service to that area was
needed.
Pat Fleming agreed as did Juel Belmont.
James Hansen added that when he was thinking of a sidewalk there,
he was thinking of a meandering walk.
Rick Woodbury thanked the commission for their consideration .
4

Michael Wynn stated that he worked at Axent and was excited to hear
about having sidewalks put in.
To have a beautiful park and no
sidewalk was somewhat embarrassing because of the lack of planning.
In some cases parking on Utah Valley Drive was a necessity and
strongly encouraged the Commission to continue to push for
sidewalks .
Jim Hardy asked how many people had been brought in to work here.
Rick Woodbury guessed it to be close to 2,000 and that did not
count Walmart. He felt the City should be happy with this.
Chairman Hadfield assured Mr. Woodbury that the City was happy and
that the City would continue to work with them.
CONTINUATION OF DISCUSSION OF THE GENERAL PLAN IN THE AREA SOUTH OF
AMERICAN FORK
Chairman Hadfield referred to maps regarding the proposed PG
interchange.
A commercial and business land use type mix was
discussed. It was felt that the interchange would be a good thing
and that the connection to the east of 620 South Street was
crucial.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE JANUARY 6, 1999, MEETING

(

James Hansen moved approval of the January 6, 1999, minutes with
the correction of the spelling of Mr. "Little" with 2 t's. Michael
Georgeson seconded the motion. All were in favor.

OTHER BUSINESS
Michael Georgeson asked for a copy of the March APA program and the
Citizen Planner Agenda.
Juel Belmont explained that Mr. Paxman had posted parking spaces on
Merchant Street for AF Vision only. There used to be striping for
2 spaces in front of AF Shoe Repair, but now there is only one
space.
Chairman Hadfield expressed appreciation to Pat Fleming for his
service to the Citizens of American Fork.
Chairman Hadfield reminded the Commissioners of the work session on
the General Plan scheduled for Saturday, January 30, 1999, at 8:00
a.m.
Chairman Hadfield reported that Staff had met with Rulon Dutson
regarding the area south of the freeway as a pre-cursor to the work
session.

(

Chairman Hadfield announced that James Hansen and Steve Nielsen.
would be attending the Citizen Planner Classes.
Chairman

Hadfield

reminded

the

all
5

about

the

Annual

Planning

.

.-

Commission Banquet on
Mullboons in Midvale.

Friday,

February

19th

at

6: 3 0

p.m.

at

ADJOURNMENT
James

Hansen moved adjournment at

8:30p.m.

sec : ~ . mo~All were in favor.

Richard M. Colborn
Planning Administrator

(

(
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Michael

Georgeson

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JANAURY 30, 1999
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in a work session on January 30, 1999, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 8:00 a.m.
The
agenda shall be as follows:
8:00 a.m. - WORK SESSION
1.
2.

Review and discussion of the General
Consultants .
Adjournment.

Dated this 25 day of January, 1999.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

(

(

Plan with Bear West

(

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION WORK SESSION
JANUARY 30, 1999
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in a work session on January 30, 1999, in the
City Hall, commencing at 8:12a.m. Those present included Michael Georgeson, Councilmember
Juel Belmont, Chairman J. H. Hadfield, Steve Nielsen, and James Hansen. Staff present included
Rod Despain and Melanie Marsh. Others present included Rulon Dutson of Bear West, Steven
Buckwalter, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
Chairman Hadfield welcomed everyone to the work session and turned the time over to Rulon
Dutson of Bear West.
REVIEW AND DISCUSSION OF THE GENERAL PLAN WITH BEAR WEST
CONSULTANTS
Rulon Dutson asked the Planning Commission to describe what it anticipated the land uses of the
area south of I-15 to be, assuming no environmental constraints.

(

Chairman Hadfield stated that Pleasant Grove's anticipated interchange will have a dynamic
impact on American Fork City both north and south of the freeway. He said American Fork City
has a firm boundary with Lindon on the east and firm boundary with Lehi on the west. Chairman
Hadfield said they will have to plan around the Timp Special Service District, which is not a good
neighbor for residential. He said they also need to consider the property that the LDS Church
owns in the south part of the City.
Mr. Nielsen said the railroad track is a good location to make a transition. He said he likes the
idea of green space along Utah Lake.
Mr. Despain discussed the Chinese wall affect. He said American Fork has not yet had to deal
with the difficulty of a divided community because there has virtually been no development south
of the freeway. Mr. Despain said there is enough land south of the freeway to duplicate the
number of people that live in the north part ofthe City. He said the City is not well served by
having a polarized community.
Mr. Georgeson asked what value is planned industrial compared to residential. He pointed out
that on Trial #3 of the proposed Land Use Plan for the Area South of I -15 it shows a substantial
amount of property to be put in the Planned Industrial Zone.

Mr. Despain said there is value in planned industrial. He explained that part of the value is that
industrial and commercial activities are tax or money providers and houses are money users.
Mr. Nielsen said they need to plan for some more affordable housing in American Fork City.

1

Councilmember Belmont said she thought that they did not need to worry about affordable
housing because it was determined that American Fork City has enough affordable housing.
Mr. Despain said they have to be concerned about affordable housing. He said American Fork is
not as deficient in the number of affordable housing units needed, but it does not have sufficient
affordable housing.

There was some more discussion about the city being divided. Mr. Georgeson said that the
Planning Commission does not necessarily want the Chinese wall affect, but felt that is what is
going to happen any way.
Mr. Dutson asked if the Planning Commission Members want to make a North and South
American Fork.

Mr. Hansen said they have to have a travel way between the north and south part of American
Fork.
Mr. Georgeson said it is inevitable that they will have some degree of separation between the
south and north part of American Fork, but he said they can try to soften the impact of the
separation.

Mr. Dutson again asked the Planning Commission what it would like to see developed in the area
south of I-15 .
Councilmember Belmont said people today are worried about open space.
Mr. Nielsen asked if the Planning Commission would like to see a golf course south of I-15.
Councilmember Belmont said she thinks a golf course is preferable to high density housing.
Mr. Georgeson said that he would like to see other recreational uses.
Councilmember Belmont said she would like to see some passive recreational uses like a place to
walk.
Mr. Nielsen said a golf course is a way to have open space.

Councilmember Belmont said she would like to have open space just for its own sake.
Mr. Despain said 4 units per acre and lots of open space are incompatible. He said not everyone
perceives lots of open space the same way.
Chairman Hadfield said before they focus their discussion on density, they need to identify what
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the priorities are. He said they need to look at the flood planes and determine whether they are
going to let people build in the flood planes. Chairman Hadfield said they also need to contact
Utah Power & Light and find out how close development can occur to the 345 KV A Line.
Mr. Hansen said there also has to be some protection for those that own property south ofi-15
and do not want to develop at this time, as well as for those that do want to develop. He said the
water rights need to be preserved.
Mr. Dutson asked Mr. Despain if the proposed Trial #3 will be refined.

Mr. Despain said that Trial #3 will be refined.
Mr. Despain discussed the notion of growth management. He pointed out that some areas are
more developable than others.
Mr. Georgeson said he would like to have the flood plane, transmission line, and substation site
shown on the proposed Trial #3.
Chairman Hadfield said he would like the transportation plan overlaid on the proposed Trial #3.
Mr. Dutson said the following three questions need to be answered:

(

1.

Type of use that will take place and where.

2.

If zoned residential, what environmental factors determine the density.

3.

The question is not what the use will be or how it will be developed, but when it will be
developed .

Mr. Dutson suggested that the Planning Commission try to answer questions 1 and 2 at the
Planning Commission Meeting on February 3, 1999.
There was some discussion about the meander line and compromise line.
Mr. Dutson gave the Planning Commission a worksheet to complete on the development
"availability/suitability" considerations. The Planning Commission wanted some time to think
about the ite1ns on the worksheet, so it was decided that the Planning Commission Members
would turn the worksheet into Chairman Hadfield and he would get it to Mr. Dutson. Mr.
Dutson said the purpose of the worksheet is to try to determine how much ground south of I -15
is suitable for development based on the criteria.

Mr. Despain said it would be interesting to discuss where the meander lines and the 83 flood line
are. He said from a planning standpoint, the 83 flood line has more land use ramifications than

(
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the meander line or compromise line.
After discussing the area south of I -15, Chairman Hadfield pointed out that at the City Council
Meeting on January 26, 1999, Mayor Barratt re-appointed him to fill the unexpired portion ofMr.
Fleming' s tenn, which is for three more years. He said that Ken Baldwin was appointed to fill the
vacant spot and his term will be for 6 years.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that his chairmanship ends as of January 31 , 1999 and asked that
the Planning Commission elect a chairman.

Councilmember Belmont moved that J.H. Hadfield remain as the chairman. Mr. Nielsen
seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Hansen, and
Councilmember Belmont. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Councilmember Belmont moved to elect James Hansen as the vice-chairman. Mr.
Georgeson seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Georgeson,
Councilmember Belmont, and Chairman Hadfield. Mr. Hansen abstained from the vote.
The motion carried.
Mr. Nielsen noted that he will not be in attendance at the Planning Commission Meeting on
February 3, 1999, because he will be out of town.
(

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned at 10:02 a.m.

Melanie Marsh

(
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
FEBRUARY 3, 1999
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on February 3, 1999, 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 and final plat of the
Merkley Estates Subdivision located at 350 North 500 East.
Review asnd action on the preliminary and final plat of the
Felt Subdivision located at 91 North 200 West .
Review and action on an annexation agreement for the LandCo
Annexation at 1550 North 900 East consisting of 10.08 acres.
Review and action on an annexation agreement for the Strate
Annexation at 1550 South 600 East consisting of 54.54 acres.
Review and action on an annexation agreement for the Harbor
Road Annexation at approximately 1100 South 100 West
consisting of 643.62 acres.
Review and action on the parking requirements for Alpine
Square, a commercial PUD at 370 East 60 South.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for vehicle
storage yard located at 250 West South Frontage Road.
Review and action on a site plan for the location of a sign
for Nature's Herbs at 600 East Quality Drive.
Site plan committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the January 20, 1999,
meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 25 day of January, 1999.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

. ..
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AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
FEBRUARY 3, 1999
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on February 3, 1999, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Councilmember Juel Belmont,
Chairman J.H. Hadfield, James Hansen, and Ken Baldwin. Staff present included Rod Despain,
Howard Denney, Jim Hardy, Kevin Bennett, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included Ken
Briggs, Paul Christensen, Joshua Christensen, Jonathan Christensen, Mr. & Mrs. Loyal Merkley,
Francis Eikbush, Vic Devanoe, Steve Sowby, Doug Warren, DeAnn Leatherman, and Barbara
Christiansen, a member of the press.
Chairman Hadfield excused Mr. Nielsen and Mr. Ric han because they were out of town. He also
excused Mr. Georgeson because he was ill.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the Planning Commission had a work session on Saturday, January
30, 1999, and voted to elect a chairman and vice-chair for the Planning Commission. He said Mr.
Colborn reminded him that no action can be taken at a work session. Chairman Hadfield asked
for a motion to ratify the elections that were held at the Planning Commission Work Session on
January 30, 1999.

(

Mr. Hansen moved to ratify the elections that took place at the January 30, 1999, Planning
Commission Work Session. Councilmember Belmont seconded the motion. Those voting
aye: Chairman Hadfield, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, and Councilmember Belmont. Voting
was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLAT OF THE MERKLEY
ESTATES SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 350 NORTH 500 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Denney to state the
engmeen ng concerns.
Mr. Denney said they typically require an 8-foot easement. He pointed out that there is a section
of curb and gutter still missing on 300 North. Mr. Denney recommend that the curb and gutter be
put in on 300 North as part of the final plat approval, which is typically required with a new
subdivision. He said he also needs the plans and profiles. Mr. Denney recommended that an
ADA ramp be installed on the corner so it is ADA compliant. He said the two subdivision
monuments are required and need to be shown on the plat. Mr. Denney said the state plane
coordinates need to be shown on the plat.

Mr. Denney asked the Merkleys if there is irrigation water provided to their lot.

(
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Mr. Merkley said they do not have irrigation water.
Mr. Denney stated that the proposed final plat was not in the correct format. He asked that the
final plat be corrected and be put back on the February 19, 1999, Planning Commission Agenda.
Mrs. Merkley expressed concern about putting in the curb and gutter along 300 North. She said
they can't afford to put in the curb and gutter at this time. There was some discussion that the
City would possibly help pay for the curb and gutter to be installed at the time the subdivision is
developed and the Merkleys would then be required to reimburse the City.
Chairman Hadfield explained that the curb and gutter is required as part of the improvements that
have to be made when a new subdivision is developed.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the preliminary plat of the Merkley Estates Subdivision
located at 320 North 500 East subject to (1) the 8-foot easement (2) curb and gutter (3)
subdivision monuments shown on the plat (4) two section corners with state plane
coordinates shown on the plat (5) and an ADA ramp with curb and gutter on the corner.
Councilmember Belmont seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Baldwin, and Chairman
Hadfield. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mrs. Merkley was concerned about the preliminary approval because she does not want to put the
curb and gutter in at this time. She wondered if they should not do the subdivision at this time.
Chairman Hadfield explained that they are only taking action on the preliminary plat at this time.
He told the Merkleys they could think about whether they want to continue to move forward with
the proposed subdivision because they will not be taking action on the final plat until it is
corrected.· Chairman Hadfield told the Merkleys to let him know what they wish to do .
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLAT OF THE FELT
SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 91 NORTH 200 WEST
This item was withdrawn at the petitioner's request.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE LANDCO
ANNEXATION AT 1550 NORTH 900 EAST CONSISTING OF 10.08 ACRES
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He said tonight' s discussion can focus on whether the
proposed zone is the right zone and can talk about what things the annexation agreement should
contain. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the public hearing is scheduled for the proposed
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annexation. He then turned the time over to Ken Briggs.
Ken Briggs pointed out that they have provided a lot of information to the Planning Commission
so that it knows the direction they are headed. He stated that he is here tonight to just discuss the
proposed project and get the feelings of the Planning Commission Members.
Mr. Despain explained that the Planning Commission does not take any action until the
annexation occurs, but staff is willing to discuss development proposals to try to expedite the
process.

Mr. Despain explained that the property proposed for annexation is about 5 acres. He pointed
out that the applicant has requested that the property be placed in the PR-9000 Zone. Mr.
Despain explained that a minimum of 15 acres is typically required for a PR-9000 Zone, but said if
there is a finding that the area is sufficient to create a logical design unit; an area less than 15 acres
can be developed under the PR-9000 Zone. He stated that the PR-9000 Zone lets a lot of
flexibility in the design as opposed to the R1-9000 Zone.

(

Mr. Despain said part of the dilemma with the property proposed for development is the strange
shape of the property and the fact that there is already a development on the south and north of
the property proposed for annexation He said the back of the property_____llecomes narrower and
narrower, which makes it difficult to design a subdivision under the conventional subdivision
approach. Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission needs to decide if it is comfortable with the
PR-9000 Zone.

Chairman Hadfield said he feels good about the proposed annexation and appreciates the effort to
clean up some of the small derelict parcels. He _said he also appreciates the City's tank farm being
included in the proposed annexation.
Mr. Denney pointed out that the property proposed for annexation does fall under the Highway
Overlay Zone.

Mr. Briggs said he understands what the Highway Overlay Zone is trying to accomplish. He said
they would like to have a fence that is more compatible with what surrounds the Mount
Timpanogos Temple. Mr. Briggs said he and Mr. Despain have talked about putting in some
green space between the fence and the sidewalk.
Mr. Hansen asked if there is liability to the City if it annexes the Murdock Canal.

Mr. Despain said he' did not think there would be a great deal of liability if the City annexes the
Murdock Canal.
Mr. Baldwin expressed concern about how close the homes are to one another. He said the
proposed project seems very dense.
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Mr. Despain said the densities of the PR-9000 and R1-9000 are essentially the same. He said the
number of units proposed is compatible with the density to the area to the south of the proposed
development.
Chairman Hadfield asked the Planning Commission if it was comfortable with annexing the
property into the City under the PR-9000 Zone.
Mr. Hansen said that because of the shape of the property proposed for annexation, he can' t see
any other way to feasibly come up with another design. He did express concern about the fence.
Mr. Briggs asked the Planning Commission if it was opposed to the proposed annexation coming
in under the PR-9000 Zone.
The Planning Commission was not opposed to the proposed annexation coming in under the PR9000 Zone.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE STRATE
ANNEXATION AT 1550 SOUTH 600 EAST CONSISTING OF 54.54 ACRES
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Steve Sowby.

(

Mr. Sowby said he is present tonight to discuss the proposed annexation. He said the owners of
the property proposed for annexation do not have a development plan yet. Mr. Sowby said the
discussion tonight should focus on firming up what zone is desirable. He suggested that they
discuss what the road widths should be.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that at the work session on January 30, 1999, the Planning
Commission discussed the new proposed Pleasant Grove Interchange and discussed how it is
going to affect the east and southeast corner of American Fork. He said road widths need to be
discussed. Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission needs to decide what the zone
should be. He said they have to consider that Timp Special Service District is to the east of the
proposed annexation. Chairman Hadfield asked why the Timp Special Service District did not
choose to come into the City as part of the Strate Annexation.
Mr. Sowby said the Timp Special Service District has no need to annex into American Fork City.
He said the Timp Special Service District does not want to show partiality by being annexed into
any special city. Mr. Sowby said Timp Spe<;ial Service District has no need to receive services
from any special city.
Mr. Sowby requested that the property be annexed under the Planned Industrial Zone.
Mr. Despain pointed out that there are some parts of the property that are in the 100-year flood
plane.
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Chairman Hadfield said 6400 North should be an arterial class road. The Planning Commission
was in agreement that 6400 North should be an arterial class road.
Mr. Hansen asked if a detailed concept plan will be required with the proposed annexation, if the
property is annexed under the P-1 Zone.

Mr. Despain said that it still needs to be decided whether a concept plan will be required if the
property is annexed under the P- 1 Zone.
Mr. Denney said the thing that concerns him is that the area proposed for annexation is a
tremendous distance from the City' s water line. He said right now water is pretty prohibitive in
the area proposed for annexation.
Mr. Sowby again stated that the owners are not ready to prepare a concept plan, but they are
interested in knowing what road dedications will be required.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE HARBOR ROAD
ANNEXATION AT APPROXIMATELY 1100 SOUTH 100 WEST CONSISTING OF 643.62
ACRES
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Vic Devanoe.

(

Mr. Devanoe said the Christensen Family has asked that their property be taken out of the Harbor
Road Annexation. He said they will re-draft the annexation without the Christensen's property.
Mr. Devanoe said the Christensens are concerned about their water rights.

Mr. Devanoe said they have talked about having multiple uses such as light commercial, singlefamily housing, retirements homes, duplexes, and some apartments. He said they are also
planning on having a nice water park area. Mr. Devanoe said they are very sensitive to the water
issues as expressed by the Christensen Family.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the Planning Commission is still working through some of the
issues relative to the General Plan. He raised the issue of where the line should be drawn between
planned industrial and residential. Chairman Hadfield said that 6800 North needs to be a collector
class road. He pointed out that the Planning Commission is working with a consultant to look at
some of the known barriers with regards to the property south of I -15. Chairman Hadfield gave
some examples of the known barriers (i.e. FEMA Flood Plane and the 345 KVA Line)
Mr. Devanoe pointed out that there are currently three water lines that can connect into the
proposed project. He said they have met with Utah Power & Light and they have adequate
power. Mr. Devanoe said they are sensitive to the LDS Church Farms. He said they are sensitive
to people' s water rights so that the people who have water rights can still get their water.
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Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the General Plan did not include anything south of the old
outfall line. He said the Planning Commission is looking at many issues with regards to
development south of I -15 .
Doug Warren said some architectural themes would be nice for development that occurs south of
I-15 .
Mr. Despain pointed out that the annexation has gone through the 60-day period and the City
Council has now directed the Planning Commission to prepare the annexation agreement. He
pointed out that the Boat Harbor Annexation is the largest annexation the City has looked at.
Mr. Hansen said he is not comfortable moving forward until the water issues are resolved.
Chairman Hadfield said the bottom line is that the Planning Commission can discuss open space,
roads, access and utilities, but it can't move forward with the proposed annexation until it
completes the General Plan.
Wayne Christensen said his family is not against the proposed annexation, but they just want
safeguards to their water rights. He said the Christensen Family has been there for a 150 years
and is not going any where.

(

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PARKING REQUIREMENTS FOR ALPINE
COMMERCIAL PUD 370 EAST 60 SOUTH

SQUARE~

A

Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He explained that there was some question in a City
Council Meeting about the adequacy of the parking at Alpine Square. Chairman Hadfield said
the City Council turned Alpine Square back to the Planning Commission to look at the adequacy
of the parking before it approves the proposed three-plex. He explained that staff met with Mr.
Dudley and Mr. West during the week to discuss the parking and the gross floor area.
Chairman Hadfield said Mr. Denney, Mr. Despain and himself were at Alpine Square today at
1:30 p.m. and the parking was 40% to 50% occupied. He said adequacy of parking is not a
question with hi1n. Chairman Hadfield explained that under a planned unit development the
parking is shared and not owned. He said he thinks the tenants do not understand the rules under
the planned unit development concept. Chairman Hadfield said the landlord needs to do some
public relations with his tenants regarding the parking situation. He said staff has reviewed the
parking in detail and has found that even with the proposed three-plex, the parking at Alpine
Square is adequate under American Fork City's Parking Ordinance.
Councilmember Belmont said she thought the buildings were not supposed to have basements.
Mr. Despain said there is some question as to whether or not they approved the two buildings to
the rear as a single story.
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There was some discussion about the building footprint and gross square footage . Chairman
Hadfield pointed out that Mr. West submitted a building footprint. He said a building footprint
means from the edge of the brick on the outside to the edge of the brick on the outside. Chairman
Hadfield said Mr. Despain and Mr. Denney are comfortable that Mr. West has correctly
represented their gross floor area.
Mr. Hansen said he visits Alpine Credit Union daily around noon time and there is not always
parking around Pipeline Pizza, but he said there is parking available near the duplexes that are
located in the back. He stated that there is enough parking at Alpine Square and pointed out that
there are many times when the parking is empty.
Chairman Hadfield asked Councilmember Belmont to report that the Planning Commission has
reviewed the parking for Alpine Square and has found it to be adequate and recommends that the
City Council approve Alpine Square's plat.
Mr. Hansen moved that based on a finding the parking at Alpine Square, a commercial
PUD at 370 East 60 South meets the City standards and recommends approval by the City
Council. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Mr. Hardy asked how gross square footage is calculated.

(

Chairman Hadfield said the issue is numbers of square feet compared to numbers of parking
spaces. He said gross square footage is calculated by going from the inside wall to the inside
wall.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Chairman Hadfield, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Hansen, and Councilmember
Belmont. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COl\1l\1ERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR VEHICLE STORAGE
YARD LOCATED AT 250 WEST SOUTH FRONTAGE ROAD
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Paul Christensen, the
applicant.
Mr. Christensen said the property is located to the west of Roberts Manufacturing between the
frontage road and railroad. He said the property is already zoned industrial. He said right now
the property is basically just trees and weeds. Mr. Christensen said he would like to clean the
yard up and eventually fence the yard for security.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Mr. Christensen is leasing the property from the DR & G
Railroad . He asked Mr. Christensen to explain some of the requirements associated with his
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lease.
Mr. Christensen explained that the lease is for storage purposes only. He said he would
eventually like to put a building on the property, but he would first have to get approval from the
railroad and then go through the proper City channels.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Christensen what his expectation is relative to cleanliness and
storage of hazardous materials.
Mr. Christensen said that no hazardous materials can be stored on the property. He said the
property has to be kept clean. He said he can store top soil and decorative rock. He said the
railroad wants access to the property so that it can store railroad ties.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Christensen what his intended use of the property is.
Mr. Christensen said he basically wants to store trailers and decorative rock.

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that there are two fire hydrants on the parcel.
Mr. Denney asked about the screening requirements.

(

Mr. Christensen said that if he were building a structure there would be screening requirements.
He said he is basically just cleaning up the existing land.
Chairman Hadfield asked where the drainage that comes of his property is going to go.
Mr. Christensen said there is an irrigation ditch that goes right through the property.

Mr. Despain discussed the requirements in the I-1 Zone. He said a lot of the requirements in the
I-1 Zone are intended to deal with the positioning of buildings. Mr. Despain said all outside
storage areas are to be enclosed with a fence or wall of not less than 6 feet in height. He said
there is a question that fencing will be required. Mr. Despain said the proposal is not to put up a
fence at the present time. He wondered if there was some thought to periodically selling
equipment. Mr. Despain said there is nothing in the ordinance that allows the sale of equipment.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the I -1 Zone has some requirements relative to the emission
of dust, noise, fumes and vibrations.
Mr. Christensen said the railroad indicated to him that they can stack there stuff there and the City
can't do anything about it.
Mr. Despain expressed concern about periodically selling things.
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Mr. Christensen asked if the ordinance means that he can't sell decorative landscape rock. He
said that Roberts Manufacturing has a sign that advertises sewing machine cabinets for sale.
Mr. Hansen pointed out that the ordinance discusses that nurseries are allowed in the I- 1 Zone
and they sell plants. He asked if decorative rock would fall under the same category as nurseries
and asked if Mr. Christensen could sell decorative rock.

Chairman Hadfield said he is more concerned about the cleanliness and security of the site than he
is concerned about decorative rocks sitting on the property to be purchased.
Chairman Hadfield said he would like to see a chainlink fence on the property.
Councilmember Belmont asked Mr. Hansen to read the section of the ordinance that allows
nurseries in the I -1 Zone. Mr. Hansen read the ordinance that discusses that nurseries are
allowed in the I -1 Zone. He a1so read that truck terminals are allowed in the I -1 Zone and pointed
out that truck terminals might sell coffee.
After Mr. Hansen read the ordinance, Mr. Despain was convinced that landscape rock falls under
the same category as nurseries and could be sold from the property.

(

Mr. Denney said at some point in time there needs to be more detail on the site plan. He said the
ingress and egress need to be shown on the site plan. Mr. Denney said the site plan needs·to
show the treatment of the irrigation ditch and drainage. He said that grading also needs to be
addressed.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the Planning Commission is willing to direct staff to work with Mr.
Christensen to 1nake the site plan comply.
Mr. Christensen asked what is required with regards to drainage. He said the ground will absorb
the drainage.
Chairman Hadfield explained that the ordinance requires that no more than .02 cubic feet per
second per acre can be dispelled . He asked how the grading will help to retain the water on the
site until it percolates into the ground.
Councilmember Belmont suggested that they direct Mr. Christensen to work with staff because
the Planning Commission still has some concerns and wants to see him comply.
Mr. Christensen said that he is leasing the property and anything that is required by the City he
will have to run by the DR & G railroad to obtain their permission.
Mr. Hansen asked if the railroad will allow him to put in a fence.

l
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Mr. Christensen did not know if he will be allowed to put in a fence. He said that he did not
know if they would allow him to put in a drainage system.

Councilmember Belmont moved to have Mr. Christensen work with staff to make sure he
complies with the ordinance and then have him bring his site plan back to the Planning
Commission. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion

Those voting aye: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Hansen, and Chairman
Hadfield. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR THE LOCATION OF A SIGN FOR
NATURE'S HERBS AT 600 EAST QUALITY DRIVE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to DeAnn Leatherman of Young
Electric Sign Co.
Ms. Leatherman showed the two signs that Nature's Herbs wants to put up.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that one sign will be located on Quality Drive and one will be
located on Utah Valley Drive.

(

Mr. Despain pointed out that both monument signs are below the maximum 60 square foot
standard. He recommended that the Planning Commission approve the proposed signs.
Mr. Denney said the only concern he has with Sign A is to make sure that it is set back far enough
so that if the sidewalk is required in the future, the sign will not conflict with the sidewalk.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the location of the signs for Natures Herbs. Mr. Baldwin
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. Baldwin, Mr. Hansen, Chairman Hadfield, and Councilmember
Belmont. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
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SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Despain said that drainage is very much an issue with regards to development south of I-15.
He said the issue of interference with water rights seems to be another issue. Mr. Despain said
wetlands are another issue that needs to be addressed. He said the Planning Commission needs to
look at a place south of I -15 to put a park and ride.
Mr. Despain showed Trial #3 and said that at one point the Planning Commission was
comfortable with the substantial amount ofPlanned Industrial shown on Trial #3. He said now he
is hearing from some of the Planning Commission Members that they are not comfortable with the
amount of Planned Industrial that is shown on Trial #3. He said that the Planning Commission is
probably going to look at many trials before it comes up with the land uses that it would like to
see south of I -15.
Mr. Devanoe discussed having the right cluster housing in conjunction with commercial and
industrial clustering so people can walk to their jobs.
After Mr. Despain discussed Trial #3 and some of the issues that need to be looked at with
regards to development south of I-15, Chairman Hadfield said as the Planning Commission
continues to study the property south of I-15 and to work with Mr. Dutson more things are
evolving and they are able to know more about the property.
(

After discussion regarding the property south ofi-15, Mr. Hardy said that he was present tonight
to discuss his concerns about the intent of the sign ordinance dealing with directional signs. He
said he talked to Mr. Despain about the sign ordinance and he suggested that he come to the
Planning Commission Meeting. Mr. Hardy said he is concerned about the frequency of realty
signs that are all over American Fork. He said that one contractor has 15 signs along Pacific
Drive to 400 West then to 400 North.
Chairman Hadfield said the project is allowed only one large identification sign and the individual
lot can have a for sale sign on it.
Mr. Hansen pointed out that Mayor Barratt has a realty sign on 1100 East that is not allowed.
Mr. Despain said the sign ordinance needs to be re-looked at. He said directional signs need to be
looked at as wells as signs in the Professional Office Zone.
Mr. Hardy said he is trying to help correct some of the sign problems throughout American Fork.
Chairman Hadfield said maybe they are going to have to publish the standard with regards to signs
and everyone is going to have to comply.
Chairman Hadfield complimented Mr. Hardy for his work in trying to correct some of the signage
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problems. He said the City Council is going to have to help Mr. Hardy enforce the sign
ordinance.
Mr. Hardy stated that Mayor Barratt is going to take down his sign on 1100 East because he does
not want to see American Fork City become the billboard capitol. He said that he appreciates the
Planning Commission's views.

Mr. Despain reported that he has received a request from CPC requesting that they be allowed to
bring in on a temporary basis, a large crusher.
Chairman Hadfield said he did not feel CPC is where it ought to be located in American Fork. He
said he did not feel the Planning Commission should encourage CPC to stay where they are
currently located. Chairman Hadfield said he is not in favor of allowing CPC to have a crusher.
He said CPC is in the wrong place for the Industrial Zone.
Mr. Baldwin pointed out that there will be dust and noise, if CPC is allowed to have a crusher.
OTHER BUSINESS
Chairman Hadfield stated that the Planning Commission will be having its annual winter dinner at
Mullboons in Midvale on February 19, 1999.

(

Councilmember Belmont asked about the new lighted sign at 321 East 300 North.
She said the old project sign was a wooden sign. Councilmember Belmont expressed concern
about the sign keeping people awake at night because of how bright it is.
Councilmember Belmont directed Mr. Hardy to look into the project identification sign located at
321 East 300 North because she said it seems obtrusive.
Councilmember Belmont asked who is selling the boulders on Merchant Street. She expressed
concern about boulders being stored on Merchant Street.
Chairman Hadfield said he does not know who is selling the boulders. He said there is a phone
number to call.
Mr. Hardy said he will call the phone number and see who is selling the boulders.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE JANUARY 20~

1999~

MEETING

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the January 20, 1999, Planning Commission minutes
subject to the changing "affair" on Page 4, Line 53 to "sidewalk". Councilmember
Belmont seconded the motion.

(
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Baldwin and Chairman
Hadfield. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Hansen moved to adjourn. Councilmember Belmont seconded the motion. All were in
favor. The motion carried.
The meeting adjourned at 10:19 p.m.

Melanie Marsh

(
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
FEBRUARY 17, 1999
NOTICE AND AGENDA

(

Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on February 17, 1999, 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.

Review and action on the final plat of the Merkley Estates
Subdivision located at 350 North 500 East.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for vehicle
storage yard located at 250 West South Frontage Road.
Review and action on the trails corridor in the Utah Valley
Business Park located at 600 East 800 South.
Review and action on the right-of-way width to be required for
860 East Street.
Review and action on an amended site plan for the LeBaron
Office Condominiums located at 826 East Bamberger Drive.
Review and action on the preliminary plat for the Featherstone
Subdivision Plat A located at 325 South 100 East.
Continued discussion on the Land Use portion of the General
Plan.
Site plan committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the February 3, 1999,
meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 8 day of February, 1999.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

."' (
AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING CO:MNIISSION
FEBRUARY 17,1999

(

REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork Planning Commission met in regular session on February 17, 1999, in the City
Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chairman J. H. Hadfield, James Hansen,
Steve Nielsen, Michael Georgeson, and Ken Baldwin. Staff present included Rod Despain,
Howard Denney, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included Loyal Merkley, Mr. & Mrs. Cary
Son, Francis Eikbush, Paul Christensen, Joshua Christensen, Jonathan Christensen, Lynn
Woodbury, Ned Stephenson, Don Allen, Mrs. Featherstone, Jim Hardy, Steve Sowby, David
Peterson, Mr. Gardiner, Glade Durrant, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
Chairman Hadfield excused Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Richan, and Kevin Bennett.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF MERKLEY ESTATES SUBDIVISION
LOCATED AT 350 NORTH 500 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.

(

Francis Eikbush said they have now added the additional easements that the Planning Commission
required them to add. He said they have also added some additional monuments and have done a
profile for the curb and gutter.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that there is a monument already in place at 300 North and 500
East and he will help Mr. Eikbush locate it.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney suggested relocating one of the monuments. He said they need the state plane
coordinates at 300 North and 500 East.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney if he had any concerns about the profiles on the curb and
gutter.
Mr. Denney said Carl Hansen will work on the profiles of the curb and gutter.
Mr. Despain said he assumes Utah County will accept the plat as drafted.

Mr. Denney pointed that the seals are typically on the bottom of the plat.

(
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Chairman Hadfield asked for any other questions.

(
There were no other questions.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the final plat of Merkley Estates Subdivision located at 320
North 500 East subject to the following engineering concerns: (1) moving the monuments to
the center line of the road and if he uses the monument that is already there to add the
state plane coordinates (2) curb & gutter profile and (3) the form of the plat.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Cary Son, son-in-law of Loyal Merkley, said if the curb and gutter is put in, it will force the traffic
further into the road on 300 North. He stated that there are already a lot of accidents at the
intersection of 300 North and 500 East.
Chairman Hadfield explained that the city ordinance requires that when a subdivision takes place
the improvements are required. He said some of the improvements required are curb, gutter,
sidewalk and utilities. Chairman Hadfield said he is not sure the curb and gutter is the contributor
to the number of accidents as much as speed and a highly used intersection are contributors to
accidents at the intersection of 300 North and 500 East. He said he sees no reason to change the
standard City profile.

(

Mr. Son pointed out that the sidewalk in front of Questar' s property is badly damaged.
Chairman Hadfield said there a many sections of sidewalk along 300 North that may need to be
replaced. He suggested that the Merkleys may want to talk to their neighbors to see if they would
like their sidewalk re-poured . He said as long as the Merkleys are having sidewalk poured it
would be very cheap for the neighbors to have a new sidewalk poured.
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. Baldwin, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Nielsen. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Eikbush asked about the state plane coordinates.
Chairman Hadfield said he will try to help Mr. Eikbush locate the state plane coordinates. He told
Mr. Eikbush he will call him tomorrow.

(
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR A VEHICLE STORAGE
YARD LOCATED AT 250 WEST SOUTH FRONTAGE ROAD
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He said at the February 3, 1999, Planning Commission
Meeting, the Planning Commission was concerned about drainage, access to the property
identified, and that the proposed vehicle storage yard comply with the I -1 Zone.
It was discussed that the drainage will flow to the east from the west.
Mr. Denney pointed out that Mr. Christensen's proposal is to put up a 6-foot high chainlink fence .

Mr. Despain pointed out that there is no guarantee of when Mr. Christensen will install the fence .
Mr. Georgeson asked if they are sure that all the drainage will be contained on site. He also asked
if there is any requirement for a sight-obscuring fence.
Mr .Despain said there is no requirement for a sight-obscuring fence .
Mr. Denney pointed out that with the proposed use, the Planning Commission could require curb,
gutter, and sidewalk around the property.

(

Mr. Christensen said if he were building a building, he could see that he should be required to put
in the curb and gutter; but he said he can't see any reason why he should be required to put curb,
gutter, and sidewalk around the property.
Mr. Nielsen asked Mr. Christensen if he would be opposed to a sight-obscuring fence.
Mr. Christensen said the fence would have to be 20 feet high to be sight-obscuring because the
property can be seen from the freeway . He said he is just storing semi trailers.
Mr. Georgeson asked Mr. Christensen if he will be storing hazardous materials.

Mr. Christensen said he has a lease agreement with the railroad and it does not allow him to store
hazardous materials. He said he will not be storing hazardous materials.
There was some discussion about whether curb and gutter was required around the property. Mr.
Despain said curb and gutter is not required around the property.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the commercial site plan for a vehicle storage yard at 250
West South Frontage Road with the requirement that a six foot high chainlink sightobscuring fence be installed.
Mr. Nielsen asked if the sight-obscuring fence is to be installed all the way around the property.
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Mr. Georgeson said he would like the sight-obscuring fence all the way around the property.

Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Mr. Despain asked if Mr. Georgeson wanted the sight-obscuring fence to be made of wood or
metal slats. He asked Mr. Georgeson if he wanted the fence to be sight obscuring on the south
side of the property.

Mr. Georgeson amended his motion that a sight-obscuring fence is not needed adjacent to
the railroad track.
Mr. Georgeson stated he did not want to include the nature of the sight-obscuring fence as part of
the motion. He said the slats can be made of wood or vinyl.

Mr. Nielsen seconded the amended motion.
Mr. Hardy pointed out that the fence ordinance states that a fence that runs along a street is
limited to 4 2 inches in height, if it is a sight -obscuring fence .

It was discussed that the fence may need to be pulled back to meet the 45 degree safe sight
distance.
Mr. Christensen asked if it would be better to make the fence a chainlink fence rather than a sightobscuring fence .
Mr. Georgeson said the fence ought to be sight-obscuring, but they should look at the safety
conditions.
Chairman Hadfield instructed Mr. Christensen to work with the engineering department on the
fence so that it maintains the clear sight distance.
After the discussion on the fence, Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Nielsen. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE TRAILS CORRIDOR IN THE UTAH VALLEY
BUSINESS PARK LOCATED AT 600 EAST 800 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Ned Stephenson.
Ned Stephenson said the last time they met they were asked to reconsider the trail system in the
Utah Valley Business Park. He said they have talked to the people at the International Center in
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Salt Lake and also the people at the University Research Park in Salt Lake. He said the Research
Park in Salt Lake has the sidewalk installed on one side of the street. He said the sidewalks in the
Research Park are adequate.
Mr. Stephenson explained that when they did the landscaping ten years ago, they designed the
berms so they could accommodate a 5-foot sidewalk should a sidewalk be deemed necessary. He
said the last time this item was discussed at the Planning Commission Meeting, they discussed
trying to meander the sidewalk. He said the problem with meandering the sidewalk is that they
do have existing berms. Mr. Stephenson said to meander the sidewalk through trees will be
destructive to the integrity of the berm.
Mr. Stephenson said they are proposing that they be permitted to approach the RDA in assistance
with the development of their project and that the sidewalks be installed to a five foot width along
the south and the west side of Utah Valley Drive.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that there is sidewalk currently on the south side of 620 South
from Taco Bell past Office Max all the way to the intersection.
Mr. Stephenson said that assuming there is a motion to approve their proposal, he would request
that the motion specifically state that the prior requirement that the interior trails systems as was
originally proposed for the Nature Pharma Site or north east of Utah Valley Drive be abandoned .

(

Mr. Denney pointed out that the Planning Commissoin can recommend to the City Council that
the original requirement for the trail be abandoned, but the Planning Commission can't abandoned
it.
Mr. Georgeson asked how far the City road easement goes beyond the sidewalk.
Mr. Despain said he believes the City owns 10 feet, assuming the road is centered over the rightof-way.
Mr. Woodbury said he thinks the City only owns 7 feet back from the existing sidewalk, but said
his recollection may be wrong. He said that if the City owns 7 feet that is still a sufficient width.

Mr. Georgeson moved to accept the proposal that there be a five foot wide sidewalk
adjacent to the curb along the southerly side of Utah Valley Drive extending from Quality
Inn to 860 east and recommend to the City Council that the previous requirement for a
trail system be eliminated from the plan.
Mr. Nielsen asked if Mr. Georgeson's motion included the requirement for sidewalk on the west
side of Utah Valley Drive.
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Mr. Georgeson amended his motion to include the requirement of a sidewalk on the west
side of Utah Valley Drive up to Office Max and the Ernst Building.
Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Nielsen. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANIENDED SITE PLAN FOR THE LEBARON OFFICE
CONDOMINIUMS LOCATED AT 826 EAST BAMBERGER DRIVE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Gardiner.
Mr. Gardiner said they would like to build one two-story building in Phase II rather than two one
story buildings.
Mr. Georgeson asked if there is a waterline included to irrigate the plantings in the parking lot.
Mr. Gardiner said the landscape sprinkling system is already designed.

(

Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposal is a site plan only and there is no record of survey map
included. He said that Mr. LeBaron will have to come back to the Planning Commission when he
wants to condominimize the project.
Mr. Baldwin said the handicap parking is not very friendly to the entrances of the buildings.
Mr. Gardiner said they have tried to strategically locate the handicap parking spaces so there is
good access to all the buildings. He said they have exceeded the requirements on the number of
handicap parking spaces required.
Mr. Georgeson said he thought the handicap parking spaces were supposed to be close to the
entryways.
Mr. Denney said Mr. Morrill reviews the handicap parking spaces before the building permit is
issued.
Mr. Gardiner said building permit #1 has already been issued and nothing was mentioned about a
problem with the handicap parking spaces.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the amended site plan for the LeBaron Office
Condominiums at 826 Bamberger Drive with the requirements that the off-site
6

improvements and the road drainage as previously improved will be fine. Mr. Hansen
seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
There was no further discussion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Nielsen. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT FOR FEATHERSTONE
SUBDIVISION PLAT A LOCATED AT 325 SOUTH 100 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Don Allen.
Don Allen said the proposed subdivision was initially presented as a planned unit development,
but it did not meet all the requirements. He said they are now proposing to build five buildings on
10 lots. Mr. Allen pointed out that Joyner Construction will build the units.

Mr. Hansen asked what the width of asphalt is on 280 South.

(

Mr. Georgeson said he does not see a road cross section at 280 South and expressed concerned
about how that is going to be handled.
Mr. Allen said there is 51 feet of total right-of-way width. He said they have the standard asphalt
width of the standard City street.
Chairman Hadfield said the plat shows that 280 South will be 36 feet of asphalt, which is the
standard 60-foot cross section width.

Mr. Denney pointed out that from the existing building there is a twenty-two foot offset from the
property line and there is another foot to the curb. There was some discussion about whether the
setback from the existing residence needs to be kept.
After some discussion about the setback from the existing residence, Chairman Hadfield said the
proposed plan does afford some potential for future development for the remainder of the innerblock.

Mr. Despain said the proposed design does comply with the requirements of the zone.
Mr. Georgeson asked that there be a cross section shown on the plat at 280 South. He expressed
concern about how the back curb is going to be adjacent to the lot on the north. Mr. Georgeson
asked if the curb is going to be right on the lot line.

7

Mr. Allen said there is a one-foot planter between the back curb and the north property line. He
said that if the Planning Commission wants, they can put the curb right on the fence line.

Mr. Georgeson said if the curb is put right on the fence line that will present a construction
problem. He said the issue of who will care for the one-foot planter between the back curb and
the north property line needs to be looked at.
Mr. Allen pointed out that they forgot to put an easement for the location of the mailboxes. He
stated that the easement will be between Lots 4 and 5 right on the property line.
Mr. Georgeson asked Mr. Allen how the sidewalk will be joined on the north.
Mr. Allen said they will put the catch basin in with the new curb and gutter, then construct the
portion of the frog that will be extended whenever 100 East extends to the north.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the preliminary plan for Featherstone Subdivision Plat A
located at 325 South 100 East subject to (1) the final plat showing the easements for the
mailboxes (2) that there be sidewalk on the north side of 280 South Street and (3) the cross
section be shown at 280 South. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
(

Glade Durrant asked about the irrigation ditches.
Mr. Georgeson said there is no detail on the plat that shows how they will provide the irrigation
turn outs.
Chairman Hadfield explained that the irrigation ditches belong to the Irrigation Company and it
maintains those easements. He explained that the new irrigation president reviews the plans.
Chairman Hadfield told Mr. Allen that he will need to attend the Irrigation Meeting, which is held
on the first Tuesday of the month at 7:30p.m. at City Hall.
Mr. Allen said they will make it so that the people with water rights will still get their water.

Chairman Hadfield asked that the motion include subject to the Irrigation Company's approval.

Mr. Nielsen amended his motion to include subject to approval of the American Fork
Irrigation Company. Mr. Georgeson seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Nielsen. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
8
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Mr. Despain pointed out that the numbering on the lots needs to be changed to meet the
requirements. He told Mr. Allen that he and Mr. Denney will be glad to help him fixing the
numbering problems on the lots.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE RIGHT-OF-WAY WIDTH TO BE REQUIRED FOR 860
EAST STREET
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He said it is important to talk about the required cross
sections on 860 East because with the proposed interchange and the potential for 860 East and
620 South to come through and tie into the proposed interchange or American Fork's 1100 East.
Chairman Hadfield then turned the time over to Mr. Denney.

Mr. Denney pointed out that to help broaden the support for a new interchange there has been
some discussion about possibly sharing sales tax revenue between three cities. He said that 860
East is now taking on a more important role than has ever been viewed.

(

Mr. Denney said the reason for discussing the right-of-way width to be required for 860 East is
because of the Tanner Annexation and Old Mill Annexation. He asked if they are really
comfortable with a 66-foot road for 860 East. Mr. Denney asked if the Tanner Annexation and
the Old Mill Annexation are going to dictate the width of 860 East. He pointed out that as the
Tanner Annexation came in it showed a 75 foot cross section. Mr. Denney said he is not sure if
the 75 foot cross section set the right-of-way because that was only from the annexation boundary
to the e~st. He asked the Planning Commission how it sees 860 East being used. He asked if
860 East should be a major collector class road.
Mr. Georgeson said there is no question that 860 East should be at least a major collector class
road.
Mr. Hansen asked how the Tanner Annexation, which has already been approved, will be affected
if 860 East is to be a major collector class road.
Mr. Denney said they approved the Tanner Annexation subject to the cross sections. He stated
that the Tanner Annexation has been on hold until they could decide what was going to happen
with 860 East, but the petitioners for the Tanner Annexation have appealed to the City Council
and the Tanner Annexation is on the City Council Agenda for February 23, 1999. Mr. Denney
said the Planning Commission needs to make a decision regarding the width of 860 East tonight.

Mr. Nielsen asked if they need sidewalk on both sides of860 East.
Mr. Denney asked if the Planning Commission envisions 860 East to be like 500 East. He asked
if 860 East will have shopping centers and bus stops.

9

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the General Plan shows 860 East going over to the north and
then bending and ultimately lining up with 900 East below 50 South. He asked if an 82 foot cross
section is required or if there is a modified cross section· the Planning Commission would feel
comfortable with.

(

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that when the Tanner Annexation originally came in 75 feet was
given. He said part of the problem with the Tanner Annexation is that the second Tanner
Annexation was stamped over the top of the old Tanner Annexation and so the first Tanner
Annexation has not really given up 75 feet, instead has only given up 33 feet. Chairman Hadfield
said the issue is that the 66 foot cross section is grossly under sized. He said maybe the issue is
that the Planning Commission needs to recommend the 82 foot cross section and if there is some
discussion from the City Council that an 82 foot cross section is too much, they could look at
what an acceptable modified cross section would be.

(

Chairman Hadfield asked the Planning Commission to keep in mind that there is a major slough
that goes down the east side of the road on 860 East. He pointed out that when the Tanner
Chevron was developed the City required that the piping be greatly oversized and it also required
that pipe be placed between the sidewalk and curb and the planter area so it could properly drain
the run-off from Charles LeBaron's property and the undeveloped ground between 50 South and
the tracks. Chairman Hadfield said if the drain continues to the south, it is going to have to be
enlarged because more drainage will be put into the slough. He raised the issue of whether the
slough should be part of the City's right-of-way for piping and maintaining and carrying the
irrigation water to the south.

Mr. Baldwin said 860 East should be considered a major collector.
Mr. Peterson said if the new 86 foot cross section and the matching of the existing curb by the
Chevron Station is decided upon, it will push the right-of-way into the Old Mill Property. He
asked if there is some better way to balance the matching of the properties, if 860 East is
considered as a major collector.
Chairman Hadfield asked what is the Planning Commission recommendations on the road width
of860 East.

Mr. Georgeson said that changing the alignment of the road or designing 860 East based on a few
thousand dollars of curb and gutter is foolish. He said the road needs to be put in where it is best
suited.
Mr. Despain said the question is how much are they going to have to retrofit. He said right now
there is a relatively small amount to retrofit.
Mr. Nielsen said he does not understand why sidewalk is needed on both sides of the street.

(
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Mr. Georgeson said that if buses are going to run along 860 East, sidewalk will be needed on both
sides of the street. It was decided that sidewalk would be needed on both sides of the street

(

because of the amount of pedestrian traffic.
Mr. Georgeson moved to consider 860 East from 1-15 north to State Street a major
collector and recommended an amendment to the City's general street plan to
accommodate the change in the classification of 860 East. Mr. Hansen seconded the
motion.

Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Nielsen. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.

CONTINUED DISCUSSION ON THE LAND USE PORTION OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain said that prior discussion on the land use have focused on the idea that the residential

zones would allow 0 to 2 dwelling units per acre adjacent to the lake and the number of dwelling
units allowed going north would be three units per acre.
(

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain to not discuss so much the density, but to talk about where
the planned industrial and commercial will be located.
Mr. Despain pointed out that he has not proposed any retail west of the tracks, but said that is

maybe an issue that the Planning Commission wants to address.
Mr. Georgeson said commercial west of tracks may be a possibility if there is commuter rail.
Mr. Hansen asked if there has been some thought to there being some commercial down by the

Boat Harbor and lift station.
Mr. Despain said there has got to be a gas station in the area down by the Boat Harbor.

Chairman Hadfield said when Horrocks came up with the transportation plan, it was based on 0 to
2 dwelling units per acre. He said they have now moved the line for where they originally
thought the residential and planned industrial would be and now the numbers that were given to
Horrocks do not mean a thing. Chairman Hadfield said Horrocks will have to run the
transportation model again.
Mr. Despain discussed road networks. He said part of the problem with road planning is not just

having a road network that will accommodate traffic, but to come up with something that will
I

\
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provide adequate circulation.

(
After some discussion on different road networks, Mr. Despain asked how the Planning
Commission felt about the break point between industrial and residential. He asked if he moved
the residential over far enough.
Mr. Nielsen said the residential can't go much farther. He said he would like to see some mixed
uses if the light rail is going to be put in. Mr. Nielsen said he would like to see some offices with
some commercial on the first floor . He said he would like to see people be able to take the light
rail to work.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Georgeson suggested that the Planning Commission should look at some of the uses that are
being allowed in the Industrial Zone.
Mr. Nielsen agreed with Mr. Georgeson's idea of looking at some of the uses that are permitted
in the Industrial Zone, especially along the freeway frontage.

(

Mr. Despain said from a practical standpoint it would be easy to basically take what is the I-1
Zone between the tracks and convert that area to a Planned Industrial Zone, which gives a limited
number of uses. He said it is hard to make industrial uses look pretty. Mr. Despain said there is
nothing that legally says that they have to make a provision for industrial uses.
Mr. Georgeson again suggested that they take a hard look at the uses that are permitted in the I -1
Zone.
Mr. Despain said he does not know if they can make the I-1 Zone more palatable. He said there
are very few uses in the I-1 Zone that do not have some problem associated with it. He suggested
that the I-1 Zone be changed to a Planned Industrial Zone.

Chairman Hadfield noted that he left a registration form for the mid-winter AP A Conference in
each of the planning commissioner's packets and said that any one interested in going needs to fill
out the registration form and turn it into Melanie.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF JANUARY 30 1999. MEETING

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the January 30, 1999, Work Session Minutes. Mr. Nielsen

(
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seconded the motion.

(
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

All voted in favor. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF FEBRUARY 3 1999: :MEETING

Mr. Hansen moved approval of the February 3, 1999, Planning Commission with the
following corrections:
On Page 1, Line 38 "plans of profiles" should be changed to "plans and profiles." On Page
9, Lines 5, 6 and 16 "sale" should be changed to "sell." On Page 11, Line 26 "reality"
should be changed to realty.
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, and Chairman Hadfield. Mr. Georgeson and
Mr. Nielsen abstained from the vote. The motion carried.

Mr. Georgeson moved to adjourn. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
All voted in favor.
The meeting adjourned at 10:00 p.m.

''i'~ rr~

Melanie Marsh
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MARCH 3, 1999
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on March 3, 1999, 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.

Review and action on a site plan for the Ensign School located
at 215 North Center to add a caretaker dwelling to the site.
Review and action on the Land Use portion of the General Plan.
Site plan committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the February 17, 1999,
meeting .
Adjournment.

Dated this 22 day of February, 1999.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

(
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AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
MARCH 3, 1999

(

REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on March 3, 1999, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Councilmember Juel Belmont,
Chairman J.H. Hadfield, James Hansen, Steve Nielsen, Michael Georgeson, and Ken Baldwin.
Staff present included Rod Despain, Howard Denney, Kevin Bennett, and Melanie Marsh. Others
present included Sue Otis, Roger Otis, Robert Otis, Ted Frandsen, Russell Fransen of Troop 17,
Randy Mott, Diann Mott, the following scouts from Troop 821 : Tyler Davis, Adam Lallas,
Christopher Falslev, Cameron Mott, Justin Wayman, Austin Miller, and Barbara Christiansen, a
member of the press.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR THE ENSIGN SCHOOL LOCATED AT
215 NORTH CENTER TO ADD A CARETAKER DWELLING TO THE SITE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to the applicant, Roger Otis.
Mr. Otis said they have proposed several improvements to make the property at 215 North Center
look better. He said one improvement they are proposing is to put curb and gutter on 200 North.
He said they are also proposing to install a vinyl fence around the road frontage of the property.
Mr. Otis said they are also proposing that they be allowed to put a new sign up . He said the sign
that they are proposing will be smaller than the sign that the Montessori School had. Mr. Otis
said they are planning on putting in a tennis court/basketball court. He said they are also
proposing to put in a caretakers apartment on the property facing 200 North. Mr. Otis said the
caretakers apartment will be so that his family can live at the site and watch the school facility.

Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney pointed out that there is an irrigation ditch that needs to be piped. He said with the
expansion of the school, the fire protection maybe inadequate. Mr. Denney said that ADA
ramps need to be installed on the corners. In regards to the proposed fence, Mr. Denney said
they need to make sure that the fence does not obscure the 45 foot width triangle on the corner to
ensure safe sight distances.
Chairman Hadfield asked for Mr. Despain' s comments.
Mr. Despain said for a school to be conforming it requires that there be 200 feet of frontage and
that it be built on a minimum of 5 acres, which the existing school at 215 North Center does not
meet either of those requirements. He said the existing school at 215 North Center is a non-
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conforming use that is allowed to continue as a non-conforming use, but he explained that the law
does not allow a non-conforming use to be expanded. Mr. Despain raised the issue of whether
the placement of a dwelling on the same site as the existing school facility constitutes expansion of
a non-conforming use. He suggested that the expansion is more akin to a rectory in a church.
Mr. Despain said the proposed building is for the school masters residence.
Mr. Despain pointed out that some portion of the current playground area will be consumed by
the caretakers dwelling, but a basketball court/tennis court has been proposed to compensate for
the loss of some of the playground area.
Mr. Despain said the proposed dwelling has the characteristics of a duplex as opposed to a single
family dwelling. He said the Planning Commission needs to make the finding that the expansion
is not an expansion of a non-conforming use.

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that there is 165 feet of frontage on 200 North. He asked for any
questions from the Planning Commission.
Councilmember Belmont had some questions about the floor plan.
Mr. Ottis explained the floor plan. He said they have a daughter in a wheelchair that they are
trying to provide a housing unit for her so she can be independent. Mr. Ottis said the dwellings
are not separate. He said the dwelling has one meter.

(

Councilmember Belmont had some questions about the second kitchen.
Mr. Ottis explained that the second kitchen will be especially adapted for his daughter' s needs. He
said the appliances in the second kitchen will be lowered so his daughter can use them.
Mr. Hansen expressed concern about the basement having only an outside entrance because of the
potential for yet another dwelling.
Mr. Despain asked if there will be any plumbing under the basement.
Mr. Ottis said they had not thought about plumbing for the basement. He said they are
considering the basement as an inexpensive way to add some storage space.
Mr. Despain said there is nothing illegal about having two kitchens. He said the City has to look
at the long haul. He stated that there will come a time when Mr. Otis and his daughter will no
longer live in the dwelling.

There was some discussion that sometime in the future the dwelling could be turned into two
residences because it is located in the R-2 Zone.

(March 3, 1999, Planning Commission Minutes)
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Mr. Denney expressed concern about calling the dwelling a single family dwelling, if it really is a
duplex. He said they need to make sure that the definition of a single family residence is not
changed.

Mr. Despain said the appropriate classification for the proposed building is a caretaker dwelling.
Chairman Hadfield raised the issue of whether the Planning Commission should be talking about
whether the floor plan is appropriate. He said the Planning Commission usually does not get
involved with determining if the floor plan is appropriate. Chairman Hadfield said the Planning
Commission should be talking about whether the proposed caretaker dwelling is appropriate for
the zone as it relates to the school.
Mr. Georgeson asked if there is any way to ensure that the dwelling remains a single family
dwelling.
Chairman Hadfield said Mr. Morrill can ensure that the dwelling remains a single family dwelling.
He said that the dwelling does not have a fire wall and it does not have separate utility
connections, which dictates that the dwelling can only be a single family dwelling.
Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission could treat the proposed plan as a conditional use and
attach conditions to the approval.

(

After some discussion about trying to ensure that the dwelling remains a single family dwelling,
Mr. Ottis said they could make the front entrance a communal entrance so there is not a separate
opening for one unit or another.
Mr. Nielsen said he is not sure that he opposes the floor plan, but he thinks if the school was to be
used as a home it would meet the requirements for a duplex or single family dwelling:
Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the site plan for the Ensign School located at 215 North
Center to add a caretaker dwelling to the site upon the following conditions: (1) if the
school is ever converted from its present use, the lots would have to be divided (2) that the
caretakers residence accommodate a single family only (3) the irrigation ditch needs to be
piped (4) ADA approved sidewalk needs to be installed and (5) subject to adequate fire
flows. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Mr. Despain suggested that there be a finding that the addition does not constitute an enlargement
of the non-conforming use. Mr. Despain asked if the minutes are sufficient or is another form of
documentation needed such as a development agreement or a letter of intent to make sure the
conditions are met.
Mr. Georgeson amended his motion to include (1) the Planning Commission finds the
addition of the home on the plat does not constitute an enlargement of a non-conforming

(March 3, 1999, Planning Commission Minutes)
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use and (2) subject to creation of a document to memorialize the conditions.
Mr. Hansen seconded the amended motion.
Mr. Denney recommended that the Planning Commission also make a finding that there is
adequate parking provided.

Mr. Georgeson amended the motion to include that the Planning Commission finds that
there is adequate parking.
Mr. Hansen seconded the amended motion .
.Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Georgeson, Councilmember Belmont,
and Mr. Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Despain pointed out that Mr. Otis has indicated in his proposal a number of improvements,
which are not required by the City Ordinances. Mr. Despain asked if the improvement that Mr.
Otis has proposed need to be included in the motion.

(

The Planning Commission decided that improvements proposed by Mr. Otis do not need to be
included as part of the motion.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE LAND USE PORTION OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain said the City has had some discussion with UTA about a park and ride facility in the
area south of I -15 . He said that UTA wants the City to move fairly quickly in determining the
site for a park and ride facility. Mr. Despain said the City has to look at both the long and short
term features . He said UTA has a very focused and short term perspective.

Mr. Denney stated that there are many things that have to be evaluated in regards to the location
of a park and ride facility. He pointed out that the Federal Transportation Department and FTA
will be involved in determining the appropriate location for a park and ride. Mr. Denney said the
reason the FT A will be involved is because the ultimate goal is to get a rail site.
After some discussion about a location for a park and ride facility, Mr. Despain discussed the
proposed Westfield Project, which is approximately 175 acres. Mr. Despain pointed out that
one of the terms of the Westfield Reimbursement Agreement is that the City Council and Planning
Commission must approve the site plan before the City becomes obligated to assist in the
construction of the road. He explained that the City is willing to issue special improvement

(
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district bonds for the construction of certain infrastructure, specifically for the construction of the
road between 900 West and Pacific Drive and also for certain water and sewer lines that are
within that right-of-way.
Mr. Despain pointed out that one significant element of the Westfield Reimbursement Agreement
is that the City will receive 3 5 acres that will be preserved as open space.

Mr. Georgeson asked bow closely the 3 5 acres is delineated.
Mr. Despain said the 35 acres is still being delineated. He said the City has to approve the
delineation. Mr. Despain said the City is not obligated if they do not like the delineation. He said
it is the City's understanding and expectation that of the 3 5 acres that will be given to the City,
about half will be unmitigated wetlands and the rest will be upland. Mr. Despain said the City
does not want to get 3 5 acres of wetlands that serve no useful purpose.

Mr. Despain said the proposed Westfield Development has a strong potential of providing
revenues to the City in terms of sales tax. He pointed out that the City is using the same approach
on the Westfield Project as it did for the Utah Valley Business Park.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT

(

Mr. Despain pointed out that it might be possible that the properties between 200 South and 500
South on 500 East may become commercial properties. He pointed out that the properties
between 200 South and 500 South are currently in the R-4 Zone. Mr. Despain said the City has
withstood the requests for re-zoning the properties between 200 South and 500 South to
commercial because of the business on 500 East. He pointed out that the reason the properties
could possibly be re-zoned to commercial is because 500 East has been reconstructed and will
now allow more vehicle trips. Mr. Despain said that if the properties between 200 South and 500
South are re-zoned commercial, the development plan will need to come concurrently with the
zone change.

OTHER BUSINESS
Councilmember Belmont expressed concern about the turning lane on 500 East at 200 South
because it comes into the oncoming traffic and asked if the configuration of the turning lane could
be explained.
Chairman Hadfield said he and Mr. Denney will talk to A1 Mecham about the turning lane at 200
South.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain to discuss Aaron Frazier's request regarding amending the
setback requirements for storage units.

(
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Mr. Denney stated that Aaron Frazier' s surveyor has contacted him and is claiming that the old
right-of-way was not straight and he said that because the right-of-way was not straight Mr.
Frazier had to give more road right-of-way than he should have. He said that Mr. Frazier is trying
to make the argument that the boundary needs to be re-worked so that he gets more property
back.
Chairman Hadfield said the last time this was discussed at the Planning Commission Meeting, the
issue was whether Mr. Frazier can build 10' X 10' storage units behind the wall. He pointed out
that the wall is clearly within the 30 foot encroachment area and the storage units are outside the
30 foot encroachment area. Chairman Hadfield expressed concern about what will happen if Mr.
Frazier is allowed to build his storage units and the setback area is changed. He said if Mr.
Frazier is allowed to build his storage units behind the wall and the setback area is changed,
someone else will also request a change in the setback requirement in the Industrial Zone and then
what will the Planning Commission do .
Mr. Despain said he has talked to Mr. Frazier and he will work on putting some language together
that could be used to amend the ordinance dealing with setback requirements for storage units in
the Industrial Zone.

(

Chairman Hadfield reported that Mr. Fleming was recognized at the City Council Meeting on
February 23 , 1999, for his years of service on the Planning Commission. He said that he learned
a great deal from Mr. Fleming while serving with him on the Planning Commission. Chairman
Hadfield said that Mr. Fleming was a good friend and will be missed on the Planning Commission.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE FEBRUARY

17 ~ 1999~

MEETING

Mr. Baldwin moved approval of the February 17, 1999, Planning Commission Minutes
with the following corrections:
On Page 2, Line 16 "places" should be changed to "place." On Page 12, Line 14 "nothing
report" should be changed to "nothing to report." Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Nielsen.
Councilmember Belmont abstained from the vote. The motion carried.

ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Nielsen moved to adjourn. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion. All voted in favor.
The meeting adjourned at 8:35 a.m.

11?~ ·tl(~
Melanie Marsh

(
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MARCH 17, 1999
*AMENDED - NOTICE AND AGENDA

I
\

Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on March 17, 1999, 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 an amended final plat for Walnut Ridge
West Twin Homes at 222 and 224 West 300 North.
Review and action on the final plat of Pennylane Town Homes
PUD Phase 2 , at 350 South 460 East.
Review and action on the Old Mill Business Park PUD Plat A at
380 South 860 East.
Review and action on the preliminary plat of Heritage Court
PUD located at 1220 East 830 North.
Review and action on the final plat of Featherstone Plat A
Subdivision at 290 South 100 East.
Review and action on the amended final plat of Pacific Cove
Plat A at 190 West Pacific Drive.
Review and action on an amended site plan for JC Park at 205
West 400 North .
Review and action on a zone change request at 210 South 500
East from the existing R-4 to the GC-2, General Commercial
zone.
Site plan committee report.
Other business .
Review and action on the minutes of the March 3, 1999,
meeting.
Adjour:hment.

Dated this 16 day of March, 1999.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MARCH 17 , 1999
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on March 17, 1999, 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 an amended final plat for Walnut Ridge
West Twin Homes at 222 and 224 West 300 North.
Review and action on the final plat of Pennylane Town Homes
PUD Phase 2 , at 350 South 460 East .
Review and action on the Old Mill Business Park PUD Plat A at
380 South 860 East.
Review and action on the preliminary plat of Heritage Court
PUD located at 1220 East 830 North.
Review and action on the final plat of Featherstone Plat A
Subdivision at 290 South 1 00 East .
Review and action on the amended final plat of Pacific Cove
Plat A at 190 West Pacific Drive .
Site plan committee report.
Other business .
Review and action on the minutes of the March 3, 1999,
meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 8 day of March, 1999.

J . H. Hadfield, Chairman

(

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING CO:MMISSION
MARCI-l 17, 1999

(

REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on March 17, 1999, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Councilmember Juel Belmont,
Chairman J.H. Hadfield, James Hansen, and Ken Baldwin. Staff present included Rod Despain,
Howard Denney, Jim Hardy, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included Jerid Daniels,
Cameron Miller, and Chris Powell of Troop 831, Josh Jones and David Olsen of Troop 12, Tyson
Radcliffe, Brigg Barron, and Chris Hoggan of Troop 943 , Shaun Bruening, John Heiner, Doug
Stewart, Ted Olsen, Wayne Prestgard, George Huckabee, Taylor Dudley, Todd Dudley, Steve
Sowby, Chandler Shelby, Mr. Wilkinson, Kerry Devey, Leslie Devey, Sheri Fraughton, John
Dester, Mark Stud dart, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
Chairman Hadfield excused Mr. Richan because he was attending the AP A Conference in St.
George. He also excused Mr. Georgeson because he was out of town and also excused Mr.
Nielsen because he was attending to sick family members.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED FINAL PLAT FOR WALNUT RIDGE WEST
TWIN HOMES AT 222 AND 224 WEST 300 NORTH

(
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Denney.
Mr. Denney said there are no significant modifications to the proposed plat. He said they are
working with the applicant of the proposed project to try to get some improvements on 300
North and are also working together to come up with a participation or reimbursement agreement
for the public improvements that will go in on 300 North. He stated that the ditch will need to be
piped.

Chairman Hadfield asked for Mr. Despain's comments.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposed plat is a modification of an existing subdivision that
was approved 17 years ago. He explained that because the subdivision was approved 17 years
ago there are now different improvement standards that are required. Mr. Despain said there
needs to be a development agreement.

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain if there is documentation that is required to identify the
common wall.
Mr. Despain said there should be a common wall agreement recorded concurrently with the plat.
He said the common wall agreement needs to be submitted prior to action by the City Council and

1

(

concurrently recorded.

(

In regards to the improvements that need to be made, Chairman Hadfield said that as long as the
developer understands that there are some improvements that need to be made, it is just a matter
of staff and the developer working out the development agreement. He said the Planning
Commission needs to ensure that there is a development agreement.
Mr. Denney pointed out that there is a fire wall separation.

Chairman Hadfield explained that when the building was originally constructed it had separate
utility services in each home.
Mr. Hansen moved to approve the amended final plat for Walnut Ridge West Twin Homes
at 222 and 224 West 300 North subject to the (1) development agreement outlining the
improvements (i.e. piping the ditch, curb and gutter and sidewalk on 300 North and (2)
receipt of the common wall agreement. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Baldwin and Chairman
Hadfield. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.

(

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF PENNYLANE TOWN HOMES PUD
PHASE 2: AT 350 SOUTH 460 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He pointed out that the proposed plat is in conformance
with the approved preliminary plat. Chairman Hadfield then turned the time over to John Dester.
Mr. Dester said they are proposing 15 town homes.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney pointed out that there are two letter Ds on the plat. He said the letter D by 460 East
needs to be changed to the letter E. He said the plat needs one more subdivision monument with
its assoCiated state plane coordinates. Mr. Denney pointed out that there is reference to one
subdivision monument on 400 South, but there needs to be one more subdivision monument.
Mr. Denney said it should be required that in Phase II, the road be put down to 200 South so
people living in the project have the ability of entering at 400 South and going through 200 South.

Mr. Despain said prior to action by the City Council, they need the expansion documents.
Chairman Hadfield asked at what point the fencing, landscaping, and other improvements will be

(March 17, 1999, Planning Commission Minutes)

2

(

put in.
Mr. Dester said they have bonded to put the majority of the park in. He said they probably will
have all the improvements in by this summer.

Chairman Hadfield asked if the fence will be on both the east and west side.
Mr. Dester said it is budgeted to have the fence on both the east and west side.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the final plat of Pennylane Town Homes PUD Phase 2, at
350 South 460 East subject to (1) correction of the lettering (2) second subdivision
monument put on the plat as noted by the city engineer and (3) receipt of the expansion
documents before it goes to the City Council. Councilmember 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, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Baldwin, and Chairman
Hadfield. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE OLD MILL BUSINESS PARK PUD PLAT A AT 380
SOUTH 860 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Steve Sowby.
Mr. Sowby explained that the preliminary plan has already been to hearing and pointed out that
the proposed plat is the first final plat to be carved out of the preliminary plat. He explained that
subsequent to the hearing on the preliminary plat, the road alignment was decided on and was
dictated by the City Council. Mr. Sowby said they revised the preliminary plat to conform to the
revised road alignment. He pointed out that they carved out a 10 foot section of their property to
deed to the City for the road.

Chairman Hadfield asked if the 10 foot that is now carved out of their property impacts the
footprints of the buildings or the accesses that the Planning Commission looked at on the
preliminary plan.
Mr. Sowby said the footprints were changed a little bit, but said it is an insignificant change.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
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Mr. Denney said the Dean Hood parcel that is north of the proposed Old Mill Business Park may
now become part of Broadstone Square. He recommended that the waterline shown in 340
South be a standard road cross section for the location across the bottom of the Dean Hood
Property.

Mr. Denney said the proposed plat is substantially in compliance. He pointed out that the
proposed plat does conform with the location of the road at 860 East that was assigned by the
City Council.
Mr. Despain stated that the Planning Commission recommended that 860 East be designated as a
major collector. He said the determination of the center line has been worked on at length by
Horrocks. Mr. Despain said the City Council did approve the right of way width at less than the
standard 82 feet. He said the preliminary plan is in substantial compliance with the changes that
the City Council approved. Mr. Despain said it is not necessary to go back for any further
hearings on the preliminary plan.
Mr. Despain said the preliminary plat shows a potential cross easement on the southwest corner
of the property, but the cross easement is not shown on the final plat. He said the final plat needs
to show the potential cross easement. Mr. Despain said he believes the proposed parking
complies with the requirement of one space per every 200 square feet.

Mr. Sowby stated that the proposed parking meets the requirements.

(
Mr. Despain said the annexation agreement needs to be completed and filed concurrently with the
plat. He also said that there needs to be a development agreement to ensure that all of the off site
improvements are completed.
Chairman Hadfield asked if there needs to be some approval from the downstream water users.
Mr. Denney said the LDS Church is the downstream water user. He said he has had some
discussion with representatives from the LDS Church and they are not reluctant to sending a letter
granting their approval.

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney if he found sufficient subdivision monuments and state
plane coordinates to cover the first phase of the proposed project.
Mr. Denney said he found sufficient subdivision monuments and state plane coordinates to cover
the first phase of the proposed project.

Chairman Hadfield asked if the American Fork Irrigation Company needs to be involved in the
approval of the plat.
Mr. Denney said the American Fork Irrigation Company is interested in reviewing waste water

l
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ditches that irrigation water goes down. He recommended that approval be subject to the
American Fork Irrigation Company's sign off.
Mr. Hansen asked if 860 East has the standard asphalt width.
Mr. Denney said they do have the standard asphalt width on 860 East. He said in order to get the
standard asphalt width on 860 East, a planter strip was given up on one side and combo curb and
gutter will be put in on one side of the street.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the final plat of the Old Mill Business Park PUD at 380
South 860 East subject to (1) relocation of the water line along the Dean Hood Property
and standard cross section (2) the proposed plat is in substantial compliance with the
preliminary plat (3) that the future cross easement on the south needs to be included on the
final plat (4) the annexation and plat need to be filed concurrently (5) the development
agreement needs to be worked out with the City Council and (6) the plat needs to be
reviewed by the American Fork Irrigation Company. Councilmember 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, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Baldwin, and Chairman
Hadfield. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF HERITAGE COURT PUD
LOCATED AT 1220 EAST 830 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Sowby.
Mr. Sowby said they have done everything per the annexation concept plan with the exception
that they have reduced the size of some of the building pads and created a little additional open
space. He said they have provided for a road access through the northwest corner of the parcel as
suggested by City staff. Mr. Sowby said he is present tonight to request preliminary approval.

Mr. Despain said there has been a great deal of discussion regarding the general layout of the
proposed subdivision. He stated that the City staff and the developer have worked hard to come
up with an acceptable layout and City staff feel the proposed overall layout is an acceptable
alternative.
Mr. Despain expressed concern about the proposed on-street parking. He recommended that the
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on-street parking be done away with because it is at right angles and it is attached to the road on a
corner. Mr. Despain said he is not certain why the on-street parking was included on the plat. He
said the proposed on-street parking is not a requirement. Mr. Despain pointed out that if the
parking is done away with it will provide more open space.
Mr. Despain said another issue that needs to be looked at is the issue of open space. He said the
requirement for open space for the proposed project is 2.13 acres of common open space. Mr.
Despain said the Planning Commission needs to decide if the proposed open space is truly
common. Mr. Despain showed a plat that highlighted three different types of open space. He
stated that the reason for the open space requirement is to have useable open space and not to just
meet a number in order have enough open space to meet the requirement.

Mr. Denney pointed out that the road that goes up to Val Vista is a 66 foot standard. He
recommend that the dedication of the road on the northwest corner of the proposed property be a
66 foot standard rather than 60 feet. Mr. Denney said it would be nice to have the trail continue
along the lot line and connect in with the area that is designated as private common open space.
Mr. Denney had some questions with regards to the fencing . He stated that there needs to be
some segregation from the road to the lot line. Mr. Denney said they need some designation as to
what type of fence will be installed. He said they need the off-site street over to Mount
Timpanogos Parkway.

(

There was some question about whether the 10-inch water line should be continued to the end of
the property or whether the 8-inch water line would be adequate. Mr. Sowby said that Horrocks
ran the models and their models show that the 8-inch water line is extremely adequate to provide
all the fire flows. It was discussed that the 10-inch water line will go over to 1140 East.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney if he is satisfied with what is proposed for the water line or
asked if he would rather see the 10-inch water line continue to the end of the property. Mr.
Denney said it would be good to see the 10-inch water line continued to the end of the property,
but it was discussed that the 8-inch water line provides the same flow as the 10-inch water line.
There was some discussion about looping the water line in the future when development occurs to
the east of the proposed project.
After discussion about the water line, Chairman Hadfield asked if there will be a fence around the
perimeter of the property. Mr. Sowby said there will be a fence around the perimeter of the
property.
Mr. Hansen asked about the treatment of the fence in the back of lots 11 and 12.
Mr. Despain said the fence would parallel the sidewalk
Mr. Hansen asked about the height of the fence . He said he is not saying the height of the fence
should be shorter, but he is saying that there is a double fronted lot and that is why the fence is
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higher.
Chairman Hadfield said they have allowed the fence to be higher on double frontage lots as
compared to lots that are not double frontage lots.
Mr. Hansen said the reason he brings up the issue of the height of the fence is because he can see
someone down the road approaching the Board of Adjustment about allowing their fence to be
higher than what is allowed.
Mr. Denney suggested that there be a finding that the fence is not in conflict with the fencing
ordinance.
Mr. Sowby pointed out that the two owners have not decided on the type of fence that will be
installed on the south part of the property.
Mr. Baldwin asked if there is going to be a problem when the owners decided to fence and
wondered how the common area will be divided. He asked if fencing is allowed within the
perimeter fence.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the PUD documentation allows for fencing around the individual
units.
Mr. Despain said the CC&Rs outline that there should be no interior fences .
Mr. Despain pointed out that the Planning Commission has not yet seen the landscape plan.
Mr. Baldwin said the landscape scheme is critical.
Chairman Hadfield said if the proposed plan is approved, one of the conditions of the approval
could be that the Planning Commission has to review and approve the landscape plan as part of
the approval process.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the preliminary plat of Heritage Court PUD located at 1220
East 830 North subject to (1) the off street dedication improvements to Mount Timpanogos
Parkway (2) the changed note to the dedication on the northwest corner to be a 66 foot
right of way and not a 60 foot right of way (3)the height of the perimeter fence does not
conflict with the ordinance so the height of the fence can go to six feet (4) the Planning
Commission approving the landscape plan (5) continuing the trail on the west side across
the road to the south and then along the south and connecting in with the area that is
designated as private common open space (6) that the PUD documentation contains a
section that there are no interior fences allowed and (7) that the Planning Commission
finds that there is enough open space. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.

l
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Mr. Sowby asked if the Planning Commission has any advice on the parking

(
Mr. Hansen said that he does not like the corner parking. He said the parking that is proposed on
the corners should be removed. Mr. Baldwin said if there is to be additional parking it is to be on
the straight section north of the Sports Court Complex.

Chairman Hadfield asked for any discussion on the motion.
Mr. Despain asked for some clarification on the parking.
Mr. Baldwin said if there is to be additional parking, it is to be 90 degrees and it should not be on
the corner because the proposed parking on the corner creates a hazard.

Mr. Hansen amended his motion to include that the proposed parking on the corners
should be removed or relocated to straight sections of the road. Mr. Baldwin seconded
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, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Baldwin, and Chairman
Hadfield. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF FEATHERSTONE PLAT A
SUBDIVISION AT 290 SOUTH 100 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and asked if there was someone present to represent
Featherstone Plat A. There was no one present representing Featherstone Plat A.
Chairman Hadfield said that he has some concerns relative to the title of the property. He asked if
there is clear title. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that there are some neighbors near the property
proposed for development that are concerned about access to their property. He asked if the
Planning Commission wants to take no action on this item tonight until someone representing
Featherstone can be present.
Councilmember Belmont moved to table this item until the next Planning Commission
Meeting when the developer or someone representing Featherstone Plat A can be present.
Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.

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

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Baldwin and Chairman
Hadfield. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE AMENDED FINAL PLAT OF PACIFIC CORNER PLAT A
AT 190 WEST PACIFIC DRIVE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He explained that Ray Hutchinson built these as
duplexes and he now wishes to convert them to twin homes so he can sell them individually.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said the comments regarding the common wall property line need to be put on the
mylar. It was discussed that when the plat is redone, the radiuses need to be clearly shown on the
final plat.
Chairman Hadfield asked if there is any documentation that needs to be submitted.
Mr. Despain said the common wall agreement for each of the two lots is required. He said that he
is not sure what the requirements of Utah County are with regards to the common wall.

(
Mr. Hansen moved to approve the amended Plat A of Pacific Corner at 190 West Pacific
Drive subject to (1) the correction on the mylar with the common wall property line (2)
curb radiuses shown (3) common wall agreement submitted and (4) comments needed from
Utah County, if required. Mr. Baldwin 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, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Baldwin, and Chairman
Hadfield. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED SITE PLAN FOR JC PARK AT 205 WEST 400
NORTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Kerry Devey, American Fork
National Little League President.

l
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Mr. Devey said he is trying to speed up the improvements on the JC Ball Park because they are
hosting the Little League World Series this summer. He said they are proposing improvements to
the existing concession stand. Mr. Devey said they are also trying to get restroom facilities at the
park and to also bring the concession area into compliance with the Board of Health regulations .
Mr. Devey stated that the grades for the sewer are adequate. He pointed out that Carl Hansen did
the rough site plan.

Chairman Hadfield said the purpose of the proposed site plan is to get approval so they can move
this portion of the improvements on the JC Park ahead and the Planning Commission will see the
proposed site plan for all the other improvements at a future date. Chairman Hadfield asked for
the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney discussed the well protection zone. He said they need to ensure protection of the
public well.

Chairman Hadfield asked what the distance is from the pump house and the existing structure.
Mr. Devey said there is approximately 200 feet from home plate to the pump house.
Mr. Denney expressed concern about the traffic coming in and out and worried that deliveries
may be more difficult with what is proposed on the site plan.

(

Mr. Devey said they are planning on bringing the asphalt around the exterior of the fencing
around the ball diamond. He said there will still be plenty of access.
Mr. Devey said there has been some discussion that the north access road into the pump house
will be terminated. He said the roadway that comes up through the pump house and accesses
Doug Laycock's back property will basically eliminate the north entrance.
Mr. Devey explained that their league is ran independently from the City. He said the
concessions are their league's mainstay. Mr. Devey said without concessions they can't afford to
pay the umpires.

Chairman Hadfield said the main issue is what can be done to ensure that the water from the
asphalt area from around the concession stand does not interfere with the well protection zone.
He said they need to make sure that there is nothing within 100 feet of the well head. Chairman
Hadfield said the reason they want to close off the north entrance to JC Ball Park is because there
is always a puddle of water there that could possibly contaminate the City water.
Mr. Devey said that they have really tried to stick with the neighborhood wishes with regards to
the design. He said they want to be able to go forward with their proposal.

Councilmember Belmont said that as long as there is no danger to the well, she would really like

l
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to see the improvements made to the JC Ball Park. She said she thought the park was further
along with its improvements. Councilmember Belmont stated that the last time the Little League
World Series was in town no one knew that the series was going on.
Mrs. Devey said they have posters that advertise the Little League World Series that will be
posted in businesses throughout the City. She said that they are having a meeting with the
Chamber of Commerce tomorrow to talk with the businesses about what they can expect while
the Little League World Series is in town.
Mr. Devey said the main concern is to bring the concession stand into compliance with the Board
of Health.

There was some discussion about putting the hose bib inside the concession stand.
also some discussion about the need to put floor drains in the concession stand.

There was

Mr. Devey said they could put the hose bib inside the storage area.

Mr. Baldwin moved to approve the amended site plan for the JC Park at 205 West 400
North with the provision that (1) floor drains be provided and (2) ensure that the well
protection zone is protected. Councilmember Belmont seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

(
Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Baldwin, and Chairman
Hadfield. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST AT 210 SOUTH 500 EAST
FROM THE EXISTING R-4 TO THE GC-2~ GENERAL COMMERCIAL ZONE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mark Studdart.
Mr. Studdart explained that they want to develop some higher end restaurants on the property.
He said he is in talks with 3 to 4 representatives from high caliber restaurants.

Chairman Hadfield said the zone change and the concept plan are not tied together. He said they
will see the concept plan when the plan comes back for preliminary approval. Chairman Hadfield
said the question tonight is whether it is in the best interest of the City to change the zone.
Mr. Hansen pointed out that the application says they are requesting to go from the R -4 Zone to
the GC-1 Zone, but the agenda says that they are requesting that the zone be changed to the GC-2
Zone. He asked if the request is to change the zone to a GC-1 or a GC-2 .
Councilmember Belmont said she would like to see the property zoned GC-2 because she would
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like to see the entranceway into American Fork looking good.
Mr. Despain said that he supports the GC-2 Zone. He stated that the GC-1 Zone does not give
the City the scope of influence that the GC-2 Zone allows.
Mr. Studdart said that he is fine with the GC-2 Zone.
Chairman Hadfield changed the zone change request on the official Zone Change Application
from the GC-1 Zone to the GC-2 Zone and asked Mr. Studdart to initial by where the correction
was made. Mr. Studdart initialed the correction.
Mr. Despain discussed the need for a north south expanded driveway.
Chairman Hadfield said the issue of the north south expanded driveway will come when they see
the site plan. He said that all they are talking about tonight is the zone change.
Mr. Despain said the issue of the north south expanded driveway ought to be linked to the zone
change.
Chairman Hadfield said if the zone is changed to the GC-2 Zone, the Planning Commission is still
going to be involved in the planning process and it can require the north south expanded driveway
when it sees the site plan.

(
Mr. Despain said that Mr. Studdart is indicating that the restaurants will be upper end, but he is
not sure if that is the case because on the concept plan he saw a long drive-thru. He said that
drive-thrus are not typically associated with upper end restaurants.
Mr. Studdart explained that the only reason the drive-thru was shown on the concept plan was to
show what can be done on the property.
Mr. Despain said that Mr. King's property ought to be added to the zone change request. He said
that Mr. King would like to put in a commercial day care facility on his property.
Mr. Hansen said that ifMr. King's wants his property re-zoned he can request that on his own.
Chairman Hadfield said each project should stand on its own. He pointed out that the Planning
Commission has agreed that it wants to see an access off of 200 South and it also wants one
access to the entire proposed project somewhere between 300 South and 400 South. Chairman
Hadfield said the main issue tonight is that there is an application for a zone change from the R-4
to the GC-2 Zone. He suggested that they could tie the zone change approval to approval of the
site plan.
Mr. Hansen moved to recommend to the City Council the zone change request at 210

(
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South 500 East from the existing R-4 to the GC-2, General Commercial Zone. Mr.
Baldwin 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, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Baldwin and Chairman
Hadfield. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Despain reported that the AJM Annexation is back. He proposed that the AJM Annexation
go on the next Planning Commission Agenda.
OTHER BUSINESS

(

Councilmember Belmont reported that she and Mr. Denney spent about an hour yesterday
afternoon at 105 North Center Street with Brook Lee, the Community Forester from the State of
Utah. She said things that were promised at the project located at 105 North Center Street were
not done. Councilmember Belmont said the people building the office building on the corner of
Center Street and 100 North were supposed to call a professional to make sure that there would
be no damage to the existing trees. She said Mr. Lee said there has been so much damage done
to the trees that the trees will probably be lost.
Councilmember Belmont read the motion from the January 21, 1998, Planning Commission
Meeting when the office building at 105 North Center was approved . She pointed out that the
motion did state that the applicants were to seek professional help to preserve the trees.
Chairman Hadfield asked Councilmember Belmont if she would feel comfortable as a concerned
citizen and also as member of the Planning Commission to meet with Mr. Bennett and show him
the motion and make him aware of the situation with the trees at 105 North Center so they can
see what the City's options are at this point in time.
Councilmember Belmont said she would be more than happy to talk to Mr. Bennett. She said that
the Beautification Committee has been working on a tree ordinance, but the process is very slow.
Councilmember Belmont pointed out that the City is loosing 10 large trees a year. She said it is
tragic that the trees are not being saved.
Chairman Hadfield asked Councilmember Belmont to keep the Planning Commission aware of
what is happening with the trees at 105 North Center Street.

(
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE MARCH 3: 1999: MEETING

Mr. Baldwin moved approval of the March 3, 1999, Planning Commission Minutes with
the following corrections:
On Page 2, Line 4, "a kin" should be changed to "akin." On Page 2, Line 22 "dwelling is
one" should be changed to "dwelling has one." On Page 3, Line 32 "every" should be to
changed to "ever." On Page 5, Line 26 "of 500 East" should be changed to "on 500 East.
Councilmember 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, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Baldwin, and Chairman
Hadfield. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

(

Mr. Hansen moved to adjourn. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion. All voted in favor.
The meeting adjourned at 9:30 p.m.

Melanie Marsh

(
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
APRIL 7, 1999
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on April 7, 1999, 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.

(

Review and action on a zone change request at 427 East 200
South from the existing R-4 and R2-7500 zones to the GC-1,
General Commercial zone.
2.
Review and action on a zone change request at 650 North 900
West from the existing RA-1 to the R1-9000, Single Family
Residential zone.
3.
Review and action on the final plat of Featherstone Plat A
Subdivision at 290 South 100 East.
4.
Review and action on the preliminary and final plat of Conder
Heights Subdivision at 345 South Center.
5.
Review and action on the Tanner Commercial site plan at 345
South 860 East.
6.
Review and action on a site plan for Rocky Mountain Auto to be
located at 316 South 860 East.
7.
Review and action on the preliminary plan for Broadstone
Square Phase 4 at 826 East State Road. ·
8.
Review and action on the preliminary plat of Baker Estates at
265 East 500 North.
9.
Review and action on the Annexation Agreement for the LandCo
Annexation at 1550 North 900 East and zoning of the property
PR-9000 and review of the preliminary development plan.
10. Review and action on the Annexation Agreement for the Peterson
Annexation at 725 West 700 North and zoning of the property
R1-9000.
11. Review and action on the Annexation Agreement for the Russ
Westwood Annexation at 925 West Main Street and zoning of the
property GC-2.
12. Discussion of possible zoning of the potential annexation of
the Richin Property at approximately 1055 East SO South.
13. Review and action on the Annexation Agreement for the Strate
Annexation at 1550 South 600 East and zoning of the property
PI-1.
14. Site Plan Committee report.
15. Other business.
16. Review and action on the minutes of the March 17, 1999,
meeting.
17. Adjournment.
Dated this 29 day of March, 1999.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION
APRIL 7, 1999

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on April 7, 1999, in the City
Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Councilmember Juel Belmont, Chairman
J.H. Hadfield, James Hansen, Keith Richan, Steve Nielsen, and Ken Baldwin. Staff present
included Howard Denney, Rod Despain, Jim Hardy, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included
Glade Durrant, Ken Briggs, Angela Soelberg, Steve Fausett, Jeff Jackson, Kelly Eastman, Roger
Dudley, and the following scouts from Troop 25 ofLindon: Michael Harris, James Jones, Nathan
Fugal, Austin Johnson, Collin Hinckley, and Gary Otterstrom, Scout Leader; Scouts Carl
Prestgard and Bryant Brueing, Wayne Prestgard, Jonathan Doxey, Mr. Rawlings, Mr. and Mrs.
Richan, Gary Hoglund, Dean Peterson, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
Chairman Hadfield excused Mr. Bennett.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST AT 427 EAST 200 SOUTH
FROM THE EXISTING R-4 AND R2-7500 ZONES TO THE GC-1 . GENERAL
COMMERCIAL ZONE

(

Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain said the proposed zone change is for a potential expansion of the Old Towne
Development. He pointed out that since the approval of the original site plan for Old Town, two
additional parcels have been acquired. Mr. Despain said the applicant is requesting a zone change
from the existing R-4 and R2-7500 to the GC-1 Zone. He said the applicant is now proposing to
put a two-story structure on the property so there will be more parking required than was
previously required for the Old Towne Development. Mr. Despain said there will have to be an
amended site plan.
Mr. Denney recommended that the proposed zone change go to the same boundary that was
approved for the Huggard Zone Change.

Councilmember Belmont asked why the applicant is requesting the GC-1 Zone when so many of
the surrounding properties are located in the GC-2 Zone. She expressed concern that the City
will not have a lot of control with regards to the landscaping if the property is zoned GC-2 rather
than GC-1.
Mr. Despain said with the site plan approval process the City will still have control of the
landscaping, if the property is zoned GC-2. He pointed out that the same design could be
accomplished in the GC-1 Zone and GC-2 Zone. Mr. Despain stated that the break point for the

1

'

(

..

GC-1 Zone and the GC-2 Zone has always been 200 South.
Mr. Georgeson said that he is extremely reluctant to proceed with the proposed zone change
request in the absence of a site plan. He said with the petitioner not being present, he does not
feel action should be taken on this item.

Mr. Georgeson moved to table this item until such time as a site plan goes along with the
zone amendment. Councilmember Belmont seconded the motion.
Mr. Baldwin said the zone change application that was filled out by the applicant does not address
the issue of how changing the zone will promote the health, safety, morals, convenience and
general welfare of the public. He said he would like the zone change application to address the
aforementioned questions.

Mr. Georgeson said that by tabling this item there will be some time to resolve the question of
whether the zone should be changed to GC-1 Zone or whether it should be changed to the
GC-2 Zone.
Mr. Hansen pointed out that the property proposed for the zone change was turned down about
five years ago when the request was made to change the zone to commercial Mr. Hansen stated
that the proposed zone change is not in harmony with the current General Plan.

(

Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Hansen, Councilmember Belmont, Mr.
Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST AT 650 NORTH 900 WEST
FROM THE EXISTING RA-1 TO THE R1-9000: SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL ZONE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Wade Carson, the applicant.
Mr. Carson said that he has 10 1;2 acres of property that he would like to build homes on. He said
that he would like to change the zone to the R1-9000 .

Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney stated that as development occurs on 900 West, more right-of-way width may be
needed.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the General Plan in this requires that densities not exceed 3 units per
acre. He stated that the R1-9000 Zone, in it's most detailed fashion actually exceeds the density
requirement by 25%. Mr. Despain said that staff has seen a plan for the development of this
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property and it actually appears to meet the 3 units per acre criteria. He said that on the plan that
staff has seen the lots are a little larger than 9000 square feet. Mr. Despain suggested that if the
Planning Commission approves the zone change, it may want to tie the zone change and design
together.
Mr. Hansen asked why there is a jog in the southeast corner of the property proposed for the zone
change.

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that right behind the Abbott Property, Mr. Patterson owns a 65
foot wide strip. He wondered if there was an overlap.
Mr. Carson did not know anything about the 65 foot wide strip of property.
Mr. Baldwin asked about traffic flow.

Chairman Hadfield said that 500 North comes past the church house and dead ends. He said all
the traffic that is coming into the new LDS Stake Center either comes in on 500 North or 700
North. He said if this property is developed, it will allow 500 North to continue over to 900
West, which will allow people more than one way in and out.
Mr. Georgeson asked how the proposed zone change conforms to what has been previously
approved in this area.

(

It was discussed that the proposal is to have 32 units on 10 1h acres and to not exceed the 32
units. It was discussed that Mr. Carson could get 4.2 lots per acre under the Rl-9000 Zone, but
said that Mr. Carson is anticipating having 3 lots per acre.
Mr. Georgeson said the Planning Commission needs to ensure that the density meets a certain
standard and does not exceed that standard in order to keep the commitment to the existing
property owners surrounding the proposed zone change.

Mr. Georgeson moved to postpone action on the zone change request at 650 North 900
West from the existing RA-1 to the Rl-9000, Single Family Residential until the Planning
Commission has a site plan that can be moved forward at the same time as the zone
change. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield explained that the Planning Commission wants to hold action on the zone
change request until it has a site plan that can be tied to the zone change. He asked Mr. Carson if
he was ok with holding action on this item until he submits his site plan
Mr. Carson said that he had plans drawn up and could have included his site plan with the zone
change request, but he was not told that he needed to include the site plan. Mr. Carson was upset
that the process was being slowed down because of a site plan that he could have submitted.
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Mr. Nielsen asked if they could put a condition on the approval of the zone change subject to
density.
Mr. Despain said that a condition could not be put on the approval of the zone change. He said
the action is to recommend approval of the zone change or not recommend approval of the zone
change.

Chairman Hadfield asked if the Planning Commission could look at the zone change and the
preliminary plan at the next planning commission meeting. He said if the preliminary plan and the
zone change could be looked at the same time, then Mr. Carson will not lose any time.
Mr. Despain said that staff has seen the site plan. He said there is no legal reason that the
applicant has to come up with a concept plan. It was discussed that the Planning Commission
can take action on the zone change and the preliminary plan at the next planning commission
meeting and no time will be lost.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, and
Mr. Nielsen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF FEATHERSTONE PLAT A
SUBDIVISION AT 290 SOUTH 100 EAST
There was no action taken on this item because nothing was submitted.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLAT OF CONDER
HEIGHTS SUBDIVISION AT 345 SOUTH CENTER
Chairman Hadfield introduced this items and turned the time over to Marv Coomes.
Mr. Coomes said they are requesting preliminary and final approval. He said the developer is
proposing to develop two individual lots. He pointed out that Lot 1 has received a variance from
the Board of Adjustment.

Mr. Denney asked Mr. Coomes if he has met with the American Fork Irrigation Company. Mr.
Coomes said that he has called the American Fork Irrigation Company, but he has not heard back
from them yet.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the ditch will need to be piped per the City ordinance. He
explained that the American Fork Irrigation Company has a say in what size the pipe will be.
Mr. Denney said the useable center line on Center Street needs to be shifted because some of the

(
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parking for the Chipman Bicentennial Park is on Center Street. He said in order to make sure
they are working with the same cross section it would be helpful to include the typical cross
section. Mr. Denney said it would be helpful to show the freeway fence . He said they also need
the American Fork Irrigation Compan to sign off on the ditch treatment.
Mr. Despain said the matter of the water rights has been addressed and the applicant is in the
process of providing those shares.

Councilmember expressed concern about the existing trees being lost with the piping of the ditch.
Mr. Denney said the pipe could be put under the curb so that the trees will not be affected .

Chairman Hadfield complimented Mr. Coomes for going to great lengths to design the radius in
such a way that the two mature trees will be protected.
Mr. Coomes said that the pipe for the irrigation ditch may have to go out into the right of way.
Mr. Denney suggested that the motion could include that if the pipe has to go in the planter strip,
it will have to come back to the Planning Commission.

(

Councilmember Belmont said something needs to be done to save the trees in American Fork.
She said it seems silly to waste the existing resources. Councilmember Belmont pointed out that
in the last 8 years, 10 trees on Center Street.
Mr. Coomes said the best way to accomplish saving the trees is to cross over Center Street in
order to get through the trees and go down the west side of Center Street with the irrigation pipe.
Mr. Georgeson said the existing sidewalk on the east side of Center Street is in poor shape. He
asked if they are contemplating replacing the existing sidewalk on the east side of Center Street.

Mr. Coomes said they have not proposed to replace the existing sidewalk, but he believes that it
will have to be replaced with the construction of the driveway for Lot 1.
Chairman Hadfield explained that the sidewalk was probably installed in the early 30's. He said
that Mr. Denney will make sure that this project is properly bonded for and check to make sure
·
that all improvements are taken care of before the bond is released.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the preliminary plan for Conder Heights Subdivision
located at 345 South Center subject to (1) the plan showing the freeway fence (2) the
Center Street center line being adjusted (3) the irrigation ditch alignment approved by the
Irrigation Company and is in accordance with City Standards (4) the variance of the lot
width that was approved by the Board of Adjustment in December 1998 and (5) the water
right requirements being met. Mr. Richan 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, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr.
Nielsen, and Mr. Baldwin. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Chairman Hadfield asked for Mr. Coome's comments regarding the final plat.
Mr. Coomes said they attempted to tie in the monuments to the adjoining subdivision, but could
not find any monuments so that is why the monuments go up to Center Street.

Mr. Denney stated that all that is given on the proposed plat is an outline of the state plane
coordinates. He said they still need the subdivision monument and the state plane coordinates
shown on the plat. Mr. Denney proposed that there be one state plane coordinate on site. He
said they need the final details from the American Fork Irrigation Company i.e. piping the ditch
and grading.

(

Mr. Despain pointed out that the traffic will increase on the curve. He said there needs to be an
adequate radius. There was discussion about the 170 foot radius. The Planning Commission did
not have a problem with the 170 foot radius. Mr. Despain suggested that the Planning
Commission make a finding that the curves, while not standard, are the best adjustment that can
be made to the curbs.

Mr. Richan moved approval of the final plat of Conder Heights Subdivision at 345 South
Center subject to (1) the subdivision monument and state plane coordinates being placed
on the plat (2) receiving final clearance from the irrigation company and (3) the Planning
Commission finds that the curb is adequate for the residential roads. Mr. Hansen seconded
the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any discussion on the motion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr.
Nielsen, and Mr. Baldwin. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE TANNER COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN AT 345 SOUTH
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860 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Roger Dudley.
Mr. Dudley said the proposal is to build four commercial buildings with flat roofs and overhead
doors.

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the property proposed for development is presently annexed
into the City under the GC-1 Zone.
Mr. Denney pointed out that the proposed building needs to be setback 30 feet from the 860 East
right-of-way. He said the 860 East right-of-way will be into the property proposed for
development about 5 feet.

In regards to the 860 East right-of-way, Chairman Hadfield said the footprint of the building can
be tweaked and there will not be a problem with what the applicant is proposing to do .
There was discussion about the water line. Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Dudley why they did
not come offthe 8-inch line running into their property instead of putting two water lines in the
street.

(

Mr. Dudley said they could tie into the 8-inch line that runs into their property, but there is a
question about the water meters.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Dudley if he would tie into the water line instead of the water line in
the road.
Mr. Dudley said if they tie into the water line on their property, it is hard to be able to get
adequate fire protection to the rear of the building.
There was discussion that the fire hydrant could be put in the planter strip and not have any
problems.
After discussion about the water line, Mr. Denney said they need the deed for the additional rightof-way.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the property proposed for development is in the GC-1 Zone.
He said the parking requirements are met. Mr. Despain stated that the proposed use is permitted
in the GC-1 Zone. He stated that he has not been able to determine whether the water rights were
satisfied at the time of annexation. Mr. Despain suggested that if approved, the motion include
subject to the water rights being met.
Mr. Georgeson said that several years ago when they worked with Covenant Communications,

(
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they complained about the noise from Barnes Bullets. He asked if the proposed use would
generate noise that would impact Covenant Communications.
Mr. Despain said they do not know who the tenants are going to be. He said that if it is a body
shop that goes in at this site, there may be some pounding.
Mr. Georgeson asked if they have sufficient ability to control the noise that could impact
Covenant Communications. He recommend that possibly there needs to be a change made to the
noise ordinance.
Mr. Despain said complaints relative to noise are relatively few and he did not feel that the noise
ordinance needed to be changed.

Mr. Richan asked if the width of 860 East has been determined.
It was explained that the issue of the width of the 860 East was resolved by the City Council.

(

Mr. Hansen moved approval of the Tanner Commercial Site Plan at 345 South 860 East
subject to: (1) plats tied to section corners (2) legal description on the plat (3) eliminating
the 8-inch water line as was rendered through the project (4) American Fork Irrigation
Company approvals (5) approval of the down stream water users as associated with the
water that is generated off site (6) deed for additional road way to the City (7) storm drain
calculations (8) water requirements being met and the (9) the 30 foot setback. Mr. Nielsen
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, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr.
Nielsen and Mr. Baldwin. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR ROCKY MOUNTAIN AUTO TO BE
LOCATED AT 316 SOUTH 860 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He stated that the building proposed to locate Rocky
Mountain Auto's business used to be the Barnes Bullets Building. He said the building has had a
commercial business in it and he pointed out that the reason they are looking at the site plan for
Rocky Mountain Auto is because it is a change of tenant. Chairman Hadfield explained that when
the applicant applied to the City for a business license, Mr. Morrill suggested that the site plan be
reviewed by the Planning Commission.

(
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Jonathan Doxey, the applicant, said they have outgrown their space at their existing location on
Main Street and that is why they are looking to relocate their business at 316 South 860 East.
Chairman Hadfield said the City is still concerned about the width on 860 East . He explained to
the applicant that sometime in the future some of his property may be taken to widen 860 East so
that it can handle a collector class road. Chairman Hadfield asked if there will be any signage
associated with the proposed project.
Mr. Doxey said they would like to have some kind of sign.
Mr. Denney discussed the right-of-way. He explained that in front of Old Mill they approved a 76
foot right-of-way. He said roughly they are giving about 10 foot of property on the 76 foot rightof- way. Mr. Denney said that the right-of-way needs to pass properly.

Mr. Denney stated that Broadstone encompasses the proposed project on two sides. He said that
they need more information on how the proposed project and Broadstone are tied together. Mr.
Denney said he would like to have some coordination with Broadstone on the elevation, drainage,
and the accesses.

(

Mr. Denney said that he understands that proposed project is a change in use, but he asked what
are the requirements required for the existing site. He asked if they are going to require curb,
gutter, and sidewalk, if they are going to require hard surface parking or allow gravel parking, and
are they going to require associated interior drainage. Mr. Denney said the Planning Commission
needs to decide what is going to be required for the proposed project that is an existing site.
Mr. Denney said he needs the written property description of the boundaries. He said there are
actually four property lines that need to be cleaned up.

Mr. Despain raised the issue of hard surface parking or not.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that there is some concrete, there is some asphalt, and there is
some gravel at the existing site.
Mr. Doxey said that eventually they would like to pave the whole thing.
Mr. Despain asked if the property proposed for Rocky Mountain Auto has sewer.

Mr. Despain asked if the character of the activities will require a sampling manhole.
Chairman Hadfield explained that a sampling manhole is required by Timp Special Service District
any time someone generates anything that would get into the sewer and cause pollution to the
sewer. He said as part of the motion the Planning Commission may ask that the proposed site plan
be reviewed by Timp Special Service District and have them make the decision as to whether a
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Mr. Denney expressed concern about how many vehicles will be parked on the property at one
time. He said he does not want to see it become a situation like Granny Auto where there are a
lot of vehicles parked on the lot at one time and there is only a small amount of parking in the
front.

Mr. Doxey stated that 40 to 50 percent of their business is glass and the rest is collision work. He
said there would not be a lot of cars parked on the property at one time.
Mr. Denney began to discussed 860 East and the sidewalk along 860 East and then Mr. Richan
asked what has been decided about 860 East. He said he asked the question earlier in the meeting
about 860 East, but said it sounds like the issue of 860 East still has not been resolved . Mr.
Ric han asked if the City can get the issue of the road worked out so the people developing along
860 East knows what needs to be done.

Mr. Denney said he would like to try to work out the issue of 860 East.
Mr. Hansen explained that in regards to 860 East and the sidewalk along 860 East, the difference
is the sidewalk and whether it matches the curb and gutter or whether the sidewalk is in a piece of
property that is now owned by the City.

(

Chairman Hadfield stated that the asphalt width and the alignment of the curb & gutter are pretty
standard.
Mr. Denny said through Old Mill the sidewalk can either be combo or the sidewalk can be on their
property.
Mr. Richan said there should be consistency along 860 East. He said there should be a set plan
along 860 East so that people developing along 860 East know what they are dealing with,
instead of each project being decided on an individual basis.

There was some discussion that the proposed site plan did not have enough detail. Chairman
Hadfield apologized for the proposed site plan not having enough detail. He said that he did not
think the applicant needed to provide as much detail on the site plan because the proposed site has
an existing building on an existing lot.
Mr. Despain said that the City has determined how wide 860 East ought to be. He stated that
there are four issues that the Planning Commission needs to come to closure on before it can
approve the proposed site plan (1) the dedication of the road (2) the level of improvements on
860 East that have to be constructed (3) whether or not the parking lot has to be paved and (4)
whether or not a sampling manhole is needed.

(
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Mr. Georgeson said he agrees with Mr. Despain that the question of a sampling manhole will
need to be addressed. He said that he does not feel the parking lot needs to be paved. Mr.
Georgeson said the proposed site plan is more a change in use than anything and he said that the
requirements as far as the site plan go ought to be minimal. He said the applicant needs to
consider whether or not drainage from any of the vehicles parking in the parking lot will
constitute a hazard. Mr. Georgeson said that curb and gutter needs to be installed and because
the existing building was approved without curb and gutter he feels that when the road alignment
on 860 East is established, the City and property owner should share the cost of putting in the
sidewalk and curb & gutter. He said the additional right-of-way needs to be taken.
Mr. Richan asked about the boundary of the proposed project and how it ties in with Broadstone.
Mr. Denney said the detail on how the proposed project ties in with Broadstone is not sufficient.

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the elevation and access between the proposed project and
Broadstone is an issue that needs to be looked at.

(

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the site plan for Rocky Mountain Auto to be located at 316
South 860 East subject to (1) checking with Timpanogos Special Service District to
determine whether a sampling manhole is needed (2) the proposed site plan is a change in
use, therefore; the parking lot does not need to be paved (3) the curb and gutter being
placed as the road develops with some agreement with the City Council that the City will
share some of the cost of putting in the curb, gutter, and sidewalk (4) dedication to be
taken for the right-of-way and (5) and the applicant is encouraged to work with
Broadstone for access off of 290 South. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the applicant is required to retain his runoff on site whether it
is with sumps, piping , or curbing.
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. Hansen, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Georgeson, Mr.
Baldwin, and Mr. Nielsen. Voting was unani~ous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR BROADSTONE SQUARE
PHASE 4 AT 826 EAST STATE ROAD
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Angela Soelberg.
Ms. Soelberg explained that the plan shows that they have accommodated accesses onto both
<
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State Street and 860 East for future buildings. She pointed out that there will be 11%
landscaping. Ms. Soelberg said they are seeking approval of the preliminary plan.
Mr. Denney said the proposal is to put one building on the Dean Hood Property. He said the
concern with 860 East is that there is some right-of-way required on the east side. He said for the
76 foot cross section there is 9.33 feet and 10 feet is required. Mr. Denney said they need to
make sure the elevations are met from the previous action.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the on-site water, sewer and storm water within this project are
private, but there should be access to the utilities. He said he needs expansion of the PUD
documentation.

Chairman Hadfield asked about improvement on State Street.
It was discussed that the improvement along State Street should be put in or bonded for. It was
discussed that there will be three dedications (1) 320 South (2) US-89 and (3) 860 East.

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that on US-89 there is curb, gutter, and sidewalk. He stated that
curb and gutter needs to be put in on 340 South and also at the access road connecting to 860
East. Chairman Hadfield-said there are quite a lot of off street improvements that need to be
done. He asked Mr. Despain if he was proposing a development agreement for the off-site
improvements.

(

Mr. Despain said that he was not proposing a development agreement for the off-site
improvements. He said the off-site improvements need to be included in the motion as part of the
approval.

Mr. Hansen asked if another access should be required off of State Street so that the access is not
lost.
It was decided that another access should be required off of State Street.

Mr. Nielsen asked if another access is needed off of 340 South.
It was decided that another access was not needed off of 340 South.

Councilmember Belmont said that she would like to see more landscaping by future Site 1 and 2.
Chairman Hadfield asked Angela to let Mr. Hatch know that it would be a good idea to increase
the landscaping that is required around Site 1 and 2 before he comes to the Planning Commission
for approval.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the preliminary plan for Broadstone Square Phase 4 at 826
East State Road subject to (1) deeding the land located along 800 East State Street and 340
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South (2) Mr. Hatch bonding for curb and gutter along State Street (3) expansion of PUD
documentation (4) elevations and drainage not interfering with Rocky Mountain Auto (5)
access required off of State Street and (6) water rights conveyance. Mr. Georgeson
seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that Mr. Hatch work with the people who are working on the
Tanner Project because the Tanner Project has also shown the extension of the water line on 860
East. He said it will be more efficient if both Mr. Hatch and the people working on the Tanner
Project work together on the extension of the water line on 860 East.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr.
Nielsen, and Mr. Baldwin. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF BAKER.ESTATES AT 265
EAST 500 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that they have two preliminary plans in front of them. He asked
which plan they are to be looking at.
Steve Fausett said they have one version showing the long road tangent, which reduces the size of
the lots and makes the lots less appealing He said the other version reduces the road tangent and
makes the lots more appealing. Mr. Fausett said their intent is to provide affordable housing. He
said ifthey provide the 100-foot tangent it cuts into the lots. He said their preference is to make
the lots as wide as possible.
Councilmember Belmont asked if all the neighbors in the area of the proposed project have been
notified.
Mr. Fausett said he thinks the developers have had contact with most of the neighbors in the area
of the proposed project.
Mr. Jackson said there is talk in the neighborhood about the proposed project.
Councilmen1ber Belmont said that she does not like surprises and she asked the developers to let
the neighbors know what they are planning to do .
Mr. Denney said that he is not sure why the applicant has submitted two plans. He stated that
neither of the proposed plans meet the depth requirement.
Mr. Denney said that a manhole needs to be added to the plat. He asked the ~pplicant if the
American Fork Irrigation Company has reviewed the plan.
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Mr. Fausett said that he has talked to the American Fork Irrigation Company and they told him
that they did not want the storm water going into the ditches. He said that they are going to
capture the storm water in some sumps so that it does not go into the ditches.
Mr. Denney said the applicant is proposing the majority of the street to be a half street plus five.
He said the proposed project needs to meet the grades of the existing property and there needs to
be an associated slope and drainage easement. Mr. Denney pointed out that the proposed project
is proposing an easement through the Paul Steel Property to tie into the existing water line. The
applicant stated that they had not gotten the easement from Mr. Paul Steele.
Mr. Despain said there has been some discussion about the stub street and the continuation of it
onto 600 North. He expressed concern that the applicant is still negotiating an easement with
Paul Steele. Mr. Despain pointed out that the partial width street is permitted under the
ordinance.
Mr. Despain said there is an 8-foot strip of property that needs to be deeded to Mr. Rawlings or
to the City. He said the major difference in the two plans is that the lot size.

Mr. Despain discussed the extension of 600 North to the east. He said the easement out to the
east really looks more like a stub street than a dead end. He said they have to address the turn
around feature.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that the water line could go back to the west and tie into the water
line on 200 East somewhere in the vicinity of 600 North, if they do not get the water line to the
east.
Mr. Despain said that it does not look like Mr. Steele is going to participate in the proposed
project. He said that it looks like there -will not be a thru street nor an easement nor will there be
a tie into the water system.
There was a lot of discussion about the applicant not being able to get an easement through Mr.
Steele's property. It was discussed that the applicant needs to continue to work with Mr. Steele
to try to get an easement through his property or come up with another solution.
Mr. Hansen moved to table action on the preliminary plat for Baker Estates at 265 East
500 North until looping of the water line is solved by an easement or some other way. Mr.
Nielsen seconded the motion.
Mr. Jackson said Paul Steele' s property will not be purchased and there will not be an easement
on Paul Steele's property. He said they are going to have to find another solution. He said one
suggestion is to loop the water line straight back down and take it over to 200 East and go up
their property and come back down and tie the water line in on 300 East.
Mr. Denney did not think Mr. Jackson' s idea of taking the water line straight back down 200 East
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and going up through their property was a good idea because he pointed out that they are having
a hard enough time now keeping the 10 foot separation between the sewer and water line.
Mr. Fausett said there is 18 feet ofwidth between the sewer and water line.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that the applicant try to buy the back 75 feet ofMr. Steele' s
property and try to obtain an easement from Mrs. Grant and then go across the City property to
200 East. He said the looping of the water line needs to be resolved. Chairman Hadfield said
that the applicant still has some options with regards to the water line.
Chairman Hadfield asked for Mr. Rawlings comments.
Mr. Rawlings said that he is not ready to be a part of the proposed project at this point in time.
He said that the timing is not right for him now because his whole family would be against him, if
he were to be a part of the proposed project. He said he is caught in a bad situation.
Jim Hardy asked the Planning Commission to carefully consider the stub street on 600 North. He
said that some accommodations need to be made for service vehicles to turn around on 600
North.
Mr. Georgeson asked if there is any comments regarding the short tangent verses the long
tangent.

(

Mr. Hansen asked if discussion on the short tangent verses the long tangent is necessary based on
the fact that the water line looping is required. He said that everything else is a moot point,
unless the applicant can properly loop the water line. Mr. Hansen said that another water line
down the same street is not an option.
Mr. Jackson asked about taking the water line across the top of their property.
Mr. Hansen told the applicant that he needs to continue negotiating with Mr. Steele in order to
come with a deal so that they can tie into the water line on Mr. Steele' s property.
Mr. Georgeson said if they can successfully negotiate with Mr. Steele, they can get a cul-de-sac at
600 North and can have a turn around.
Mr. Faussett suggested giving up Lot 1 for a turn around.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that a typical cul-de-sac has a 60 foot radius and pointed out that
Lot 1 is only 75 feet wide. He said it is pretty hard to put a 120 foot bulb in a 75 foot lot.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Mr.
Georgeson, and Mr. Baldwin. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.

REVIEW AND ACTON ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE LANDCO
ANNEXATION AT 1550 NORTH 900 EAST AND ZONING OF THE PROPERTY PR-9000
AND REVIEW OF THE PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Ken Briggs, the applicant.
Mr. Briggs said that they have taken out a lot and made the site plan smoother. He said they have
proposed a tot lot where they took out one lot. Mr. Briggs showed the common open space that
will be maintained by the homeowners association. He said they are proposing to put up a fence
much like the fence that is around the Mount Timpanogos Temple. Mr. Briggs said they are
proposing to put a planter strip against the fence. He said they want to plant trees on both sides
of the sidewalk.

Mr. Despain discussed the proposed annexation agreement. He said that under Section 5 of the
proposed annexation agreement where it reads "1150 East" it should be changed to "1550 East" .
Mr. Despain explained that the primary feature of the proposed agreement is that the proposed
development will be limited to 17 dwelling unit in the PR-9000 Zone. He pointed out that 17
dwelling units is close to the maximum that is allowed under the PR-9000 Zone. Mr. Despain
explained that the PR Zone does allow attached housing, but he said that it is Mr. Briggs
preference to have the project entirely single family homes. He pointed out that Section 6
discusses the conveyance of an extra width along 900 East, which is now called Mount
Timpanogos Parkway. Mr. Despain said there are some adjustments that need to be made to the
annexation concept plan, but he said the concept plan will not be a great deal different. Mr.
Despain pointed out that Section 8 discusses the water rights requirements.
Mr. Hansen asked that in Section 4 there be a paragraph added that discusses that the PR-9000
requires more property than the property proposed for development to be zoned PR-9000, but
because of the configuration of the property the Planning Commission determined that the
property is best suited for development in the PR-9000 Zone.
Mr. Georgeson asked if there are any derelict parcels.

Mr. Despain said he is not aware of any derelict parcels.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that some of the small parcels by the tank farm are under the
ownership of the Bureau of Reclamation. He told Mr. Briggs that the City appreciates his
willingness to include the tank farm in his annexation.
Chairman Hadfield said in under Section 8 of the proposed annexation agreement where it reads
"see attached ladder" should be changed to "see attached letter."

l
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Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the annexation agreement for the Landco Annexation at
1550 North 900 East subject to the changes identified. 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. Richan, Mr. Hansen, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Georgeson, Mr.
Baldwin, and Mr. Nielsen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the concerns on the preliminary plan.
Mr. Denney said the proposal is to match the alignment. It was discussed that once the asphalt is
down there may have to be some striping done. Mr. Denney said there needs to be a place for
pedestrians to make the transition.

Mr. Denney discussed the water line. He said that because of the canal he is requesting that the
water line be stubbed just one pipe out to the intersection. Mr. Denney said he just wants the
water line capped one length. He pointed out that the drainage matches Autumn Crest, but felt
that one more sump should be added on Mount Timpanogos Parkway at the bottom of April
Ridge.
There was some discussion about having an electric gate on the road that is used for maintenance
of the canal and which Mr. Ferguson uses to access his property. Chairman Hadfield pointed out
that the road to the canal is not the only access the Mr. Ferguson has to his property. He stated
that Mr. Ferguson can access his property from Cedar Hills. Chairman Hadfield stated that the
road that goes to the canal needs to be gated so there is some safety for the residence who live in
the proposed 17 units.
Mr. Denney pointed out that in the water and sewer plan it appears the sewer and water line are
close to being under the curb and gutter.

Mr. Despain said Mr. Briggs has proposed a 52-foot right-of-way, which is within the standards
for PUDs. He said he is not convinced that the footprints conform to the City standards.
Chairman Hadfield explained that a footprint lot is where everything on the house fits within that
footprint and the water that comes off the roof falls within the footprint. He said it is amazing
how many people have a different concept of what a footprint lot is.

(
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Mr. Despain suggested that Mr. Briggs make the changes on the preliminary plan that have been
discussed tonight and bring it back to the Planning Commission again.
Mr. Hansen asked if the sewer line that goes back through the applicant' s property was extended
by the School District and he asked if there is some sort of reimbursement that the applicant will
be required to pay to Alpine School District.
Mr. Denney and Mr. Despain were not sure if the applicant would be required to reimburse
Alpine School District, but said they would check into it.

Mr. Hansen said that he is not sure if a reimbursement is required, but he just wants to make the
developer aware of a possible reimbursement to Alpine School District.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE PETERSON
ANNEXATION AT 725 WEST 700 NORTH AND ZONING OF THE PROPERTY R1-9000
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. Mr. Hansen declared that he has a possible conflict of
interest and asked to be excused. Mr. Hansen exited the room.
Dean Peterson, the petitioner, said that he wants to put one home on the property that he is
requesting to be annexed into the City.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that there is a gas line that runs diagonally through the property,
which greatly impacts what can be done on the property. Chairman Hadfield then turned the time
over to Mr. Despain to discuss the proposed annexation agreement.
Mr. Despain said that Section 4 addresses zoning. He pointed out that there has been some
discussion about the proposed zoning. Mr. Despain said that he assumed because of the size of
the parcel being more than an acre, he assumed that the RA-1 Zone would be sought. He pointed
out that the territory in the immediate vicinity of the property proposed for annexation is in the
R1-9000 Zone. He pointed out that neither the R1-9000 or the R1-15 ,000 Zones have animal
rights. He said that you have to have an acre of property to have animal rights. Mr. Despain said
that if the Planning Commission feels that the RA-1 Zone is not the appropriate zone, it could be
annexed into the City under a different zone.
Chairman Hadfield had some concern about the proposed annexation and the zone because it was
advertised in the newspaper that the annexation of the property would be coming into the City
under the R1-9000 Zone and the documentation submitted by the applicant shows that the
applicant is requesting that the property be annexed into the City under the RA-1 Zone. He asked
what Mr. Peterson's desire was with regards to the zone.
Mr. Peterson said that he would like to be annexed into the City under the RA-1 Zone.
Chairman Hadfield asked why Mr. Peterson would like to be annexed into the City under the

(
(April 7, 1999, Planning Commission Minutes)

18

(

RA-1 Zone. He pointed out that all of Mr. Peterson's neighbors have the Rl-9000 Zone.
Mr. Peterson said he is not going to subdivide the property, but he may want to put a horse on his
property and that is why is choosing to be annexed into the City under the RA-1 Zone.

Chairman Hadfield said that he sees a conflict with annexing the property under the RA-1 Zone
because of the 9000 square foot lots that surround Mr. Peterson's property.
Councilmember Belmont said she does not see a conflict with the property coming into the city
under the RA-1 Zone.
Mr. Georgeson said that he has two concerns with annexing the property into the City under the
RA-1 Zone. The first concern Mr. Georgeson has with zoning the property RA-1 is that it is
spot zoning. The second concern he has with zoning the property RA-1 is that if the owner sells
the property to someone who wants to put 10 goats on the property. He pointed out that the
applicant expressed his interest of putting one horse on the property, but said the applicant may
not always own the property and someone else who buys the property may want more than one
horse. Mr. Georgeson also expressed that with one acre of land there will be a lot of weeds that
grow on the property. He said he assumes the RA-1 Zone will be a detriment to the R1-9000
Zone that surrounds the property proposed for annexation.
Chairman Hadfield said there are pros and cons to the property being annexed under the RA-1
Zone. He said that if Mr. Peterson says he is going to build one home and never add another
home that is a positive thing, but he said under the R1-9000 he could put additional lots.
There was some discussion about what would happen if the lot was divided into two lots and
discussion about where the road would go. After the discussion about what would happen if the
lot was divided into two lots, Mr. Nielsen said that he is in favor of property being annexed under
the RA-1 Zone.
Mr. Despain said the issue of water rights has not been resolved. He said that based on the
assumption that the property is annexed under the RA-1 Zone and it is a single family dwelling,
one acre feet would be required or Y2 share of American Fork Irrigation.
Mr. Peterson said that Delbert Chipman & Sons have a credit with the City for some 20 acre feet
of water and he has worked out a deal with them in regards to the water required.
Mr. Despain explained that the water requirement will not be met with stock, but will be met with
a conveyance. He explained to Mr. Peterson that it is not quite a credit. Mr. Despain said he will
talk with Mr. Peterson regarding the water requirements. He said that Section 6 of the proposed
annexation agreement will need to be modified in order to show that the water requirement will be
with a conveyance instead of stock.
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Mr. Despain pointed out that Attachment 3 of the proposed annexation agreement, identifies a
general location of the additional right-of-way that needs to be conveyed to the City in order to
line up adjacent properties and to provide an adequate right-of-way width for the extension of 700
North.
Mr. Nielsen asked if they could take action on this item where it had been published in the
newspaper as the R1-9000 and the applicant is really requesting that the property be annexed into
the City under the RA-1 Zone.

Chairman Hadfield said there is not a problem with taking action on this item. He said they can
recommend that the property be annexed into the City under the RA-1 Zone because there will be
an opportunity for a public hearing at the time the proposed annexation goes to City Council for
approval. Chairman Hadfield said the public will still have time to express their feelings.
Mr. Hardy said the City is experiencing a lawsuit because the City annexed County ground into
the City under the R1-9000 and the man that purchased the property was told by the Realtor that
he would have animal rights. He said the City is caught in a real dilemma. Mr. Hardy encouraged
the Planning Commission to look at the proposed zone change carefully. He said that they need
to consider that Mr. Peterson's property may have a lot of weeds and he may have to issue a fix it
ticket to Mr. Peterson.
Chairman Hadfield said the concern that he has with annexing the property into the City under the
RA-1 Zone is that there may be a bogus zone.
Councilmember Belmont moved to approve the annexation agreement for the Peterson
Annexation at 725 West 700 North and zoning the property RA-1 subject to completion of
the annexation agreement as discussed. 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. Richan, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, and
Mr. Nielsen. Mr. Hansen abstained from the vote because of his conflict of interest and
because was not present for the vote. The motion carried.
Mr. Hansen re-entered the room.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE RUSS
WESTWOOD ANNEXATION AT 925 WEST MAIN STREET AND ZONING OF THE
PROPERTY GC-2
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Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain stated that the proposed GC-2 Zone is consistent with the General Plan. He
pointed out that Section 5 of the proposed annexation agreement addresses the notion of
additional rights-of-way that need to be dedicated. Mr. Despain pointed out that the property
proposed for annexation is bounded on 3 sides by roads and one side by the freeway .

Mr. Despain said the northwest and southwest corners are hard right angle turns. He said in order
to accommodate turning movements and curb and gutter, there needs to be a 15 foot radius on
the northwest and southwest corners.
Mr. Despain said if the proposed annexation is approved the motion needs to include subject to
the water requirement of 2. 58 acre feet.
Mr. Despain read Section 9 of the proposed agreement where it states that "Woodrose
acknowledges that the W oodrose parcel does not have access to the City's culinary water system
and agrees that the development of that site will require the extension of the culinary water line
having sufficient capacity to supply both culinary water and fire flow amounts" .

(

Mr. Georgeson suggested that Section 9 of the proposed annexation agreement include a
statement that W oodrose acknowledges that any such extension of the culinary water system will
be at their expense. Mr. Despain said that he will add that W oodrose will be responsible for the
cost of the extension of the culinary water line.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the annexation agreement for the Russ Westwood
Annexation at 925 West Main and zoning the property GC-2 subject to the changes
outlined by Rod. 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, Councilmember Belmont, Mr Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr.
Nielsen, and Mr. Baldwin. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
DISCUSSION OF POSSIBLE ZONING OF THE POTENTIAL ANNEXATION OF THE
RICHANPROPERTY AT APPROXIMATELY 1055 EAST SOUTH
Mr. Richan stated that his brother owns the property that is proposed for a potential annexation
into American Fork City. He declared that he has a conflict of interest and said he will not vote
on this item, but would like to listen to the discussion; if the other Planning Commission members
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do not have a problem with him listening to the discussion.
The other Planning Commission members did not have a problem with Mr. Richan listening to the
discussion of this item.
After Mr. Richan declared his conflict of interest, Chairman Hadfield turned the time over to Kelly
Eastman and Gary Hoglund, the applicants.
Mr. Eastman said that he and Mr. Hoglund want to purchase the Richan's property and build an
office building for their real estate company and construction company. He said they are
proposing that there be one bay off of each office. Mr. Eastman said they want to put a 12 to 14
gauge roof that will look good for a long time. He said they are proposing to have overhead
doors and as he understands it that is why the proposed office building would need to be in a
different zone than the PO-l Zone. Mr. Eastman said they are having a hard time coming up with
a definition of professional offices. He said they are professional people. Mr. Eastman said that
he has a hard time accepting that some people are professionals and others are not.
Mr. Eastman said that they are asking that this property be annexed into the City under the GC-2
Zone because that is the zone he has been told he will need to come into the City under. Mr.
Eastman pointed out that the Richans have put up with Benson Bolts for a long time and really
want to sell their property. He said that in order for them to buy the property from the Richans
they have to be able to have their offices there because they can't afford be annexed into the City
under Rl-9000 and be able to pay for the price of the land. Mr. Eastman said maybe they could
do twin homes on the Richan's property, but he is not sure if that would be feasible .
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Benson Bolts is in the Rl-9000 and it is a non-conforming
use. He said the use at Benson Bolts has expanded many times.
Mrs. Richan stated that it is not great to live next to Benson Bolts.
Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission has looked at 1100 East carefully and the
General Plan shows that the 1100 East Corridor is planned for the PO-l Zone. He stated that this
property needs to be annexed because it is an island of property at the present time. He said that
the zoning issue is the issue that needs to be resolved.
Mr. Despain stated that the General Plan does not provide for General Commercial any where in
the vicinity of 11 00 East.
Chairman Hadfield said the people who built their homes on 30 North Street facing south should
be afforded some guarantee of not having their home look into a business district. He said there is
still some need to protect the interest of the neighborhood .
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Mr. Georgeson said that he would like to see the minutes of when Benson Bolts came into the
City.
Chairman Hadfield said many of the uses that Mr. Eastman identified tonight should be in an
industrial type zone. He said a garage, dust, fabrictation are all conducive with an industrial type
zone and not the PO-l Zone.
There was some discussion about what is a professional office. Mr. Despain said that he is not
prepared to say that crafts people are not professional, but under the definition of the Professional
Office Zone, craft shops are not permitted uses in the Professional Office Zone.
Chairman Hadfield said that under the PO-l Zone no signage is allowed. He said that he saw
signage on the applicant's current building. Chairman Hadfield said that he is not trying to say
who is professional and who is not professional. He said the PO-l Zone has been geared more
around the medical and legal field.
Mr. Hansen read the ordinance that says what is allowed in the PO-l Zone.

Mr. Despain said that in regards to the annexation, what is the appropriate zone the Planning
Commission is willing to annex the property into the City under. He said that in looking at the
proposal the property would really need to be annexed into the property under the GC-2 Zone.

(

Chairman Hadfield polled the Planning Commission to see what zone it would like to see the
property annexed into the City under. The Planning Commission felt that the property should be
annexed into the City under the Rl-9000 or the PO-l Zone. Chairman Hadfield stated that he
does not have a problem with annexing the property into the City, but it should come into the City
under the Rl-9000 Zone or the PO-l Zone because those are the two adjacent zones. He stated
that many of the uses he saw tonight will not fit in the Professional Office Zone.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that since the LDS Temple came in on 1100 East many business
have been turned down because the General Plan does not have a GC-2 Zone along 1100 East.
we do not have a General Commercial Zone. He said that if the Planning Commission considers
anything other than the PO-l or Rl-9000 Zone, the City will face a lot of challenges by those who
have had their great ideas turned down in the past because the zoning did not accommodate what
they wanted to do.
Mr. Hoglund said that he has a problem with the way that the Professional Office Zone is defined .
He said they get professional licenses just like the other people who have an office in the
Professional Office Zone.
Mr. Georgeson said that he has always been uncomfortable with the 1100 East area. He said that
he feels the Rl-9000 is inappropriate for the area, but he does not think that the GC-2 Zone is
appropriate for the area either.

'
I
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Mr. Hoglund said the reason for being present tonight is to get a feel for what they can do with
the Richan' s property.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that the applicants look at what they can do in the Rl-9000 Zone
and what they can do in the PO-l Zone
Mr. Eastman stated that if the property they are trying to develop is zoned Rl-9000 there are
going to have be some sound walls put up.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE STRATE
ANNEXATION AT 1550 SOUTH 600 EAST AND ZONING OF THE PROPERTY PI-1
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He stated that Mr. Despain has brought a discussion
outline for the Strate Annexation so that the Planning Commission can give Mr. Despain some
guidance so he can prepare the annexation agreement.
Mr. Despain said the Strate Annexation is one of the parcels that is in the territory that has
heretofore been within the south side planning district. He said they are being asked to prepare an
annexation agreement on a piece of property for which they do not have an adopted General Plan.
Mr. Despain said that he based the discussion outline on the notion that the Strate Annexation will
be in the Planned Industrial Zone. He said they are leaning toward annexing the Strate Property
under the Planned Industrial Zone because of the proximity it is to the treatment plan. He said that
unless he is told otherwise, he assumes the property will be annexed into the city under the P-I
Zone.
Chairman Hadfield asked what are the applicants planning to do with the property.
Mr. Despain said the applicants do not have anything planned yet for the property. He pointed
out that they often require a concept plan, but he said the applicants will not need to submit a
concept plan because they do not know what will be developed on the property. Mr. Despain
said the issue on water rights is usually 3 acre feet per acre, he said the issue of the water rights
could be delayed until the time of development. He pointed out that the extension of the utilities
needs to be addressed. Mr. Despain said a lift station will be required because the property is
adjacent to the sewer treatment plant.
Chairman Hadfield said they need to be looking at some property for the transportation hub.
Mr. Despain said from a zoning standpoint he does not see much negotiations. Mr. Georgeson
said the P-1 Zone is the best zone for the Strate Property.
It was discussed that Mr. Despain may want to put a paragraph in the annexation agreement that
discusses sensitive lands.
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Chairman Hadfield instructed Mr. Despain to put together his draft annexation agreement and said
the Planning Commission will look at it at the next meeting.
Mr. Despain said that Mr. Dutson asked him to get a reaffirmation as to whether the Planning
Commission is still comfortable with the proposed land use map.

Chairman Hadfield stated that Mr. Frandsen' s plan south of the freeway has a sizeable commercial
flare . He said that he would like to keep the commercial flare between the two freeway off ramps
and not splatter it against the residential.
The Planning Commission was comfortable with the proposed land use map.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Despain pointed out that they anticipate the day when all the dwellings along 500 East will be
taken out and the properties rezoned commercial. He said that the Planning Commission should
be careful when considering zone change requests along 500 East because of the safety issues.
He said the traffic is going to be greatly increased when the property is rezoned commercial
because there will be more vehicle trips a day. Mr. Despain said that the Planning Commission
needs to be careful that it does not approve individual zone changes along 500 East because then
they will have the Chinese wall affect and will not have the proper accesses needed. He stated
that a lot of the resident along 500 East want to have their property rezoned, but do not want to
make any promises to the City. Mr. Despain said anyone seeking a zone change request along
500 East really should have a predetermined plan. He said they really want to limit the accesses
directly onto 500 East.

Chairman Hadfield said the Planing Commission really needs to talk to the City Council about the
importance of having commercial projects that are tied together. He suggested that the Planning
Commission should not consider a zone change for property along 500 East unless they have a
plan that accompanies the zone change request.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Hansen said that he has watched the building at 105 North Center go up and it is being
located on the edge of the property. He suggested that the they re-evaluate the zero lot line in
the CC-1 Zone.
Chairman Hadfield said the office building at 105 North Center has a lot of problems associated
with it.
Councilmembeer Belmont stated that she gave everyone a copy of Park City' s Tree Ordinance.
She said the Beautification Committee is trying to come up with an ordinance on preserving City
Trees. She stated that they keep loosing city trees. Councilmember Belmont asked that there be

\
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a discussion item on a proposed tree ordinance to preserve City trees on the next Planning
Commission Agenda.
Mr. Ric han felt that some action should be taken on Item # 13 (Review and action on the
annexation agreement for the Strate Annexation at 1550 South 600 East and zoning of the
property PI-1). He said that it seems like when the agenda says review and action there should be
at least some motion made.

Mr. Richan moved to direct Mr. Despain to prepare an annexation agreement for the
Strate Annexation. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr.
Georgeson, and Mr. Nielsen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Chairman Hadfield recognized Mr. Hansen and Mr. Nielsen for their efforts at the Citizen Planner
Workshop that was held in St. George.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE MARCH 17; 1999; MEETING

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the March 17, 1999, Planning Commission with the
following corrections:
On Page 4, Line 30 "are" should be changed to "is". On Page 7, Line 23 "He said there
should be no interior fences" should be deleted. On Page 8, Line 34 "to" should be
changed to "near". On Page 10, Line 37 "close or' should be changed to "close off''.
Councilmember Belmont seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Baldwin, and Chairman
Hadfield. Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Nielsen abstained from the vote because
they were not present at the March 17, 1999, Planning Commission Meeting.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Nielsen moved to adjourn. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion. All voted in favor.
The meeting adjourned at 12:00 a.m.

1()~ -'1~
Melanie Marsh

(April?, 1999, Planning Commission Minutes)
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AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION
APRIL 21, 1999
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on April 21, 1999, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Councilmember Juel Belmont, James
Hansen, Keith Richan, Steve Nielsen, and Michael Georgeson. Staff present included Rod
Despain and Terilyn Lurker. Others present included Keith Peterson, Lou Peterson, Aaron
Sandvick, Ken Briggs, Dave Peterson, Dean Peterson, Steve Larson, Steve Sowby, Del Bartel,
Arno Leibelt, Roger Dudley, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
James Hansen was acting Chairman for the meeting. The amended agenda had been published.
He excused J.H. Hadfield, as he is out of town, as is Ken Baldwin. He also excused Howard
Denney. Mr. Hansen stated he had met with Mr. Denney and Mr. Hadfield and went over the
items on the agenda.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN ANCILLARY STRUCTURE; SHAVED ICE STAND; AT
105 SOUTH 700 EAST.
Keith Peterson, the petitioner, was present to explain this request. He would like to put a shaved
ice stand in the parking lot at Jack & Jill Bowling Lanes. He stated that his wife has turned in
paperwork to the city.

(

Mr. Hansen turned the time over to Rod Despain. Mr. Despain stated that an ancillary structure
should have a site plan. Under the ordinance, ancillary structures, such as shaved ice stands, are
allowed in parking lots as long as certain criteria are met; a letter from the host structure giving
permission for the ancillary structure to use the restroom facilities, the County Health Department
must give approvals and Mr. Despain didn't know if they had received approvals, and the stand
must be anchored to the ground.
Mr. Hansen stated that a letter is required dedicating a specific number of parking stalls, as well as
the restroom use. He also asked about power and where they would get it from.
Mr. Peterson stated that it would have two outlets; they did have a letter from Jack and Jill's
giving them permission and he would get them a copy of it; the health inspection is on record but
the Health Department will come back to inspect the structure from time to time. The structure
isn't set up at this time because they wanted to get the approval first.
Mr. Hansen asked how he would anchor it to the ground. Mr Peterson answered that the
structure is a heavy wood house shack that is on 2 X 2 tubing. The ordinance requires that it be
anchored. Mr. Peterson stated he could anchor it if needed. Mr. Despain explained that one the
methods of anchoring could be ground screw anchors.
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Mr. Despain stated the zone permits it if there is a letter giving permission, but the letter given by
Jack & Jill bowling doesn't address the restroom facilities or parking stalls. If approval is

granted, it would be subject to those conditions.
Mr. Richan asked to whom in the city would the Petersons go to clear that; Ron Morrill would
clear it. It is a conditional use but authorized under the ordinance.

Michael Georgeson moved approval of the shaved ice stand subject to providing evidence
to the city of Health Department approval, that they have permission to use the host
structure's sanitary facilities, that the city has evidence of parking stalls the host structure
business dedicated to this commercial effort and that the stand be anchored as required.
Steve Nielsen seconded the motion.
Mr. Hansen asked for any further discussion. There was no further discussion. Mr. Hansen called

for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Steve Nielsen, Joel Belmont, Keith Richan, James Hansen, and Michael
Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR ALPINE LOCK AT 420
WEST MAIN STREET.
Mr. Hansen asked Ms. Peterson to make her presentation.

(

Ms. Peterson stated they purchased this home and are doing the remodeling on this house and
they are requesting approval of the site plan so they can relocate their business.
Rod Despain stated it was an existing dwelling and proposed it to be approved on the basis that it
would perpetuate the occupancy of a historic building. Juel Belmont stated that it was more than
50 years old. Mr. Despain stated they would utilize a couple of rooms in front for business and
the rest of the house would be occupied as a residence to meet the historic preservation
requirements. In terms of the commercial component in this, the primary issue is the availability
of adequate off-street parking; it would require three off street spaces for the business and two for
the dwelling for a total of five spaces and they have provided that, including one that meets the
ADA requirements. They are providing as part of the site plan a landing and ramp facility for
access to the structure. They have asked that the driveway be widened; staff have no problem
with it but UDOT will have to approve it. One question that was raised was the extent of hard
surfacing that would have to be done to the parking lot; the AD A requirements may necessitate
the ADA space be hard surfaced. The question, or perhaps subject to ' s in this, would be that it be
~ubject to ADA requirements with parking. The staff felt comfortable with the site plan, with the
only issue being the paving of handicap parking stall.
The zone is the CC-2 zone, which is unique to the Main Street area that does require setbacks to
encourages the preservation of the existing dwellings.
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Mr. Despain explained that they have identified the location of a pole sign. He pointed out that
they are tentatively moving their existing sign to a new location. The sign would have to be
consistent with and meet the sign ordinance; they may have to look at that sign to make sure it
meets the requirements.

Steve Nielsen asked if they needed additional parking for the shop. Mr. Despain stated that it is
actually a garage and he said it does not have to have additional parking.
Mr. Hansen noted that in approving this, they are only approving the placement of a pole sign and
not the size of the sign; Councilmember Belmont was concerned with the size of the sign.

Councilmember Belmont asked about the ramp; since this is a historic home, and in order for
them to keep it as a historic home, they would need to get some information from someone who
works with historic homes on how to design the ramp . They could contact the state architect to
design it without destroying the integrity of the building; she suggested they get with Don
Hartley.
Mr. Hansen stated the parking for handicap parking does require hard surface according to
Howard Denney.

Steve Nielsen motioned to approve the commercial site plan for Alpine Lock at 420 West
Main Street subject to meeting ADA parking requirements and meeting the sign
requirements of the ordinance. Michael Georgeson seconded the motion .
Councilmember Belmont asked if they were going to address the fact that they are able to use this
as a business and for living because it is a historical building. Mr. Despain stated they would
address it as being presented as a mixed used structure, which is permitted in this zone and should
be reflected in the minutes that it was approved as a mixed use structure. Mr. Hansen stated they
request the driveway be widened; does this need to be part of this? Mr. Despain stated he did not
think they needed to include it; only that they mention that the plan does include approval for the
widening of the driveway as permitted by UDOT.
Mr. Hansen asked for any further discussion. There was no further discussion. Mr. Hansen called
for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Steve Nielsen, Joel Belmont, Keith Richan, James Hansen, and Michael
Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST AT 445 EAST 200 SOUTH
FROM THE EXISTING R-4 AND R2-7500 ZONES TO THE GC-1, GENERAL
COMMERCIAL ZONE AND AN AMENDED SITE PLAN FOR OLD TOWNE SQUARE.
Mr. Hansen asked Dave Peterson, who was representing Steve Larsen, to make his presentation.
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Mr. Despain stated there were two actions with this request, and they needed to keep them
separate.

Mr. Peterson stated that this has previously been approved, but Mr. Larsen had acquired
additional land and that requires an amended site plan. By obtaining additional property, they
have acquired additional parking. Mr. Peterson explained what had previously been approved.
He pointed out that Mr. Larsen is unsure of what will go in the future commercial portion on the
site plan, but that he understands he will have to meet the parking requirements when the building
is built. Essentially, they have added a basement to building one, obtained additional property, and
an existing shop; the property obtained is in two zones, which requires a re-zoning.
Councilmember Belmont voiced her concern about the houses to the west.
Mr. Despain suggested they address the zone change first. The map identifies what was
previously approved and what is before the Planning Commission now. This zone change request
is similar to what was granted before. There was a discussion on the GC-1 and GC-2 zones.
Councilmember Belmont asked about how backing up GC-1 to houses would effect those houses.
Mr. Despain stated that Mr. Larsen had acquired those two homes and he understands that Mr.
Larsen's desire is to ultimately put them into a commercial use but is unable to do so at this time.
Mr. Peterson stated that if Mr. Larsen decides to put any commercial business on that property,
he will have to come before the Planning Commission for any approvals.

Councilmember Belmont is concerned with who lives in the houses right now and how it effects
the quality of life for those living there.
Mr. Hansen asked Mr. Despain to address how this fits in with the current plan noting that as he
understands the areas that are proposed for re-zoning are designated residential, not commercial.
Mr. Despain stated that what should happen is the Planning Commission should modify the
general plan, if they feel the zone change is appropriate. This particular block is all commercial
right now; there are those that feel conversion to this is a step forward. He agreed that
Councilmember Belmont's concern to allow commercial development to the back lot line of those
homes fronting on the east is correct. The R2-7500 would remain on the three homes and would
also put commercial uses opposite; it is significant but the question is whether or not the addition
of this property is in balance and the best choice and the best use for this property.
Mr. Nielsen stated he believed that the Planning Commission wanted to see a site plan if they
considered changing the use. Mr. Georgeson pointed out that the minutes said they also wanted
to talk about whether the zone change was to be GC-1 or GC-2. Mr. Despain stated this was just
an extension of what is already there and attached to the GC-1 and can't be changed to the GC-2 ;
this is also what the applicant wanted. Mr. Georgeson asked if they could buffer the zones, but
Mr. Despain didn't think that given the design, it wouldn't make much difference.

Mr. Georgeson asked if they were looking at lot line construction? Could the existing homes
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have a building built up to the rear property line? Mr. Despain stated the plan proposed has a
parking lot; realistically, each of the homes will be converted or torn down for commercial uses,
which would have to meet their own parking requirements.
Mr. Nielsen stated he was not opposed to the zone change, but they have already approved the
zone next to a residential zone and all the Planning Commission is doing is extending the zone.
His concern is seeing the site plan for the Hatch and Haslem homes. Mr. Larsen stated the homes
are going to stay the same until Elsa Hatch passes away; then it will be treated as a separate
project and they will be in with a new site plan.

Councilmember Belmont's concern is for the people who live on 400 East. Mr. Hansen stated
that those three properties are the only ones left in the R2-7500 zone, they have the GC-1 zone
across the street. Mr. Despain stated it isn't unlikely that there will be a request in the future for
zone change.
Mr. Despain stated, addressing Mr. Nielsen concern on seeing a site plan, he didn't think the
owner had any set site plan in mind at this time involving these two homes. He stated if he is
uncomfortable with a zone change request, they delete the non-commercial properties.

Mr. Georgeson questioned if they approved this, would these two homes have to get their own
site plan approval if they were to be developed into commercial in the future. Mr. Despain stated
that was possible that they would develop independently, but that Mr. Larsen could also come
before the Planning Commission to modify his site plan, which would include looking at the
parking requirements.
Mr. Georgeson asked if they were to delete these two properties from the zone change request,
what would it cost. Mr. Larsen stated they would be under scrutiny of planners when developed;
he didn't see it impacting them and personally didn't see anything happening in the next ten years.
Mr. Larsen felt that it would be beneficial to the city to grant the zone change at this time; he felt
that additional parking will better serve them to allow for a denser use out front.

Councilmember Belmont stated the concern of previous owners when the zone changed to GC-1
up to the corner where the gym is located. Wouldn't a GC-2 zone be more appropriate? Mr.
Despain didn't think it would make much difference at this time; the site plan proposed is equally
valid in either zone. Mr. Hansen stated the zone change can be tied to the approval of the site
plan. Mr. Despain stated they will have to tie those together; if they have concerns, they can
delete the two homes from the zone change.
Mr. Hansen stated at the last meeting, Mr. Baldwin was concerned with how the zone change
promotes health safety to the general public. Mr. Larsen stated they would like a cross easement
between Arby' s and their property which would ease the traffic and would be valuable to
everyone involved; they would be providing proper access.

(
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Mr. Richan observed that the area has been changing and the die is cast; if he was an owner he
would like it because it would increase the value of their homes. If it becomes a help to develop it
better he would approve the zone change without a lot of concern for the owners because he
believes they will benefit financially. Councilmember Belmont stated it is called the commercial
creep; entire communities destroyed. Her concern is what the current owners feel; she is sure
they will eventually sell, and then the neighbors will sell, and so on.
Mr. Richan stated the nearest GC-2 zone was down the street; would it be a spot zone if they
zoned it that way. Mr. Despain stated that no, it would not be a spot zone. He stated that to spot
zone a piece of property is to grant a privilege that is unique specifically to that piece of property
and is not enjoyed by anyone in the area; it also has to be inconsistent with the general plan. He
explained the GC-2 zone as opposed to the GC-1 doesn't constitute a condition of spot zone.
Mr. Richan asked if this required two motions. Mr. Despain stated they are just dealing with the
zone change right now.

Councilmember Belmont wanted to address the master plan in conjunction with this corner. Mr.
Hansen stated the General Plan shows the commercial zone stopped with the Huggard piece if
you matched it up with the property lines. Mr. Despain said it went along the boundary of zones,
he did not envision it being placed in the commercial zone.

Michael Georgeson moved recommendation of the zone change request as given as shown
on petition from the existing R-4 and R2-7500 zones to the GC-1. Richan seconded the
motion.
Mr. Hansen asked for any further discussion. There was no further discussion. Mr. Hansen called
for a vote on the motion.

Voting was as follows: "Aye," Steve Nielsen, Keith Richan, James Hansen, and Michael
Georgeson. "Nay," Joel Belmont. The motion carried as the voting was four to one. There
was a discussion on what constitutes a majority of approval on a motion; Mr. Despain explained
the requirements, and at this point, three to five votes carries it. Mr. Peterson asked if the motion
made included the site plan; no it does not. Councilmember Belmont asked if the zone change
includes the two houses. Mr. Georgeson stated he did not delete the two houses. Councilmember
Belmont explained that the Master Plan influenced her vote; the Master Plan stopped at the
Huggard home.
Mr. Hansen stated the second part to this request is the site plan approval. He stated there were
two or three concerns the Engineer had. First concern is with the general notes. He said number
14 is required as part of this approval and needs to be deleted from the general notes. Mr.
Denney has a copy of the drainage plan and he is still reviewing it and requested any approval be
subject to Engineer's approval of the drainage plan.

(
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Mr. Hansen stated the second item of concern is that the developer needs permits from UDOT for
accesses to State Street and 500 East. Mr. Larsen stated Mr. Denney already has that and they
aren't making any changes; Mr. Hansen suggested maybe Mr. Denney thought it could be because
of the expansion and that they are limited access streets. Mr. Despain clarified that it might be the
expanded project causing UDOT some concern.
Mr. Denney had more concerns about the parking, the intended use of the shop and how it fits in
with the existing parking, the easement agreement with Arby's and the number of signs. He also
noted that the two residences remaining are non-conforming and they would need tore-look at
the site plan when they change from the residence and also a loss of right as a nonconforming use
as a residence. There is a subdivision on part of this property; and a concern about the drive
through on the future commercial building and whether it should be shown.

(

Mr. Despain stated that in the past they haven't required a proof of easement agreement,
especially where a final plat is involved but would need documentation if they were not on the
final plat. He restated that if they wanted to proceed, any approval of the amended site plan has
to be subject to approval by the City Council approving the zone change. Mr. Despain stated that
the sign is a significant issue; there are differences of opinions. Mr. Despain stated that the sign
that Mr. Larsen wants may not meet the current ordinance. He also stated that there is a dilemma
with signs and what is permitted; from the planning perspective the sign locations proposed by
Mr. Larsen do not conform to the ordinance. Mr. Despain stated that Mr. Larsen agreed to one
pole sign, but would want to come back and request a second sign. He suggested Mr. Larsen
explain where he wants to put the sign.
Mr. Hansen asked Mr. Despain to address the parking and the existing shop. Mr. Despain stated
that the amended site plan indicates there is 213 spaces; the number required for the buildings
including the existing shop is 190 spaces. They have adequate parking to meet the requirements.
Mr. Despain recommend this go forward provided the site plan is amended to show the future
commercial pad site at the northeast corner of the project be shown as a dashed line and marked
as future development only and the proposed driveway be eliminated from the site plan. He said
this would allow the Planning Commission to address the adequacy of parking at the time a site
plan for this area is submitted. Mr. Hansen clarified that Mr. Despain suggest it is a dashed line
as future development without any detail.
Mr. Richan got the impression that there was possibly a cross easement between Parker's and
Larsen. Mr. Despain said there were two cross easements. This is a preliminary plan that states
cross-easement, but they have no proof and would like some. Mr. Ric han asked if they indicated
the desire to change their mind on the cross easement with Arby's? Mr. Larsen stated that it was
in the original site plan approval, but it was not approved. They are discussing with Arby' s for a
cross easement on the back portion of Arby's property.
Councilmember Belmont stated she voted yes on the original site plan, but no on the zone change;
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she didn't know if it was appropriate if she vote yes to site plan if no to zone change.
Councilmember Belmont commented that she thinks the sign is inappropriate. Steve Larsen
stated the other option is a single pole sign which doesn't lend to architecture design of the
buildings. They were hoping to have the sign tie in with the buildings, which is the Old Towne
theme. The two locations of the sites on the site plan were discussed. Mr. Larsen stated they
hadn't changed from the original site plan. He stated the main word Mr. Despain and himself
disagree on is "establishment"; the ordinance states "per establishment" but in other city P.U.D. ' s,
specifically Alpine Square, they have allowed per street frontage . He feels they need to address
the issue for their specific use and not previous interpretations. They would like to put a pylon
sign on State Street and one on 500 east and 20 south, as well as one pylon sign for Kneader' s
Bakery. On the original site plan, they indicated all potential sign locations because they were
unsure of where they wanted to put them; they have now decided on those three locations. Mr.
Despain explained his interpretation of the term establishment. It has been interpreted to include
the area in which the project exists; one project or pole sign that fronts on a street. In the instance
of a multi-frontage parcel it is entitled to only one pole sign with the rest being monument. His
interpretation of establishment is project area, not the number of tenants. He mentioned some
"slippages", specifically Alpine Court, where a pylon sign was issued. He understood that it was ·
approved only as a monument sign, but tried to talk to Ron and he was gone. He admitted that
there was uncertainty as to how this applies. Mr. Nielsen asked how they should address the sign
issue now? Mr. Despain stated they will have the opportunity to make a decision. Mr. Larsen
stated that he could wait until the city looks at the ordinance and put up only the sign on State
Street. Mr. Georgeson suggested they delay a decision on the sign until the Planning Commission
members are all present and can discuss it. Councilmember Belmont asked about the height and
width of the requested sign; thirty-two feet six inches high and twenty feet wide. Mr. Larsen
pointed out that the commercial projects are important to city.
Mr. Hansen asked Mr. Larsen to address retail shops 2 and 3 and the ADA access to the lower
level. Mr. Larsen stated the entrance for the basement will be three feet lower than the parking
lot. Dave Peterson pointed out the ADA ramp, which accesses the building. The elevation is
consistent with the flow of the land. Mr. Hansen stated Mr. Denney was concerned about the
drainage plan and in approval he wanted it subject to the Engineer's approval of the drainage plan.
Mr. Nielsen motioned to approve amended site plan of the Old Towne Square subject to
deleting the general note #14 that the site plan meets the drainage requirements of the City
Engineer, that the site plan meets the access requirements as specified by UDOT on State
Street and 500 East, that one project sign/pylon sign be situated along State Street, that the
dashed line be encircled around the future commercial so they can approve a site plan at a
future time, that the current subdivision be vacated, and that the approval is conditioned
upon the zone change by the City Council. Second by Michael Georgeson.
Mr. Hansen asked for discussion. Councilmember Belmont commented that since the city
attorney is not present to advice her, she was in a dilemma how to vote and how she can proceed.

8

(

Mr. Georgeson stated this was a new issue and she could vote the way she wanted.
Mr. Hansen questioned the parking and existing shop; he asked Mr. Despain if he was
comfortable with the parking. Mr. Despain stated he was comfortable and felt it is a non-issue.
The second item is the future commercial around the residence; does something need to be stated
about the loss of right if not used for a certain period of time? Mr. Despain stated no, they still
exist as dwellings but can't be occupied as commercial until approved. The third item is dealing
with emergency situations and directing where emergency vehicles should go. Mr. Despain wasn't
concerned as there will be signs on the buildings.

Mr. Nielsen added a stipulation that future signs separate from the establishments, meet
the requirements of sign ordinance as interpreted by Mr. Despain. Mr. Georgeson
accepted the amendment to the motion.
Mr. Hansen asked for any further discussion. There was no further discussion. Mr. Hansen called
for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Steve Nielsen, Juel Belmont, Keith Richan, James Hansen, and Michael
Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Richan stated he has a great deal of respect for Rod and appreciates his explanation for the voting
procedures for the Planning Commission.

(

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF THE ONE LOT PETERSON
SUBDIVISION PLAT A SUBDIVISION AT 731 WEST 700 NORTH.
Mr. Hansen noted that they had not approved a preliminary plat on this, so this is a preliminary
and final approval. He stated that based on the paper, he noticed that the hearing for annexation
on this property is scheduled for May 11 , 1999, so any approval of the preliminary and final has to
be subject to completion of the annexation. Mr. Georgeson asked if the appearance of the term
final includes a defacto approval of preliminary? Mr. Despain stated ifyou approve the final plat,
you have in effect waived preliminary, it is immaterial according to county records. Mr. Hansen
stated that Mr. Denney indicated he felt comfortable as long as approved as both preliminary and
final. Mr. Nielsen asked if it required two motions. Mr. Hansen said that it could be done in one
motion.
Mr. Hansen also brought up some issues Mr. Denney had on this subdivision. The first one is that
based on drainage, it showed that the flow was going both to the east and west so therefore a
sump was necessary on west side of property. Mr. Peterson stated that Mr. Hadfield didn't think
there would be enough water to worry about, but he would do it if needed . Mr. Hansen
commented that the engineer's statement was that Mr. Peterson would have to either add a sump
on the west side or complete curb and gutter in front of the two adjacent homes and connect it
with the curb and gutter on the west. Mr. Peterson said he would do it if necessary.
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Mr. Hansen brought up another issue Mr. Denney had. Two state plane coordinate ties are
required; one has been tied and another one needs to be tied to the plat. Also, the subdivision
plat requires two subdivision monuments, one on west and one on east. They are unsure of the
one on the east but there might be one in 700 North on the east as part of North Park and if so, he
.could tie back to that one and wouldn't have to set his own subdivision monument.
Mr. Hansen brought up the third concern of Mr. Denney. On the sewer, it was felt by the
engineer that the sewer should go into 700 north and into manhole as a drop sewer. Mr. Peterson
stated the sewer line was 23 feet deep at that point. Mr. Despain pointed out that the sewer
belongs to the Timpanogos Special Service District and any connection to the line would need to
be approved by them.
Mr. Despain stated the final plat provides for the dedication of the additional road right-of-way
for the widening of 700 North and the extent of required improvements thereon is set forth in the
improvement drawings. Also, any action to move this forward should note that this has not been
annexed and that any motion to approve action would be subject to annexation.
Mr. Nielsen asked why so much street was being dedicated. Mr. Despain stated that this scales
out to where the property lines will be. Mr. Peterson states that it matches up with what is on the
east side, and on west side it will line up.
Mr. Hansen questioned how the west side lines up with existing fence in front of the Hansen
house. Mr. Peterson stated he believed the gutter ran between the two trees.
Mr. Richan asked if the subdivision monument would tie into north park and the one on the west
side. Mr. Hansen stated that the monuments weren't shown, and two needs to be shown on the
subdivision plat. Mr. Peterson stated that the engineer for North Park hasn't put in the hubs in the
curb and gutter yet, and he wasn't sure if the engineer has done that or not. Mr. Hansen stated
that there was a subdivision for North Park that re-did some lots in plat C, so there might have
required a subdivision monument on 700 North; that is what the engineers were unsure of

Keith Richan moved preliminary and final approval for the Peterson subdivision subject to
the drainage being placed where Mr. Denney feels a sump should go, two state plane
coordinates be established, two subdivision monuments be established, it be sewered to 700
North and cleared through Timpanogos Special Service District, and subject to completion
of annexation. Councilmember Belmont seconded the motion.
Mr. Nielsen asked about curb, gutter, and sidewalk on 700 North and whether or not this would
be done. Mr. Peterson stated it would be done.
Mr. Hansen asked for further discussion. There was no further discussion. Mr. Hansen called for
a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Steve Nielsen, Joel Belmont, Keith Richan, James Hansen, and Michael
Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR APRIL RIDGE PUD AT 1550
NORTH 900 EAST.
Mr. Ken Briggs stated he met with Mr. Denney and felt they solved all engineering problems. He
also met with Mr. Despain and cleared up planning questions. There were three issues that
needed to be discussed. The first was the type of fence, which is like the fence around the temple.
The second issue is the street configuration on 900 East. They were proposing a slight variation
of what was in front of Autumn Crest; they proposed the curb/gutter, then a 7.5 green space, a 5
foot sidewalk, then a 2.5 green space and then the fence. The third thing is about the trees. He
looked at types of trees in area and came up with the street trees ofBroadford Pear, which
flowers in spring with a canopy and a roots that won't lift the sidewalk.
Mr. Hansen stated Mr. Denney had some concerns about setbacks based on the bearing tables.
Mr. Hansen indicated that L3 shows the front setback is 16.18 feet where 25 feet is required;
L7,8,9, 11, 16, 17, 18, 19 do not meet the setback. Mr. Despain stated the engineer on this
project would get with him and they would work this issue out; he stated he checked it with his
scale and it is close to the correct setback.

{

Mr. Hansen pointed out that the trail easement in the back and water easement show the private
open space in the easement; there can be nothing built in those easements. Mr. Briggs stated they
will be taken off subsequent to what had been discussed. Mr. Despain stated that open spaces end
up with patios and fences and that would create a problem.
Mr. Hansen stated that as part of the construction changes, it changes the private drive off the
cul-de-sac and that reconstruction of the private drive needs to be part of the project. Mr.
Denney felt he could treat it with paving up to the bridge as a required off site improvement.
Also, on the sidewalk adjoining 900 East that another off site improvement be required to connect
the sidewalk to the bridge. Also, ADA ramps on crossings are not noted. There was still a
question on water and sewer lines; they must stay away from curb and gutter.
Mr. Briggs stated they would be willing to extend the private driveway, but he doesn't know if it
is possible as the people over the Murdock Canal have specific requirements of what must be
done. Mr. Denney stated some type of surface must be done to this. Mr. Despain stated it must
be improved so it can be used. Mr. Briggs also stated that they are in the process of putting in the
manhole and sewer at this time because the bridge is being worked on now and the road is already
being torn up . Mr. Despain stated the sewer line must be away from the curb; Mr. Briggs didn't
know there was a concern but he will take care of it; he will meet with the contractor and have the
manhole on 900 East moved so it will come into the project away from the curb.

Mr. Hansen stated on the landscaping on 900 East, he is concerned that it be part of the open
space. Mr. Despain stated they will need to discuss this and address it in documentation which
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would be needed for final approval. Mr. Despain stated they needed to acknowledge that this is
less than what is required for a project basis but because of special circumstances, presence of the
canal and the shape of the parcel, any motion needs to acknowledge the fact it can be less than
actual project requirements. Mr. Despain didn't know if the annexation had actually gone
through. Mr. Hansen stated it would be on April27, 1999, City Council meeting agenda as a
public hearing.
Mr. Nielsen asked about the fence along the canal; it would be similar to the fence shown, but the
panels will be wider and won't be seen through to provide privacy in back. There would be a
remote control gate if the developer could find it.
Mr. Hansen had one question of the plotting of lot 7 and 9 and that they show they would sit on
the easement. Mr. Despain stated the easement should be sufficient for itself and they don't have
any right to demand that they move them farther away. Mr. Briggs stated they could look at that;
he discussed the overhang and that he would specify that the only encroachment outside the
envelope will be the overhang.

Mr. Georgeson asked the length of the cul-de-sac road; it is 450 feet but was shortened for
parking and a better alignment of the Ferguson property. Mr. Briggs asked that they look at the
fence and tree schedule.
Mr. Hansen asked if the setback of the planter, sidewalk, etc. meets the frontage requirement.
Mr. Despain stated that it did not. He pointed out they have three options, and that this is a
variation of an option; he felt that a sidewalk next to a fence isn't good.
Mr. Richan asked about the fence and why it was enamel steel fence over vinyl. Mr. Briggs stated
that was what the temple used. There was a discussion on the fence type and how well it stood
up.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the preliminary plat for April Ridge Subdivision located
at 1550 North 900 East subject to the setbacks as shown to be corrected to conform to city
ordinances, acknowledge that there is no private open space; the Ferguson driveway is to
be shown as an easement on the plat and is to be paved as an off site improvement; the
sidewalk ramps be ADA approved; the water and sewer lines on 900 East located as
required by the City Engineer. Councilmember Belmont seconded the motion. Mr.
Nielsen asked they include the extension of sidewalk up to bridge to the motion. Mr.
Georgeson accepted that as did Councilmember Belmont.
Mr. Hansen asked for further discussion. He called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Steve Nielsen, Juel Belmont, Keith Richan, James Hansen, and Michael
Georgeson. The voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEl\1ENT AND PLACEl\1ENT OF
THE PROPERTY IN THE GC-2 ZONE FOR THE AJM ANNEXATION AT 475 EAST 620
SOUTH.

Mr. Hansen asked Rod Despain to begin the discussion on this agenda item.

Mr. Despain stated they have included two annexation agreements, AJM and Savage parcels.
They are separate applicants and the agreements were drafted as such. This was prepared some
time ago, but never acted upon by the Planning Commission; it is before them to be reviewed by
them and recommended with any corrections they feel needed.
Mr. Georgeson asked if there is anything different from what they have seen before. Mr. Despain
stated that not much was different This will be dealt with more in the next agenda item, Carls
Junior.
Mr. Despain stated that there was another matter as to the agreement that needed to be mentioned
concerning the signs; this parcel will be in the freeway overlay zone and would then be subject to
the sign ordinance.

(

Mr. Despain voiced his concern about the gravel operation that is currently taking place on that
parcel. This trucking place and gravel operation is in violation of county ordinance as well as the
city and one concern is the current activity. They should mention that the trucking company did
not gain a non-conforming status during annexation and that be added into the terms of the
agreement.
Mr. Hansen asked if they should still move forward if the nature of the water rights is still
undetermined. Mr. Despain stated they should go ahead with it. He pointed out that there will be
a matter of about 18 feet of width that would be dedicated to the city to widen 620 South, and in
the event that the poles are not in the city right-of-way they would need to get additional
dedication. The city has a burden of replacement of fire hydrant and moving of power lines due
to a previous agreement signed by the city. Mr. Despain stated he doesn't have any problem with
going ahead with the agreement with those matters being addressed.
Councilmember Belmont asked about the total acreage. There are two parcels that total 5.106 .
Mr. Despain stated that they need to know exactly how much will be dedicated to the right-ofway so they can determine exact amount of water rights needed; he estimated they need about 9
acre feet of water rights.

Mr. Despain stated the AJM folks have been the driving force, but he felt they will need to deal
with the Savage Brothers people at some point. He understands that Savage Brothers do want
the annexation, but the city hasn't heard from them so any motion would be to accept both of
them. Del Bartel explained that they had been dealing with a gentleman about the annexation last
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year, but he passed away. Mr. Bartel did talk to a representative of Savage Brothers and stated
they are in agreement, but are piggybacking with them.

Steve Nielsen motioned to approve annexation agreement and placement of the property in
the GC-2 zone for the AJM Annexation and the Savage Brother Annexation located at 475
East 620 South subject to meeting the water rights requirements, dedication of required
land along 620 South, that it be placed in freeway overlay zone, that the trucking company
is not accepted as a non-conforming use. Keith Richan seconded the motion.
Mr. Hansen asked for further discussion. There was no further discussion.

Those voting "aye" Steve Nielsen, Joel Belmont, Keith Richan, James Hansen, and Michael
Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR CARLS JUNIOR
LOCATED AT 497 EAST 620 SOUTH.
Mr. Hansen noted that this is in the property they just approved for annexation, so any approval
would be subject to completion of annexation. He asked Aaron Sandvick, the franchise owner, to
make a presentation of the request.
Mr. Sandvick stated he asked Roger Dudley to attend the meeting to present this request. Mr.
Dudley stated this Carls Junior would be identical to the North Orem restaurant. There is no
access onto 500 East, all of it is on 620 south. UDOT has allowed an access on the north,
splitting the two properties. Mr. Dudley stated he felt they had met the concerns dealt with at
technical review; drainage was a concern but they feel they have dealt with it. Sewer and water
lines are there. He thinks there are differences on the road width of 620 south, but he believed
they had fixed it. Howard Denney had told Mr. Hansen that there was a problem with the line up
of the road; it was flipped and that would need to be addressed. They discussed the curb/gutter
design and what needed to be done to make the centerline less than one foot offset; the
curb/gutter would need to be moved back to the sidewalk. Mr. Despain stated any approval
should indicate the refinement of alignment. Mr. Dudley stated that would eliminate the planter,
but they would work with it; they are proposing a planted area between sidewalk and the parking
area.
Mr. Hansen went over some additional engineering concerns. Mr. Denney had a concern on the
west driveway which will eventually go north. They discussed the proposed road that would go
west until it met up with the road/access to the west of Carls Junior. Mr. Despain stated the sole
access is onto 620 East and the circulation pattern is adequate. Mr. Hansen stated that Mr.
Denney wanted to make sure the commission members realized that the driveway is a private
drive, not a road.
Mr. Despain pointed out that Carls Junior is actually acquiring less land than is necessary for this
plan to work; specifically the driveway serving the parking area along the north boundary and the
\
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western one half of the driveway to the west. These "off-site areas" are essential to the proper
development and operation of the restaurant. Mr. Denney has indicated that these "off-site" areas
should be shown on the site plan within a "limit of work" boundary. The driveway along the west
is the sole access to the restaurant and should be developed as a full width access as part of the
initial development. Inclusion of the off-site areas as part of the site plan will also require an
easement document from the AJM Associates (current owners) committing the area to the
purposes shown. Mr. Denney would like it shown as a limited work It is the intent to develop
the access as a full access, and they are probably going to be dealing with an easement. Mr.
Dudley stated that the driveway will be dedicated in the future and that the final plat would allow
one document that would show all of the public utilities and dedications. Mr. Dudley indicated
that the "off-site" areas could be shown on the final plat as an easement dedication and would
include all areas both on-site and off-site, necessary to accommodate required public utilities and
vehicular access.
Mr. Hansen stated that Mr. Denney was still concerned with the storm drain plan and asked that
any approvals be subject to the storm drain approval. Mr. Denney had an additional concern that
there was peat in area and soil tests will be necessary and footing/foundations would have to be
based on that. Roger stated they do have a soils test but he didn't bring it with him; they have
made special recommendations for special footings/foundation to be lower than the fill brought in,
which is about four feet.

(

Mr. Despain mentioned water rights, and that they were uncertain as to the portion that piece of
property would need. They would need some supplemental amount, but he is unsure of what it
would be. They would need to mention that water rights need to be met in the motion.
Councilmember Belmont stated she was having a hard time finding the lights for the project in the
parking lot; they weren't on the map. Mr. Sandvick stated they would have lighting on the
property and around the property but he doesn't know how tall they are. Mr. Dudley stated they
would shine down, not up and that will be added to plan.
Mr. Richan pointed out that the plan showed two sign locations, a pole sign and a second sign.
Mr. Sandvick stated they have a monument sign on 500 East and then a pylon sign on the corner
that would incorporate all of the proposed projects. The proposed pylon sign would be okay in
the freeway overlay zone, which would come later when there was more participation. The only
sign to be installed now is the monument sign.

Keith Richan moved approval of Carls Junior commercial site plan subject to annexation
agreement being accepted, alignment in agreement with UDOT, storm drain approval by
Mr. Denney, soil testing passing approval of Mr. Denney, water requirement being met,
addition of yard lights to site plan, and noting the drive is a private drive. Juel Belmont
seconded the motion.
Mr. Hansen asked for further discussion. There was no further discussion.
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Those voting aye: Steve Nielsen, Joel Belmont, Keith Richan, James Hansen, and Michael
Georgeson. The voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE STRATE
ANNEXATION AT 1550 SOUTH 600 EAST AND ZONING OF THE PROPERTY PI-I.
Mr. Hansen asked Mr. Despain to start the discussion.
Mr. Despain stated this involves territory that the existing General Plan for the south side planning
district shows as being residential agricultural zone and the current version of the proposed plan
as Planned Industrial. He asked how comfortable the Planning Commission is with
recommending an annexation and zone classification that varies with the current General Plan or
is consistency with the proposed General Plan sufficient. Other major issues include:
(1) width of right-of-way for 1500 South. Mr Despain stated that the road is anticipated as an
arterial class road and should have a 96' wide right-of-way (2) Accommodation of drain ditch
along western edge of annexation area. Mr. Despain stated that he is uncertain whether the
current ditch is actually within the annexation area, but that the annexation agreement should
include provisions for retaining a "primary conservation corridor" along the western boundary to
accommodate the ditch. (3) Extension of the right-of-way for 500 East along the west edge of
the annexation. This annexation doesn't go all the way to the shore, but close to it. He asked how quickly the Planning Commission wanted to move with this draft.

{

Mr. Hansen stated the City Engineer was concerned with the plat and the lines of annexation
verses shown lines of property; he knows there are some gaps and can see that there will be a
derailment if they are annexing property not in clear title to the clients that are requesting the
annexation. Maps should be adjusted to the actual owned land that they have titles to. Mr.
Sowby stated they have a boundary line agreement that will be signed and that would clear the
title to the Legacy people. He recognized those two concerns and has dealt with them
Mr. Hansen mentioned that Mr. Despain is concerned about moving the proposed project forward
because it does not meet the current General Plan. He stated that maybe moving it forward on
the basis that it conforms to the proposed General Plan could be looked at. Mr. Sowby stated
that the request has been approved by the City Council, so the City Council is comfortable with
the idea of annexations, except for working out the details of the agreement.

Mr. Hansen asked what the intended use is and why the annexation. It is planned industrial. The
owners understand they would be responsible for the cost of running the utilities to their own
property. The sewer is there, and water is within 1/4 mile.
Mr. Sowby stated that they do not object to a road and drainage easement on the west side.
Mr. Richan doesn't see the Robinson property listed. Mr. Sowby explained that it is to the north
of this and west of the easement; they didn't want to participate in this annexation.
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Steve Nielsen motioned to approve the draft annexation agreement for the Strate property
at 1550 South 600 East subject to road and canal easements along the west property line,
that land along 6400 North be dedicated to City to meet the proper right-of-way
requirements, that boundary line discrepancies with Timpanogos Special Service District
and the Williams Farms be settled so that only land owned by Legacy, Phelon, and Jerry
Eastman be annexed into the city. Michael Georgeson seconded.
In discussion on the motion, it was noted that the motion to approve was offered based on the
fact that the intended zone classification, road dedications and intended use of the land would be
consistent with the proposed General Plan and that in the opinion of the Planning Commission,
consistency with the proposed plan; rather than the existing plan was adequate justification for
action; and further that the draft agreement would be changed to reflect that fact.
Mr. Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Steve Nielsen, Juel Belmont, Keith Richan, James Hansen, and Michael
Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
DISCUSSION OF THE MASTER ROAD PLAN AND LAND USE PLAN IN THE VICINITY
OF 860 EAST BAMBERGER DRIVE.

(

Mr. Despain stated that they would be looking at the area between 50 South and State, 700 East
and 1100 East. He stated there are a number of commercial projects going in that area. As
Bamberger continues on, they need to turn the road some how. He stated it could go two
different places to provide adequate access and good circulation. Mr. Despain stated that
Chairman Hadfield wanted him to go over what had been done in the past in regard to the road
pattern. He stated that they proposed that at some point they deflect the road so it could meet
1100 East.

The second issue is that Mr. LeBaron now wants to redesign two pieces of property to develop
attached housing units. Mr. Despain stated that currently the R4-7500 allows for 13 units per
acre, which is the maximum allowed, and Mr. LeBaron wanted 18 to 20 units per acre. It was
pointed out to Mr. LeBaron and he indicated they were going to ask for a change. He asked if
they, the community, are ready to allow for additional development at rates greater than they have
historically allowed. The general plan doesn't provide for densities in excess of what it allows and
this is something to think about. Mr. Despain noted that Pennylane Townhomes is at the
maximum density the ordinances allows. Mr. Despain asked the Planning Commission if it was
time to look into higher density housing.
Mr. Despain stated that over the years, 900 East has been a source of concern for citizens; they
are worried that 900 East will become a major arterial road. This leg of it has been on the general
plan but the city hasn't decided on crossing the railroad. Mr. Despain stated that if they cross the
railroad, it should be dependant upon on what happens with Bamberger Drive. Mr. Despain

(
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stated that he brought it to the Planning Commission's attention because Mr. LeBaron's plan will
cover a proposed road.
DISCUSSION ON A PROPOSED ORDINANCE TO PROTECT TREES AND
LANDSCAPING ON PRIVATE AND PUBLIC PROPERTY.
Councilmember Belmont stated she has many handouts dealing with protection of trees, especially
after the incident with the trees on the 100 North Center project. She would like to table this
agenda item until the next meeting when Howard Denney would be present as well as having
more time to spend on this item.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Despain stated that the only item he had deals with the sign regulations in terms of approval
of project signs and Ron Morrill's interpretations. Mr. Despain stated he has concerns of the
consistency of enforcing the sign ordinances. He suggests they make provisions to check out the
signs. Mr. Despain stated he will draft something up and they can discuss it at a future meeting.

(

Mr. Despain stated that Mr. Devanno and Mr. Warren are frustrated because the Harbor
Annexation is not going as fast as they would like. Mr Devanno has proposed five to six units per
acre consisting primarily of a number of attached housing and small lot subdivision. That was
presented to them under the guise of a "Benchmark project" . At a previous meeting between the
developer and Mr. Despain, Mr. Warren told Mr. Despain that they are stonewalling them and it
has got to stop. Mr. Devanno stated it was Mr. Despain's duty to prepare an annexation to fit
Mr. Devanno's plans, and Mr. Despain responded that he worked for the Planning Commission.
Mr. Devanno stated he wanted to write his own annexation agreement and would go before the
City Council, skipping the Planning Commission. That is where they are at right now. His hope
is that the City Council will support the Planning Commission. They discussed their proposal and
the density Mr. Warren and Mr. Devanno wanted. Mr. Despain suggested the Planning
Commission members attend the City Council meeting.

OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Nielsen had no business to discuss.
Councilmember Belmont had no business to discuss.
Mr. Richan asked what happened to Fred Meyers. Mr. Hansen stated they had proposed at one
time to turn it into a Smith' s, but he is unsure of where it is right now.

Mr. Georgeson wanted to thank JoAnn Scott for copying off his handout for the commission
members. He had a booklet on subdivision development published by the League of Cities and
Towns and felt that there may be some information of interest to this Planning Commission. Mr.
Despain stated he had reviewed it; he asked Mr. Georgeson if he felt they should order some for
the members. Mr. Georgeson said he would order a few for those to look through.

l
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE APRIL 7; 1999; MEETING.
Mr. Hansen stated that the copy of front of them have the corrections submitted by Mr. Richan.
Mr. Hansen stated he had some corrections. On page 14, between the paragraph that starts on
line 7 and the paragraph that starts on line 12 that point in time, the minutes should reflect the
applicant stated they had not gotten the easement from Mr. Paul Steele. On page 18, Mr. Hansen
exited the room and on page 20 after the Peterson Annexation he re-entered the room at about
line 36.
Councilmember Belmont stated on page 15, line 26 should be "moot" not, "mute."
Mr. Richan had some questions. On page 11, line 28 he wanted a clarification of what was
commented by Chairman Hadfield. It states "pointed out that the applicant still has the right to
retain his runoff on site. He said there is some requirements to retain water on site whether it is
with sumps, piping, or curbing." Mr. Richan thought all of them were required to retain their
water on site; he thought it was a requirement. It should say the "applicant is required to retain
his runoff on site whether. .. piping." Mr. Richan verified that some corrections had been made as
per his request.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the minutes as corrected. Councilmember Belmont
seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Steve Nielsen, Juel Belmont, Keith Richan, James
Hansen, and Michael Georgeson. The voting was unanimous. The motion carried.

(

ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Nielsen motioned to adjourn the meeting. Councilmember Belmont seconded the motion.
All voted in favor.
The meeting adjourned at 11:05 p.m.
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
APRIL 21, 1999
AMENDED - NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on April 21, 1999, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m.
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.

4.
5.
*6.

(

7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

Review and action on an ancillary structure, shaved ice stand,
at 105 South 700 East.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for Alpine Lock at
420 West Main Street.
Review and action on a zone change request at 445 East 200
South from the existing R-4 and R2-7500 zones to the GC-1,
General Commercial zone and an amended site plan for Old Towne
Square.
Review and action on the final plat of the one lot Peterson
Subdivision Plat A Subdivision at 731 West 700 North.
Review and action on the preliminary plan for April Ridge PUD
at 1550 North 900 East.
Review and action on the annexation agreement and placement of
the property in the GC-2 zone for the AJM Annexation at 475
East 620 South.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for Carls Junior
located at 497 East 620 South.
Review and action on the Annexation Agreement for the Strate
Annexation at 1550 South 600 East and zoning of the property
PI-1.
Discussion of the master road plan and land use plan in the
vicinity of 860 East Bamberger Drive.
Discussion on a proposed Ordinance to protect trees and
landscaping on private and public property.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the April 7, 1999,
meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 12 day of April, 1999.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
APRIL 21, 1999
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on April 21, 1999, in the
City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00 p.m.
The
agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.

4.

5.
6.
(

7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

Review and action on an ancillary structure, shaved ice stand,
at 105 South 700 East.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for Alpine Lock at
420 West Main Street.
Review and action on a zone change request on 10.5 acres at
654 North 900 West from the existing RA-1 to the R1-9000.
Single Family Residential zone and an attendant preliminary
plan.
Review and action on a zone change request at 445 East 200
South from the existing R-4 and R2-7500 zones to the GC-1,
General Commercial zone and an amended site plan for Old Towne
Square.
Review and action on the final plat of the one lot Peterson
Subdivision Plat A Subdivision at 731 West 700 North.
Review and action on the preliminary plan for April Ridge PUD
at 1550 North 900 East.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for Carls Junior
located at 497 East 620 South.
Review and action on the Annexation Agreement for the Strate
Annexation at 1550 South 600 East and zoning of the property
PI-1.
Discussion of the master road plan and land use plan in the
vicinity of 860 East Bamberger Drive.
Discussion on a proposed Ordinance to protect trees and
landscaping on private and public property.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the April 7, 1999,
meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 12 day of April, 1999.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MAY 5, 1999
AMENDED - NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on May 5, 1999, 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.

Review and action on the final plat of Featherstone Plat A
Subdivision located at 325 South 100 East .
Review and action on a revised site plan for Harbor Storage
located at 72 East South Frontage Road.
Review and action on a revised site plan for Stewart's Trailer
Sales at 800 East 1100 South.
Review and action on the preliminary plat of Evergreen
Construction ' Subdivision at 255 East 140 South.
Review and a~tion on the final plat of Heritage Court PUD Plat
A & B at 830 North 1200 East.
Review and action on an amended site plan for an ancillary
structure (shaved ice stand) at 105 South 700 East .
Review and action on the preliminary plan of Baker Estates
Subdivision at 265 East 500 North.
Discussion of the Harbor Road Annexation at approximately 1100
South 100 'West consisting of 600+ acres.
Discussion on an amendment to the Development Code concerning
height of buildings in all zones .
Discussion on a proposed Ordinance to protect trees and
landscaping on private and public property.
Site Plan Committee report .
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the April 21, 1999,
meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 29 day of April, 1999.

J . H. Hadfield , Chairman
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MAY 5, 1999
NOTICE AND AGENDA

(

Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on May 5, 1999, 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 final plat of Featherstone Plat A
Subdivision located at 325 South 100 East.
Review and action on a revised site plan for Harbor Storage
located at 72 East South Frontage Road.
Review and action on a revised site plan for Stewart's Trailer
Sales at 800 East 1100 South.
Review and action on the preliminary plat of Evergreen
Construction Subdivision at 255 East 140 South .
Review and action on the final plat of Heritage Court PUD Plat
A & B at 830 North 1200 East.
Review and action on the preliminary plat of Rosewood Village
PUD Plat A at 1 1 20 North 45 East .
Review and action on the preliminary plan of Baker Estates
Subdivision at 265 East 500 North.
Discussion on a proposed Ordinance to protect trees and
landscaping on private and public property.
Site Plan Committee report .
Other business .
Review and action on the minutes of the April 21, 1999,
meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 26 day of April, 1999.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

(
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AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION
MAY 5, 1999

The American Fork Planning Commission met in regular session on May 5, 1999, in the City Hall,
commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Councilmember Juel Belmont, James Hansen,
Keith Richan, Steve Nielsen, Chairman J.H. Hadfield, Michael Georgeson, and Ken Baldwin.
Staff present included *Rod Despain, Howard Denney, Kevin Bennett, Jim Hardy, Ron Morrill,
and Melanie Marsh. Others present included Mark Steele, Chris Steele, Doug Stewart, Ken
Hurb, Spencer Williams, Don Allen, Mr. & Mrs. Featherstone, Steve Sowby, Chuck Stewart,
Paul Walgren, Mrs. Peterson, Vic Devanoe, Doug Warren, and Barbara Christiansen, a member
of the press.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF FEATHERSTONE PLAT A
SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 325 SOUTH 100 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He pointed out that one item of concern is the boundary
line agreements. Chairman Hadfield then turned the time over to Don Allen.
Mr. Allen explained that they had an adjoining property owner that was unwilling to sign the
boundary fence line agreement so along the roadway they had to adjust the lot line back. He
stated that the other two property owners have signed the boundary line agreement.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the American Fork Irrigation Company has signed off on the plan.
Mr. Allen said that when he met with the American Fork Irrigation Company it said it would send
a letter to Mr. Denney stating that it approves the proposed plan. He said he does not know if
Mr. Denney has received the approval letter from the American Fork Irrigation Company.
Mr. Denney said he has not received a letter from the American Fork Irrigation Company.
Chairman Hadfield said if the proposed plan is approved, it will have to be subject to the
American Fork Irrigation Company's approval.
Chairman Hadfield said that when the Planning Commission looked at the proposed plan at
another meeting there was some discussion about grades impacting the adjacent properties. He
asked Mr. Allen if he has verified how the grades will impact the adjacent properties.
Mr. Allen said he has reviewed the grading plan and there were some errors. He said the grading
plan has now been changed so that it is more consistent with the adjacent properties.
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Mr. Denney said there is a labeling problem on the proposed plan where the existing Silverleaf
Monuments are being used. He said the legend needs to be corrected.
Mr. Denney recommended that barriers be placed at the end of 13 0 East Street so that traffic
can't go any further. He also recommended that a dead end sign be placed on 290 South Street.
Councilmember Belmont recommended putting no outlet signs throughout the City.
Mr. Georgeson pointed out that there is a no outlet sign at 400 East, south of 500 South and
another one at 400 South, east of 400 East.
*Mr. Despain arrived.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the final plat of Featherstone Plat A Subdivision located at
325 South 100 East subject to: (1) the American Fork Irrigation Company sign off (2)
correction of the subdivision monument (3) barriers to be placed at the end of 130 East
Street (4) a dead end sign being placed on 290 South Street (5) and the City receiving the
boundary line agreement.
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, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr.
Nielsen, and Mr. Baldwin. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED SITE PLAN FOR HARBOR STORAGE
LOCATED AT 72 EAST SOUTH FRONTAGE ROAD
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and asked if any one was present to represent Harbor
Storage.
There was no one present to represent Harbor Storage so Chairman Hadfield turned the time over
to Mr. Denney.
Mr. Denney stated that the proposed plan is a revised site plan that shows two buildings instead of
three buildings.
Mr. Sowby, the representative for Harbor Storage, arrived. Chairman Hadfield turned the time
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over to Mr. Sowby to make his presentation.
Mr. Sowby explained that they are planning to make one large building instead of two buildings.
He said the net change in the building area is 100 additional square feet. He said the drainage is
the same.

Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney stated that he needs to know if the conex containers are to remain on the property or
if they are to be removed. He said if the conex containers are to remain on the property, they
need to be reflected on the site plan and counted towards the square footage .

Mr. Denney said there should be a requirement that the caretakers dwelling should go in with the
next phase. He said the proposed plan needs to show the connections to the sewer and water.
Mr. Denney expressed concern about the retention pond. He said that up to this point American
Fork City has not allowed retention ponds. Mr. Denney said American Fork should require some
sort of sumps so the pond is a detention pond or require that there be some piping to drain the
pond. He recommended that there be another solution instead of the proposed retention pond.
Mr. Denney said that he hates to set a precedence with allowing retention ponds. He suggested
that there be some method to drain the water from the proposed retention pond to the American
Fork River or to have some sumps so that the water is not retained.
Chairman Hadfield asked for Mr. Despain's comments.
Mr. Despain said off street parking is typically required with a caretakers dwelling. He pointed
out that there is no parking on site. Mr. Despain pointed out that the gate has to be opened at
the street to access it.
Mr. Hansen said the only concern that he has with the proposed plan is with the retention or
detention pond and the access of the fence. He asked if Mr. Denney is comfortable with approval
of the proposed plan subject to the flow of the water to the American Fork River or with some
sumps on site and also the correction of the access of the fence.

Mr. Richan asked how access to the American Fork River would be obtained.
Mr. Denney said there is one land owner between the property proposed for development. He
explained that an easement would have to be obtained to drain across the other land owner's
property.
Mr. Richan asked how deep the retention pond will be.
Mr. Denney said the retention pond will be about 3 feet deep .
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Mr. Richan asked what is the nature of the ground.
enough there could be a problem with mosquitos.

He said if the water does not drain fast

Mr. Sowby said that when they first designed the pond it was designed as a retention basin. He
said it was shown that when the retention basin got full the water would overflow and run across
the other person's property as it has always done. Mr. Sowby said that at the suggestion of staff,
the retention pond was changed to a detention pond because they did not have the right of way to
go across the other person's property. He stated that the proposed retention pond is large enough
to completely contain water for a 100-year storrn without any infiltration or evaporation. Mr.
Sowby said the soil contains quite a bit of gravel. He said the water will sink into the ground.
Mr. Sowby pointed out that more than half of the site is developed and he said there has not been
a problem with the water draining into the ground. He said that with all the rain that they have
had for the last couple of weeks, the water has still sunk into the ground.

Mr. Denney pointed out that there is no asphalt. He also pointed out that the soil consists of a lot
of slag and gravel. He stated that the soil was capable of percolation.
Mr. Nielsen asked if they are going to be asphalting.
Mr. Sowby said they are not going to be asphalting at this time.

Chairman Hadfield said he would like to tie the future caretakers dwelling to the completion of
Building G & H. He said the caretakers dwelling needs to be brought along at the same haste as
the other two buildings.
Mr. Sowby said there is not a problem with building the caretakers dwellings at the same time
that Building G and H are built.
There was some discussion that there is no renting of the storage units on site. Mr. Sowby stated
that the purpose of the caretaker is for on-site security.
Mr. Nielsen asked Mr. Sowby if has talked to the neighboring property owner about being
allowed to have the water run across his property.
Mr. Sowby said he has not talked to the neighboring property owner about the water running
across his property.

Mr. Georgeson asked what the requirement is for asphalting.
Mr. Despain said there is not a mandatory hard

~mrface

requirement.

Mr. Nielsen said that he is not opposed to a retention pond, but said if there was to be
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in, the Planning Commission would have to re-look at the retention pond.
Mr. Sowby said that even if asphalt were put between the buildings, there would still be enough
capacity in the pond with the gravel bottom to hold all of the water.
Mr. Georgeson asked if the retention pond would have sufficient capacity to contain a 100-year
storm, if the entire site was asp halted.
Mr. Sowby said the retention pond has sufficient capacity to contain a 100-year storm.

After the proposed retention pond was greatly discussed, Mr. Georgeson said the conex
containers should be considered as part of the site plan or they should be removed from the site.
Mr. Sowby said the owners did not want to make the provision to include the conex containers so
he is fine with excluding the conex containers from the proposed site plan.
Mr. Georgeson asked about the required parking. He asked if they are going to ask for any more
parking for the caretaker dwelling.

Mr. Despain said three to four spaces for the caretaker dwelling will be fine.

(

Chairman Hadfield said most storage units have a place where one can pull off of the public way
to open the gate so the traffic is not backed up in the travel way. He said there needs to be a
slight modification to the gate system.
Mr. Hansen said the access through the fence has to be off street.
Mr. Hansen stated that he has some hesitancy with approving the proposed plan without seeing
some modifications to the parking and how the off street access will work and how the fence will
be shown. He said he would like to see the modifications made to the plan before the Planning
Commission approves it.
Councilmember Belmont said she would also like to see the changes made to the plan before it is
approved.
Mr. Hansen moved to defer action on the revised site plan for Harbor Storage located at 72
East South Frontage Road until (1) the correction of the access of the fencing and off street
parking is shown (2) the disposition of the storage containers is known (3) the plan is
amended to show the connection to the sewer and water and (4) there is something that
shows the flow of water to the American Fork River or there are sumps on site.
Councilmember Belmont seconded the motion.
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Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Sowby said he was disappointed that the proposed plan was not approved. He stated that the
proposed plan has been presented for two weeks. Mr. Sowby said that if he had been made aware
of the changes that needed to be made, he could have easily made the changes.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, and
Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED SITE PLAN FOR STEWART'S TRAILER SALES
AT 800 EAST 1100 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Stewart, the applicant.
Mr. Stewart said he is proposing to add six service bays to the back of this building. He said
when he built his building two years ago he underestimated the level of R V s that he would be
servrc1ng.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said if floor drains are put in the new area, they need to have appropriate de-greasers.

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Stewart if he is planning on putting floor drains in the new area.
Mr. Stewart said floor drains will probably be put in the new area.
Chairman Hadfield told Mr. Stewart that he will need to contact Timp Special Service District to
find out what the requirements are for floor drains.
Mr. Despain noted that the proposed plan does include the fenced area and he explained that
some parts of the fenced area are under the ownership of the City. He pointed out that the City
does have rights of access on the north west side of the property proposed for development.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the utilities will not be impacted. He pointed out that Stewart
Trailer's sign is currently on the south side of the building. Chairman Hadfield stated that Stewart
Trailer's sign can now be relocated to the back part of the new building.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the revised site plan for Stewart's Trailer Sales at 800
East 1100 South for a new addition subject to: (1) any floor drainage needs to comply with
the Timpanogos Special Service District's requirements for floor drains and (2) ingress and
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egress to the City in the north westerly portion of the project proposed needs to be
maintained.
Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr.
Nielsen, and Mr. Baldwin. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF EVERGREEN
CONSTRUCTION SUBDIVISION AT 255 EAST 140 SOUTH
There was nothing submitted from the applicant; therefore, no action was taken on this item.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF HERITAGE COURT PUD PLAT A & B
AT 830 NORTH 1200 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He pointed out that the proposed Heritage Court PUD
Plat A & B is part of the American Heritage Annexation. Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain
if the American Heritage Annexation has been completed.
(

Mr. Despain said the American Heritage Annexation has not been completed.
Chairman Hadfield asked why the Planning Commission is looking at Heritage Court PUD Plat A
& B, if the American Heritage Annexation has not been completed.
Mr. Despain explained that the reason the American Heritage Annexation has not been completed
is because the City has not arrived at an acceptable annexation agreement with the two owners.
He pointed out that the American Heritage School, one of the two owners, has signed the
annexation agreement prepared by the City. He said Patterson Construction, the other owner,
has chose to make an addition to the approved annexation agreement. Mr. Despain explained that
he has drafted some alternate language and that alternate language has been given to City
Administrator Carl Wanlass. Mr. Despain point out that Mr. Bennett has the alternate language
to be include in the annexation agreement. He said the City is waiting to hear from Pattersons on
whether the alternate language is acceptable.
Mr. Hansen asked what has been changed in the annexation agreement.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the character of the addendum was that language of the addendum
was overly broad.
Mr. Bennett said there was some language that attempted to marry other projects with the
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proposed project. He explained that other developments can't be married with the proposed
project. Mr. Bennett said the Pattersons should have the proposed changes to the annexation
agreement so they can decide if they are going to sign it.
Chairman Hadfield again asked why the Planning Commission is looking at the final plat for
Heritage Court PUD Plat A and B, if the American Heritage Annexation is not complete.
Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission approved the preliminary plan some time ago . He
stated that he has reviewed the final plat and he believes that it is in compliance with the
preliminary plat and other prior actions that have been made. Mr. Despain said if the Planning
Commission feels hesitant to pass final judgement on the plat before the actual annexation is
completed that is its prerogative. He pointed out that the plat will not get recorded until the
annexation is recorded.
Mr. Georgeson said that he does not have any problem with proceeding to review the final plat
for the Heritage Court PUD Plat A & B because if the American Heritage Annexation does not
go through, the proposed Heritage Court PUD Plat A & B will not go through.
Mr. Hansen agreed with Mr. Georgeson that the Planning Commission should go ahead and
review the final plat for the Heritage Court PUD Plat A & B, but said the final plat should not go
forward to the City Council until the American Heritage Annexation is completed.

(

Chairman Hadfield said the two parties for the American Heritage Annexation should come to an
agreement. He did not feel the Planning Commission should be wasting its time reviewing the
final plat of Heritage Court PUD Plat A & B, if the property is not going to be annexed into the
City. He said the two property owners should have resolved their problems with the annexation
some time ago.
Mr. Sowby stated that American Heritage School has signed the annexation agreement and it has
been 22 days since the City Council acted on the American Heritage Annexation. He said he did
not feel they should be held up any more by the City.
Mr. Georgeson told Mr. Sowby that the City is not what is holding up the proposed development.
He said it is the other property owner that has not signed the annexation agreement that is holding
up the proposed development.
Mr. Nielsen asked if Mr. Patterson is going to sign the annexation agreement.
Mr. Sowby said that he has not discussed with Mr. Patterson whether he is going to sign the
annexation agreement.

Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
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Mr. Denney said the engineering concerns center around the following three items:
1.
2.
3.

The off-site street requirements and development requirements need to be formally tied
to the proposed project in the motion.
What .is the requirement for fencing around the proposed project?
The proposed disposal of storm water through sumps.

Mr. Denney explained that he is concerned about the proposal for the disposal of the storm water
through sumps because it falls in the shadow of some of the well protection zones. He said they
need to make sure that there is at least some pre-treatment of the storm water, but he said that he
is not sure if pre-treatment is sufficient.
Chairman Hadfield asked about performance guarantees associated with the proposed project.
Mr. Denney said bond proposals have been submitted for both Plat A and B. He said the
determination was that the developer will install in lieu of bonding. Mr. Denney said the City
does have the bond estimates so in case a pad site is sold, they can go to the bonding issue.
Mr. Despain asked what the character of the fence will be around the perimeter of the project.
Mr. Sowby said the fence will be a 6 foot high wood "monster" fence that is completely site
obscuring.

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain if he has reviewed the PUD documentation.
Mr. Despain said that he has not reviewed the PUD documentation yet.

Chairman Hadfield said that approval should be subject to Mr. Despain's review of the PUD
documentation.
Mr. Georgeson said the landscape plan needs to show the fence detail.
Mr. Hansen asked Mr. Georgeson if the Planning Commission needs to see the landscape plan
with the fence detail before it approves the final plan.
Mr. Georgeson said the Planning Commission would only need to see the landscape plan with the
fence detail, if the fence detail differs from what Mr. Sowby has described tonight. He said staff
can review the landscape plan with the fence detail.
Mr. Sowby said the fence for the proposed project is to be the same fence that was built at the
Riverbirch Office Park. He said the City should have a copy of that fence detail and asked if he
still needed to submit a copy of the fence detail for the proposed project.

(
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Mr. Georgeson told Mr. Sowby that he needs to submit the fence detail for the proposed project.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Sowby to submit the fence detail to Mr. Denney.
Mr. Nielsen asked if the fence maintenance is included as part of the PUD documentation.

Mr. Sowby said the fence maintenance is part of the PUD documentation.
Mr. Nielsen asked if the PUD documentation includes that the homes have to stay within the
footprint.
Mr. Sowby said the PUD documentation includes that the homes have to stay within the footprint.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the final plat of Heritage Court PUD Plat A & B located at
830 North 1200 East subject to (1) the off-site street improvement requirements from 1100
East along 830 North Street be required (2) the fencing shown on the landscaping plan,
which is to be 6 feet high (3) review of the PUD documentation and ( 4) completion of the
American Heritage Annexation.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Mr. Hansen asked about storm water, sumps and pretreatment.

(

Mr. Denney explained that Orem City has a pre-treatment manhole. He said he does not know if
the pre-treatment manhole is adequate in the well protection zone.
Mr. Richan asked if pre-treatment of the storm water is something new. He asked if everyone is
going to be required to pre-treat their storm water.

Mr. Denney said that probably by October everyone will be required to pre-treat their storm water
as directed by the EPA in the Clean Water Act.
Mr. Richan asked if the proposed project is the first project that the Planning Commission has
discussed pre-treatment of storm water.
Mr. Denney said that Old Mill was approved with the requirement of pre-treating the storm water.
He said the proposed project is different in regards to the storm water because there is a public
water source to protect. Mr. Denney said he is not sure if the pre-treatment manhole is adequate
treatment in the well protection zone.
Mr. Sowby pointed out that Orem City allows the pre-treatment manhole in zones 2 and 3.

Mr. Nielsen amended his motion to include that the storm drain requirements are subject

l
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to the Level 3 Zone.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr.
Nielsen, and Mr. Baldwin. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Hansen moved that the final plat of Heritage Court PUD Plat A & B does not go to the
City Council until the annexation is completed.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr.
Nielsen, and Mr. Baldwin. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED SITE PLAN FOR AN ANCILLARY
STRUCTURE(SHAVEDICESTAND)AT105SOUTH700EAST
Chairman Hadfield asked if the applicant was present.
The applicant was not yet present.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that this item was discussed at the last meeting. He said that when
the proposed ancillary structure was discussed at the last meeting the shaved ice stand was going
to be placed near the road in front of the parking lot, but there were some problems with
obtaining permanent power at that location. Chairman Hadfield said the applicant is now
proposing to move the ice stand back so it is adjacent to the building on the south side.
Chairman Hadfield asked that this item be discussed later in the meeting because the applicant is
not yet present.

Mr. Georgeson moved to discuss this item later in the meeting when the applicant is
present. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Richan, Mr.
Nielsen, and Mr. Baldwin. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
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This item was discussed after the discussion on amending the Development Code as it relates to
the heights of buildings in all zones.
Mrs. Peterson, the applicant, said she was present at the last Planning Commission Meeting to
request approval of an ancillary structure to be located in the parking lot of Jack & Jill Bowling.
She said they are still planning on locating their shaved ice stand in the parking lot of Jack & Jill
Bowling, but they have decided it is going to be safer to locate the shaved ice stand closer to the
building.
Chairman Hadfield pointed at that one of the conditions of approval at the last Planning
Commission Meeting dealt with the applicant obtaining a health permit and another condition
dealt with obtaining a letter from Mr. Wadley, owner of Jack & Jill Bowling, that states that he
gives permission for the applicant to use the parking lot and the restroom facilities located in his
building.
Mrs. Peterson said she has obtained the health permit and has the letter from Mr. Wadley stating
that they can use the parking lot and the restroom facilities.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mrs. Peterson to leave a copy of the letter and the health permit so that
they can be put in the files.
Mr. Denney asked about the method of anchoring.
Mrs. Peterson said they are still working on the method of anchoring.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the amended site plan for an ancillary structure (shaved ice
stand) at 105 South 700 East subject to meeting the requirements of the previous approval.
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, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr.
Nielsen, and Mr. Baldwin. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN OF BAKER ESTATES
SUBDIVISION AT 265 EAST 500 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield reported that he had not received anything from the applicant. No action was
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taken on this item.
DISCUSSION OF THE HARBOR ROAD ANNEXATION AT APPROXIMATELY 1100
SOUTH 100 WEST CONSISTING OF 600+ ACRES
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Vic Devanoe.
Mr. Devanoe said that he is representing all of the land owners in the Boat Harbor Annexation.
He said they have decided to bring the Boat Harbor Annexation into the City based on the City' s
future master plan. Mr. Devanoe said the Army Corp of Engineers has approved the proposed
project and has investigated the wetlands. He said they have enough water shares to cover their
uses. Mr. Devanoe said they have plans for a commercial area. Mr. Devanoe said they are
proposing mixed housing. He said they are planning on having housing for retired couples and
young couples. Mr. Devanoe said they are proposing affordable housing and expensive housing.
He said they are also planning on helping to develop a competition ski area by the American Fork
Boat Harbor.
Mr. Devanoe said that he is confused because in January the draft General Plan that was shown to
the City Council show the roads aligning with their roads, but now there is some comments that
the roads that they are proposing are not in the draft General Plan.

(

Mr. Despain said the draft General Plan that was presented to the City Council in January showed
a proposed growth pattern and a land use and residential density pattern. Mr. Despain said the
issue is not use, but the issue is density.
Councilmember Belmont said that she hears Mr. Devanoe requesting what he wants, but she said
the Planning Commission is still waiting to hear Bear West's recommendations regarding the land
that is south ofi-15.
Mr. Devanoe said he is not presenting just what he wants. He said there are multiple owners
involved with the proposed project. Mr. Devanoe said the Harbor Road Annexation was posted
for 60 days and there was not one objection to the annexation other than from the Christensens,
who are having a problem with Mel Frandsen.
Councilmember Belmont said the people in American Fork do not want the density that is being
proposed.
There was some discussion about the overall density of the project. Some of the planning
commission members stated that they had not seen the proposed plan and did not know what the
overall density was going to be. When the Planning Commission started talking about density and
the plans, Chairman Hadfield said that it is premature to talk about the plans and density. He said
the issue before the Planning Commission is the annexation. He said that he has purposely
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advised Mr. Despain not to present the plans to the Planning Commission until the issue of the
annexation is resolved.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the property is not in American Fork. He said that annexation
is a privilege and not a right. Chairman Hadfield said a privilege has certain connotations with it.
He said the Planning Commission has to look at the request and see how it fits with the General
Plan. Chairman Hadfield said if the request fits with the General Plan, then the Planning
Commission can recommend approval and pass it onto the City Council.
Chairman Hadfield said the current General Plan shows the property proposed for annexation
could come into the City under the RA-1 Zone. He told Mr. Devanoe that if he wanted to annex
the property into the City under the RA-1 Zone, the Planning Commission would do that tonight
because it fits with the General Plan. Chairman Hadfield said that the Planning Commission is
aware that North Utah County is still continuing to grow and that is one of the reasons they are
working on updating the General Plan so that more than one dwelling unit per acre in the area
south of I -15 will be allowed.

Mr. Devanoe stated that there was a study conducted on what people want to see with regards to
development. He said that the study showed that people in Utah County are willing to accept
higher density if it does not eat up as much land. Mr. Devanoe said that people do not want to
have big yards today.

(

Mr. Devanoe said they are proposing a tremendous amount of open space with their project. He
said they are planning to have a commercial entity so the people who live south of I -15 can be
self-contained. Mr. Devanoe said that with a development agreement the proposed development
makes perfect planning sense at less than 4 units per acre.
Mr. Georgeson said the Planning Commission needs to wait to hear what the consultants have
prepared for the Planning Commission to review before it can update the General Plan. He said
that after the Planning Commission hears from the consultants, it would be appropriate for Mr.
Devanoe to make another presentation to the Planning Commission on increasing the density
south of I -15 and to discuss his proposed project in greater detail.

Mr. Devanoe said they are proposing to leave large areas of land available to build churches and
schools. He said he is willing to wait to hear what the City's consultant has prepared, but he
wants to know if the update of the General Plan is going to be complete in two weeks or eight
months.
Mr. Devanoe invited the planning commission members to look at two projects that he has been
developing so that they are not afraid of density. He said the proposed development is not a high
density project.
Councilmember Belmont said they are trying to get all the knowledge they can to be able to
update the General Plan. She said the Planning Commission' s first priority is to defend the master
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Mr. Devanoe said that if he advertised the proposed plan, 90% of the people would think the plan
is wonderful.
Councilmember Belmont said on May 26, 1999, there will be an open house to discuss density.
She invited Mr. Devanoe to attend the open house.

Mr. Hansen said that he only sees 21 planned acres of park out of 600 plus acres. He stated that
he does not know where the schools and churches are to go.
Mr. Devanoe said he is present tonight to discuss where the Planning Commission wants the
churches and schools to go . He stated that they are proposing 3. 97 homes per acre. He said
there will be a tremendous amount of open space.
Mr. Hansen again expressed his concern that there really is not a lot of open space proposed. Mr.
Devanoe explained how the density was figured and how the density relates to the amount of
open space that is proposed.
Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission is still working on updating the General Plan.
He said there are eight elements of the General Plan and they are still working on updating some
of the elements of the General Plan. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Mr. Despain has to
complete the affordable housing element of the General Plan.

Mr. Warner asked if they should request to be annexed into the City under the present RA-1 Zone
and become a part of the City so that they are easier to deal with or asked if it is better for them
to remain out of the City.
Chairman Hadfield said the question of whether they should annex into the City under the RA-1
Zone or remain out of the City is a difficult question. He explained that in the past the Planning
Commission has seen development occur in concentric rings from the center of the City and then
development moves out from the center of the City. Chairman Hadfield said what is being
proposed is the potential to go to the outer most reaches of the City and start the development.
Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission is here to defend the General Plan and what is
being presented does not follow the General Plan until it is modified.
Mr. Georgeson said if the proposal is to annex into the City under the current General Plan with
the intent of changing the zone, the City and the developer will be doing a disservice to both the
City and themselves. He said at this point in time the Planning Commission does not have
sufficient information to judge the merits of the proposed plan.
Chairman Hadfield asked the developer to take the development code and come up with a plan
that follows within the code. He asked the developer to please not annex into the City and then
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ask the City to develop a special zone.
Mr. Nielsen said he would like to see some kind of concept plan that follows the City' s General
Plan. He pointed out that the proposal is to develop 4 units per acre. Mr. Nielsen said there is
not 4 units per acre in American Fork with the exception of a spot zone. He said the Planning
Commission envisions the area south of I -15 as a more rural type setting than what is being
proposed. Mr. Nielsen said he feels the City is a little low on the density that it will require in the
area south ofi-15, but he said what is being proposed is very high density. He suggested that the
developer and City work together on coming up with a suitable density. Mr. Nielsen asked the
developers to develop a plan that pushes the General Plan, but that does not abuse it.

Chairman Hadfield again stated that the issue is updating the General Plan. He stated that the
Planning Commission needs to get the General Plan changed to allow residential densities at
higher levels than one unit per acre. Chairman Hadfield said they are anxious to see what the
consultants have to report.
DISCUSSION ON AN AMENDMENT TO THE DEVELOPMENT CODE CONCERNING
HEIGHT OF BUILDINGS IN ALL ZONES

(

Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He said this item was put on the agenda at the request of
Ron Morrill, Chief Building Official. Chairman Hadfield stated that they are now seeing a
different type of home being built. He said they are no longer seeing the rectangular rambler with
a flat pitch roof. Chairman Hadfield said they are now seeing multi level homes. He said some of
the people trying to obtain a building permit are coming in with plans that are for multi level
homes and the height of the homes does not comply with the current ordinance. He pointed out
that the current ordinance states that the height of a building can't be higher than 30 feet at the
roof line, which is measured from the foundation. Chairman Hadfield said they are finding that
there are many people asking for homes to be higher than 30 feet.
Mr. Morrill said the style of homes has gone from the standard rambler with the relatively flat roof
to the bi-level home and the narrow deep homes. He said they are now seeing two-story homes
designed with a 9:12 or a 12:12 pitch, which really increases the height of the home. Mr. Morrill
said that under the present ordinance people have to change their roof style to meet the maximum
30-foot pitch, which drastically changes the look of the home.

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the homes that have posed a problem are the homes that are
33 and 3 5 feet high. He said aesthetics are important as well as maintaining the proper setbacks,
clearances, and sizes. Chairman Hadfield said scale is something that has to be considered when
considering whether the height of a homes should be increased. He said the scale is very altered
when a home is put on a small lot with a height higher than 30 feet. Chairman Hadfield also
pointed out that the height of a home can impact on someone's solar power. He gave the
example of someone not being able to grow a tomato plant because someone' s home is too tall
and the plant can't get any sun.
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Mr. Georgeson asked why the height limitation of30 feet was enacted in the first place.
Mr. Despain said his recollection is that the height limitation is just one of those provisions that
came probably at the time the zoning ordinance was adopted.
Mr. Georgeson asked if there has been any rules on sun shed or rights to portions of the sky.
Mr. Bennett said he does not know if there are any rules on sun shed or rights to portions of the
sky.

Mr. Georgeson pointed out that when the Planning Commission discussed the Pennylane Project,
people were concerned about having the three-story building because the people who lived in the
three-story building would be able to look down in their neighbors homes.
Mr. Ric han said people can look into your home if your home is at the same level.
Mr. Nielsen said he does not have a problem with the homes being higher than 30 feet, but he said
the homes need to be on larger lots.
Mr. Georgeson said if people are going to have a larger home or home that is higher than 30 feet
it ought to be on a larger lot or the setbacks should be increased.

(

Chairman Hadfield asked for any other comments.
Mr. Devanoe said that he builds in many cities and most of the height restrictions are between 30
and 36 feet. He said that he does not see why homes can't be allowed to be built at a height of
36 feet. Mr. Devanoe said another 6 feet on the height of a home does not usually matter other
than for architectural reasons. He said that some people can design beautiful homes on smaller
lots and if they are not allowed to build the homes with the height up to 36 feet, then some of the
architectural integrity is taken away. Mr. Devanoe said that the 30 feet high limitation is a little
restrictive.

Chairman Hadfield polled the Planning Commission to see what it recommended should be done
with the current height restriction for buildings.
Mr. Nielsen suggested that Mr. Despain present some different height restrictions to the Planning
Commission.
Mr. Georgeson said he would like to see some sketches that show a 24 foot height home, a 3 0
foot height home, and a 36 foot height home.

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain to get copies of height restrictions on buildings from other
cities.
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Mr. Warren suggested that the Planning Commission might want to look at different height
restrictions for different residential areas in the City.

DISCUSSION ON A PROPOSED ORDINANCE TO PROTECT TREES AND
LANDSCAPING ON PRIVATE AND PUBLIC PROPERTY
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Councilmember Belmont.
Councilmember Belmont passed out the minutes from the January 21, 1998, Planning
Commission Meeting. Councilmember Belmont said that Park City has just created a new tree
ordinance. She said that she will get a copy of the new Park City Ordinance. Councilmember
Belmont said the Beautification Committee is also looking at Spanish Fork's Tree Ordinance and
a tree ordinance from Colorado. She said the thrust of the Planning Commission should be to
help the Beautification Committee write a tree ordinance.
Councilmember Belmont discussed the trees on 100 North Center Street. She said that one
recommendation is that the trees on the south side should be taken out because of the danger that
they pose. Councilmember Belmont said Tony Deitz, Urban Forestry Coordinator, said the trees
could have lived another 10 years; if they had not been damaged. She said she would like to
discuss what could be included in a tree ordinance to help preserve the trees that American Fork
City currently has.

(

Councilmember Belmont said the approval of the project at 100 North Center Street was
approved subject to the developer getting some professional help to preserve the trees. She said
the developer did not do what he said he would do . She said the January 21, 1998, Planning
Commission Minutes state that the developer was to hire a professional to get some guidelines on
how to save the trees. Councilmember Belmont said she would like the Planning Commission to
recommend to the City Council that the developer of the 100 North Center Street Project should
be required to incur the cost to correct the problems associated with the trees that have been
damaged. She said the City should not be required to pay for the trees to be removed.
There was some discussion about what remedies are available to make the developer at the 100
North Center Street Project correct the problem in regards to the damaged tress and also what
remedies are available to ensure that people do not remove trees that are on City property.
Chairman Hadfield said that when the Planning Commission looked at allowing the office building
at 100 North Center to be built at the zero lot line it accepted some damage to the trees because
the roots system underground has about the same spread and girth as the branches do above
ground. He said maybe the Planning Commission was somewhat in error in allowing the building
to be built at the zero lot line, if the trees were the key thing on the property at 100 North Center.
Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission had some concern about the trees on 100 North
Center because they had been neglected for a number of years. He said at the time the office
building at 100 North Center was approved the Planning Commission felt that if a professional
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looked at the trees he or she could help recommend the necessary doctoring to restore the trees.
Councilmember Belmont said trees are cut down all the time in American Fork. She said she
would like to help the Beautification Committee develop a really good tree ordinance.
Councilmember Belmont stated that over the last 30 years American Fork has probably lost a
complete forest. She said that it is as if trees have no value.
Mr. Georgeson said the Planning Commission is in support of saving the trees in American Fork,
but the issue is what remedies are available to make sure that the trees are saved.
Mr. Nielsen asked if there is any legal ramification for cutting down a tree.
Mr. Bennet said the way people view trees or shrubs is that if they spent their money to put in
their own tree or shrubs or other landscaping, then the City should not be able to tell them they
have to take out a tree or a shrub because it is not beautiful or they have to leave in a tree or a
shrub because it is beautiful and the City does not want it removed. Mr. Bennett did not answer
the question of whether there are any legal ramifications for cutting down a tree.

(

In regards to the trees on 100 North Center, Mr. Bennett said that he does not think there is any
remedy in the minutes to require the developer to correct the problem associated with the
damaged trees. He said the January 21, 1998, Planning Commission Minutes are very vague.
Mr. Bennett said the minutes do not tell him that the developer had to get the professional tree
expert to look at the trees before a building permit could be issued.
Councilmember Belmont asked if there was any remedy in that the developer agreed to hire a
professional to look at the trees.
Mr. Bennett again stated that the motion in the minutes is so vague that he does not see where the
developer was required to have a tree expert look at the trees up-front before he began building.
He said it is the Planning Commission's fault for allowing the building to be placed so close to the
trees and the road. Mr. Bennett said that he is not a tree expert and he does not know if the trees
have to come out.
Mr. Georgeson said in reading the minutes, he determined that the motion is vague. He said it is
the Planning Commission's fault for not making sure that the motion was clear. Mr. Georgeson
said that when he read the minutes two weeks after the meeting he read the motion and felt it
stated what the Planning Commission intended, but he can see now that the words in the minutes
did not really reflect the Planning Commission's intent.
Mr. Richan suggested that the planning commission members should clearly spell out the
conditions of approval when they make a motion for approval
There was some discussion about the Park City Tree Ordinance. Mr. Hansen said that he did not
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like the Park City Tree Ordinance because one would have to get approval to plant a tree or
would have to get approval before removing a tree. He said there is no way he would plant things
between the curb and the sidewalk, if he lived in Park City. Mr. Hansen cautioned that they have
to be careful when looking at approving a tree ordinance because a tree ordinance is going to ask
citizens to plant and take care of things on City property.
Mr. Hardy said that owners need to remember that they need to keep their plants or trees at a
level that does not pose safety hazards. He said that people get angry when they are asked to cut
down or prune their plants and trees. Mr. Hardy said that people need to be educated on what
they are planting so they know how big it is going to get so they realize that it is going to have to
be maintained if it gets too big that it creates a safety hazard.
Mr. Georgeson suggested that one solution might be to get some professionals out into the
community to help the citizens in a new subdivision with their landscaping. He said the City
could hire a landscape architect to visit new homeowners and explain the guidelines and help them
choose some things that would be good for landscaping.

Mr. Georgeson asked if the trees on Main Street were chosen with the assistance of the business
owners.
Councilmember Belmont said the business owners on Main Street knew what type of trees were
go1ng 1n.

(

Mr. Georgeson stated that the planning commission members need to make their motions more
specific and clear.

Chairman Hadfield said he will be happy to discuss the tree ordinance again when the
Beautification Committee comes up with some firm recommendations.
Paul Walgren, a citizen, expressed some concern about the density that is proposed for the project
south of I -15. He suggested that the Planning Commission should consider what new
developments will look like in 40 years. Mr. Walgren said today' s building will be tomorrow's
slums.
Mr. Walgren expressed some concern about American Fork City having a tree ordinance. He said _
that he had some trees on his property that he cut down because they were near a power line and
he was afraid the trees were going to fall down and cause a lot of damage. He expressed concern
that the City may be creating an ordinance that would not have allowed him to cut down trees if
needed. Mr. Walgren said that he rides his bike throughout American Fork City and he has
noticed many places throughout the City where trees have ruined the sidewalks. He said the City
does not have any right to decide for him or any other citizen what is beautiful and what is not.
He said beauty is in eye of the beholder.
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Councilmember Belmont stated that Tony Deitz, Urban Forestry Coordinator, suggested that
American Fork should have a resident expert arborist available to give opinions.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that Councilmember Belmont may want to make a motion at the
City Council that the City should have a resident expert arborist available.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Despain discussed signage associated with multi tenant projects not adjacent to the freeway .
He reported that Mr. Larsen is still trying to get a second sign for his Old Towne Square Project.
Mr. Despain explained that at this point in time the ordinance suggests that projects of Old Towne
Square' s nature would be entitled to only one pole sign regardless of the number of street
frontages it has and regardless of the number of tenants. He said in using Mr. Larsen's project as a
model, he would like to know if the Planning Commission is willing to modify the sign ordinance
to allow a pole sign or project identification sign on more than one frontage. He asked if the
Planning Commission feels like one sign is enough for multiple tenant type complexes or asked if
the Planning Commission would allow multiple project identification signs in lieu of individual
pole signs.

(

Chairman Hadfield said that he is surprised that Mr. Despain asked if the Planning Commission
wants to modify the sign ordinance. He said that Mr. Otterstrom, the developer of Alpine Court,
wanted a sign on both frontages of the Alpine Court Project and he was told that he could not
have signs on both frontages. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Mr. Otterstrom put in one sign
and it meets the ordinance. He asked why the Planning Commission should allow Mr. Larsen to
do something different than the ordinance allows.
Mr. Despain said the current language in the sign ordinance needs to be modified. He said that he
is just asking how the Planning Commission would like to change the language. Mr. Despain
asked if the Planning Commission wants to be conservative in its attitude about signs in the
downtown area or does it want to take a more permissive attitude in regards to signs in the
downtown area.
Chairman Hadfield said on US-89 and Main Street and State Street they have let the signs get too
out of control. He said there is a feeling in business that the bigger the sign the better the
business. Chairman Hadfield said he goes to a business because of the quality of the service, not
because of the size of the sign.
Chairman Hadfield asked the Planning Commission what it felt about modifying the sign
ordinance.
Mr. Richan said he wished American Fork had a sign ordinance like Sandy.
Councilmember Belmont said that they need to hold the line and not change the sign ordinance fo r
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every person that comes in and wants something different than what the ordinance allows.
Chairman Hadfield said that just because someone is not satisfied with the sign ordinance that is
not a good reason to just throw out the ordinance.
Mr. Despain said the language in the sign ordinance needs to be changed to deal with directory
signs. He said they have to define pole signs and directory signs in multiple tenant projects.
Mr. Georgeson said that he does not know how anyone could draft an ordinance to meet the
creativity of the advertising folks.
Mr. Despain said that he will put something together to modify the language in the sign ordinance.
He said there is no question that Mr. Larsen wants a second sign at Old Towne Square.

Chairman Hadfield said he thinks the sign ordinance is pretty clear. He expressed concern about
changing the sign ordinance because many other businesses have not been allowed signs.
Chairman Hadfield said that every time they have a discussion in technical review he mentions to
the potential developer that the sign location, the height, size and number of signs is dictated by
the sign ordinance. He said that he also cautions the potential developer not to expect to get
anything other than what the ordinance allows. Chairman Hadfield said that he is surprised that
now that Old Towne Square is to the building stage, Mr. Larsen wants to press the issue of
getting another sign.

(

OTHER BUSINESS
Chairman Hadfield stated that the reason he has not give the Planning Commission the plans that
go along with the Harbor Road Annexation is because the issue right now is not to approve the
plan, but the issue is to update the General Plan.
In regards to multiple tenants, Mr. Hardy stated that tenants that do not face a street are not
entitled to have a moveable sign; but businesses are cluttering the areas with moveable signs.
Chairman Hadfield said they need to eliminate the temporary .signs because they distract from the
beauty of the City.
Chairman Hadfield reported that there are more Certified Training Seminars coming up and
pointed out that he included a registration form in the Planning Commission Packet. He said that
he appreciate every member who serves in a public capacity.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE APRIL

21~

1999. MEETING

Chairman Hadfield reported that the April 21, 1999, Planning Commission Minutes will be put
back on the May 19, 1999, Planning Commission Agenda for review and action because Ms.

(
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Marsh had received some changes from some of the planning commission members and did not
have time to make all the changes to the minutes.
ADJOURNMENT

Councilmember Belmont moved to adjourn. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion. All voted in
favor.
The meeting adjourned at 10:45 p.m.

Melanie Marsh
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MAY 19, 1999
NOTICE AND AGENDA

I
~

Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on May 19, 1999, 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 site plan for Harbor Storage
located at 72 East South Frontage Road.
Review and action on the preliminary plan of Baker Estates
Subdivision at 265 East 500 North.
Review and action on a zone change request at 550 North 820
West from the existing RA-1 to the R1-9000 zone and also the
preliminary plan for Carson Subdivision.
Presentation and discussion by Bear West Associates concerning
the Land Use Element of the General Plan.
Discussion on an amendment to the Development Code concerning
height of buildings in all zones.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the April 21, 1999,
meeting.
Review and action on the minutes of the May 5, 1999, meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 11 day of May, 1999.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman
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AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
MAY 19, 1999
ATTACHMENT

REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork Planning Commission met in regular session on May
19, 1999 , in the City Hall, commencing at 7:03 p.m.
Members
present included Cha i rman J.H . Hadfield , Juel Belmont , James
Hansen , Steve Nielsen, Ken Bal dwin , Ke i t h Richan , and *Michael
Georgeson.
Staff members present included Rod Despain, Howard
Denney, and Richard Colborn.
Others present included Rulon Dutson, David Peterson, Tom Lamont,
Jeff Jackson , Steve Fauscett, Doug Warren, Vic Deauvono, Wade
Carson, Niel Christensen , Barbara Christiansen , and 5 citizens.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED SITE PLAN FOR HARBOR STORAGE LOCATED
AT 72 EAST SOUTH FRONTAGE ROAD
Chairman Hadfield noted that they had reviewed this at the last
meeting and some needed changes were identified, particularly the
drainage.

(

David Peterson from Sowby & Berg explained that they had added
additional sumps to retain storm water in the event of a 100 year
storm . The direction of the water flow was indicated by arrows on
the draw i ng. The plan called for 2 new buildings to be built , in
addition there would be a caretaker dwelling.
The storage of mobile conex containers were shown at the ends of
some of the buildings.
Mr . Peterson did not know if that was a
permitted use in the zone.
Howard Denney commented the sumps that were proposed to not be the
normal cross-section. The aisle on the south appeared to taper and
wanted to make sure there was enough room for vehicular traffic.
Mr. Denney noted that there was nothing to stop the drainage of
water from this project from going onto Halsey lane and suggested
some type of berming or curbing.
He additionally was concerned
about how the entryway operated and if, as it was shown on the
plan, it was in the full open position .
There was a question regarding the new and the old security fence.
Mr. Peterson stated that 14 feet width was consistent.
Chairman Hadfield noted that there were 6 existing trees shown on
the plan.
David Peterson acknowledged that they were removed to make way for
the widened roadway.
Chairman Hadfield observed that some landscaping was desired .
1
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Rod Despain reported that the zoning ordinance was silent on the
storage of mobile conex containers and by putting it specifically
on the plan made it an approval at the location shown.
If the
Commission did not want to allow them, they should not be shown on
the plan.
Chairman Hadfield commented that he had seen some that were painted
and very well maintained. Others were not. The real question was
at what time was a few okay and more than that, were not.
Howard Denney explained that certain retail stores had stated that
they would use those types of containers only during the Christmas
time, but some could be seen even now.
David Peterson, regarding access to the development, noted that
there was a driveway on the north as well. He was not sure to what
extent it would be used but probably for secondary exit purposes.
Chairman Hadfield asked what kind of curbing would be provided and
if the parking stalls were going to be painted and readily
identifiable. Mr. Peterson did not have an answer.
James Hansen moved to approve the revised site plan for Harbor
Storage at 72 East South Frontage Road with: 1) an addition of the
sump construction detail to the plan and it being approved by the
City Engineer; 2) some sort of curbing or berming on the south so
that the storm water would be contained on site and directed to the
storm drain retention pond; 3) the gate as shown, be made so that
it opened all the way to allow for the most access; 4) the driveway
entrance at least to the gate be paved; 5) the setback on building
G be maintained at 14 feet; and 6) the storage of mobile conex
containers be deleted from the plan.
Keith Richan seconded the motion for discussion purposes.

Keith Richan asked why Mr. Hansen would not allow the storage of
the mobile conex containers.
James Hansen responded that he was uncomfortable in them being
there especially when it stated on the plan that the overall
amendment was only 100 square feet. The conex containers were not
included in that figure, but there were 10 of them at 400 square
feet each.
Rod Despain noted that all storage was to be inside except for
trailers and mobile homes. Did the Commission really care if they
were stored there. Aesthetics did come into play. If they were to
be allowed, then the Ordinance should be amended to specifically
allow them. He asked for some direction from the Commission noting
that if their use were carried to an extreme, he would not be very
proud of it.
Keith Richan stated that since he had seconded the motion, but had
a question, he would support his second with an affirmative vote.
2
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Chair.man Hadfield called for a vote on the motion. Voting was as
follows:
Aye, James Hansen, Juel Belmont, Ken Baldwin, J.H.
Hadfield, Keith Richan, and Steve Nielsen.
Absent, Michael
Georgeson.
The motion carried.
James Hansen moved that there also be some trees planted between
the security fence and the sidewalk, numbering 7 or so, to replace
those that had been removed.
Juel Belmont seconded the motion.
Voting was as follows:
Aye, James Hansen, Juel Belmont, Ken
Baldwin, J.H. Hadfield, Keith Richan, and Steve Nielsen. Absent,
Michael Georgeson. The motion carried.

It was explained by Mr. Despain that there was no further action
necessary, only compliance to the applicable motions.
REVIEW AND AC~ION ON THE PRELIMINARY
SUBDIVISION AT 265 EAST 500 NORTH

PLAN

OF

BAKER

ESTATES

Tom Lamont noted that letters had been sent to neighbors of the
project. With regard to the looping of the water line and an exit
on the north out to 300 East Street, Mr. Lamont had proceeded with
discussions with the owner of the property, Paul Steel. He was to
get an appraisal to determine whether he would buy the property or
obtain an easement.
Howard Denney stated some issues regarding the 600 North Street .
A sign-off from the American Fork Irrigation Company would be
needed regarding the installation of irrigation pipe along the
north side of the project and their acceptance of drain water.
He continued that drawings on 500 North Street did not have the
detail on the direction of drainage nor where it was to end up.
Lot 7 by definition, would need to be about 2 to 3 feet wider as
the lot line on the north needed to be 110.97 feet to allow the lot
to meet the 100 feet depth requirement by definition.
The use of
standard radius requirements would be addressed more fully on the
final plat.
Mr. Denney noted that the manhole on the north end would need to be
extended so as to be in the future right of way of 600 North Street
and a street sign would also be required. Most of the area around
this was pasture land. What type the fencing was going to be used.
The roadway grade would need to substantially meet the existing
grade. Additionally, there was no curb and gutter on the west side
of the road to keep irrigation water from running onto and down the
road .
Two of the invert sewer elevations on the site within 100
feet of each other, were shown to be the same and needed to be
corrected.
There should be a note on the plat that the existing
home on Lot 7 would be removed as part of this project.
Rod Despain noted that there was still a question on the reality of
600 North Street and its improvements. If the roadway was acquired
by the developer it should be included in the plat and dedicated to
the City. The manner of the dedication and improvements needed to
be resolved prior to final approval. There had been some limited
3
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discussion of this situation with Mayor Barratt.
Also, the
derelict parcel to the west of the south entrance needed to be
noted.
Mr. Lamont stated that for sure the road would go to the east, at
least in the form of an easement.
Steve Nielsen asked if a friendly condemnation letter could be
issued. Rod Despain answered that was a possibility.
James Hansen agreed that the road on the north out to the east
ought to be part of the subdivision .
Chairman Hadfield noted that the travel way and the waterline could
be in two separate easements if necessary since the waterline was
to be on the north.
Keith Richan felt that the construction of half road + five feet
was the very least that should be considered.
Chairman Hadfield explained that there were other options that
might allow the subdivision to move along in phases which might
help in the timing of the installation of improvements .
Steve Nielsen moved to approve the preliminary plan with:
1) the
600 North improvements resolved prior to final approval; 2) the
approval from the irrigation company and instruction from them as
to the size and type of irrigation pipe required; 3) the water
valves to be placed on property lines; 4) the re-configuring of the
lots so that Lot 7 met the lot depth requirement; 5) that curves
and tangents be addressed on the final plat; 6) a street sign be
placed on 600 North Street; 7) the road match the existing grades;
8) the derelict parcel be deeded back to Mr. Rawlings; and 9) that
they meet any other requirements of the City Council regarding 600
North Street. Ken Baldwin seconded the motion.

James Hansen noted that there should be a lip or berm placed on the
west side of 270 East Street so that the water run-off from the
road would not find its way onto the adjacent property.
Steve Nielsen added to his motion 10) that a lip or berm be placed
on the west side of 270 East Street so that the water run-off from
the road would not find its way onto the adjacent property.
Mr.
Baldwin agreed with his second.
Voting was as follows:
Aye, Juel Belmont, James Hansen, J .H.
Hadfield, Steve Nielsen, Keith Richan, and Ken Baldwin.
Absent,
Michael Georgeson. The motion carried.

Rod Despain stated that the next step would be to complete the
subject to items and visit with the Mayor.
*Michael Georgeson arrived.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST AT 550 NORTH 820 WEST
4
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FROM THE EXISTING RA-1 TO THE R1-9000 ZONE AND ALSO THE PRELIMINARY
PLAN FOR THE CARSON SUBDIVISION
Chairman Hadfield noted that this project was now called West Side
Farms .
Wade Carson explained that it was ready to go and included 31 lots
with existing homes on 2 of those lots. There were some drainage
issues still remaining, but everything else was resolved.
Howard Denney discussed title problems that were proposed to be
solved by pulling back their own lines. In relation to that, there
needed to be some coordination with adjacent property owners so
that it did not result in derelict parcels.
Lots 11 & 12 did not
quite meet the required size, but it appeared that they could be
resolved by adjusting adjacent lots.
Mr. Carson stated that he had not talked with the neighbors on
that.
Howard Denney reported that the project engineer had relied on the
reports of when the field drains were installed for the 2 existing
homes and for the soils tests for the North Park PUD located to the
east which was showing ground water at about 8 feet. The City has
received a complaint about ground water in one of those basements
to the east. A basement restriction will probably be required on
the south portion of this subdivision.
Also, there was an irrigation pipe on the east that would require
the sign-off of the American Fork Irrigation Company. The drainage
solution has not been made to the satisfaction of the City.
Mr.
Carson's engineer had indicated to him, that it could be solved,
however.
Howard Denney asked about density considerations on
adjacent land.
Juel Belmont noted that this was on the edge of American Fork. The
beautiful general plan was to have R1-15, 000 on the outskirts.
There was no such beautiful plan that was being adhered to.
Rod Despain provided a memo which discussed the issue of the zone
change and is included in these minutes as an ATTACHMENT.
What do we do in terms of the zone change.
If there were no
questions, then a recommendation to the Council to go forward would
be in order. In that case, Mr. Despain felt that the owners of the
property to the east would be back to us for a zone change.
Richard Colborn observed that the development agreement by the
property owner to the east was voluntary on their part.
Chairman Hadfield noted that they were not the final approving body
and the City's legal counsel was not in attendance to advise them
on any potential problem.
Juel Belmont stated that the general plan called for R1-15,000 and
5

(

larger lots.

That has not happened.

Richard Colborn noted that a PUD option was available under the R115,000 that approached close to the same density, 2 . 8 dwelling
units per acre .
Chairman Hadfield noted one proposed lot was 22,000+ square feet
and 3 others were over 14,000.
Juel Belmont asked if the Commission still had that vision.
Chairman Hadfield responded that at one time he did,
what other communities were doing on the border.

then he saw

Juel Belmont did not think that was reason for changing.
Chairman Hadfield observed that lot size in this development far
exceeded the requirements of the R1-9000 zone. He asked the staff
for their recommendation.
Rod Despain noted that the PR-15,000 met the density of the general
plan and the R1-9000 did not unless there was a limitation. This
plan was less than 3 units per acre and even though it was R1-9000,
was consistent with the vision perceived in the area. The Planning
Commission ought to make a recommendation on the zone that they
felt was in the best interest of the City.
James Hansen felt this was limited to what was shown. Circulation
wise on 600 North Street and 500 North Street, there was no way to
change the size of lots on lots 1 to 5 and 11 to 15. Based on what
was developed to the east, you could not do much else with this
property.
Chairman Hadfield explained that they entertained Mr . Carson's zone
change previously and they wanted to tie the development plan and
zone change together. Was the Commission satisfied with this plan
or did they want something else.
Howard Denney noted that one of the ways to solve the drainage was
to do a detention pond on one lot to allow it to pond until the
pipe could pick it up and take it to the south.
Chairman Hadfield observed that the other side of the coin was
whether the North Park park was going to be a City park or private
space .
James Hansen stated that they locked in 600 North Street with the
approval of the plat to the east because it fixed lot 5.
Keith Richan asked for some education on the concept of the R115,000 and if that was in hopes of attracting more expensive homes
in the area.
Juel Belmont responded that the purpose was not to jam people in so
tight , but to give more space at the edges.
6
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Mr. Richan felt that was somewhat accommodated by the 22,000+ and
14,000+ lots included. He did not believe that American Fork would
ever be an Alpine or a Pleasant Grove or a Lindon because we did
not have the type of ground that attracted those types of
developments. As he looked at it, the land north of Sunset Hills
was the only land in the community that could be developed at the
concept she was looking for, but that was allowed to go the other
way.
The die had been cast.
Juel Belmont did not think that the price of homes was the issue .
She just knew that higher density was a disappointment in the north
and in the east.
Michael Georgeson recalled that they had discussed the R1-15,000
and the selling point was that people were looking for larger lots
and the City ought to provide for them and it should be the entry
level for annexations into the City. He was inclined to favor R115,000 for this area. He understood Mr. Hansen's concern as to how
the larger lots would be created.
Keith Richan noted the area to the south bordered a railroad track,
should this same concept be continued. Would people buy it. Would
this just be an island of this zoning.

(

Given the conditions and having to tie in with the existing roads,
Steve Nielsen felt that Mr. Carson had done a good job with the
development.
Wade Carson pointed out that the property on the east was zoned a
PUD (PR-9000) but those lots were 7,700 square feet.
He did not
feel that those types of homes would match well to homes on 15 , 000
square feet if that was what was decided .
He had 2 nicer homes
already on the parcel and he was trying to blend the two.
Steve Nielsen reiterated that the R1-9000 made sense.
Keith Richan asked Mr. Carson if he had a problem with a basement
restriction on the southern portion.
Mr. Carson added that basements on a portion of the south would be
restricted anyway because of the depth of the sewer.
Keith Richan commented that unless you test a water level over a 12
month period, you could not get good results.
Mr. Carson stated that the existing homes have basements and have
not had any problem with ground water.
Juel Belmont wanted to stay with the Master Plan.
James Hansen stated that the density would not exceed 3 units per
acre.
Steve Nielsen moved to approve the zone change to Rl-9000 and to
approve the preliminary plat subject to:
1} sign-off by the
7
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American Fork Irrigation Company; 2) approval of drainage plans by
the City Engineer; 3) gaps in property ownership be resolved
(particularly on the south); 4) lots 11 & 12 adjusted to meet the
depth of lot requirements; and 5) the lots south of 500 North
Street be restricted from basements.
Keith Richan seconded the
motion.

James Hansen noted that with the approval of the zone and the
preliminary plan, he asked if they were restricting it to just the
31 lots as he wanted to make sure that the plan and the zoning were
tied together .
Chairman Hadfield stated that the two were tied together and that
the public hearing could be held and action on the zone change
delayed, and taken at the same time as the final approval of the
plat.
Wade Carson asked that if he could prove something different on the
basement restrictions, could the Council change that.
Chairman Hadfield stated that they could.
Voting was as follows: Aye, Steve Nielsen, Keith Richan, and James
Hansen.
Nay, Ken Baldwin, Michael Georgeson, and Juel Belmont.
The motion carried with Chairman Hadfield voting
in
the
affirmative.

It was noted that the public hearing would be scheduled for June
22, 1999, and that Mr. Carson should work in bringing to conclusion
the subject to items.
PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION BY BEAR WEST ASSOCIATES CONCERNING THE
LAND USE ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Rulon Dutson, Bear West Associates, noted that the previous
discussion led well into this one.
He commended the City for
taking a very proactive approach to development in the area to the
south before finding themselves in a reactive situation.
He had pulled some of the needed maps and a few more were coming
with the assistance of the City.
His purpose was to assist the
City in determining what would be appropriate development in this
region in light of environmental issues, proposed densities, and
development options and strategies tried in other parts of Utah and
the country.
Identification of certain environmental issues were
absolutely necessary.
Mr. Dutson showed some maps and overlays of various known areas of
concern.
Keith Richan asked about the 100 year flood plane level and if that
was mapped out prior to or after the dredging of the Jordan River.
The map shown was based on the FEMA study of the late 70's and
early 80's.
8
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ATTACHMENT TO 5-19-99 PC MINUTES - PAGE 1 OF 2
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CARSON ZONE CHANGE

I
~

AND PRELIMINARY PLAN

The request for rezoning of the Carson property from RA-1 to R-19000. Requires consideration of several issues. As some members
of the Commission may recall, PC policy with regard to
annexations and development plans in this area was to decrease
the density as the development moved further to the west.
Pursuant to this policy the strong annexation area had a
combination of PR-9000 and R-1-15,000.
Initially, the Hunter
annexation area, located immediately west of Strong, was brought
in at R-1-15000.
However, Mr. Paul Washburn approached the PC
with the idea that 15,000 square ft lots were difficult to sell
and requested that the area be placed in the PR-9000, which
permits smaller lots. He further committed that the request for
zoning to PR-9000 would not result in a significant increase in
density, and submitted a plan that contained only 38 new units on
the 14.9 acre site - only about 4 more units than was possible
with a R-1-15,000 subdivision.

(

Even with the increase, the project resulted in a gross density
of 2.55 units per acre which was within the guidelines of the
general plan for the area.
Following is a summary of the yield from the proposed 10.4 acre
site based on four different zoning criteria.
1.

RA-1 - Current Zone
.9 du/ac x 10.4

2.

R-1-15,000 - being the same zone and density we started out
with on the adjacent Hunter Annexation.
2.4 du/ac

3.

= 38 du

x 10.4

Number shown on proposed plan
31 dwelling units

(

= 27 du

x 10.4

R-1-9,000 - the requested zone
3.65 du/ac

5.

= 24.96 du

x 10.4

Final Density for North Park PUD (Hunter Annexation)
2.55 du/ac

4.

9.36 du

=

2.98 du/ac

In summary the proposed plan is greater in density than the
approved density on the adjacent parcel 2.98 vs 2.55, but is less

ATTACHMENT TO 5-19-99 PC MINUTES - PAGE 2 OF 2

(

l

than
some
past
also

allowed under the R-1-9000. A change to R-1-9000 without
limitation on final numbers would be a departure from the
policy of decreasing density as we move outward.
It may
have legal ramifications.

Both densities are below the General Plan maximum for the area,
which is not more than 3 du/ac

1

Mr. Richan noted that was prior to the dredging and that this map
would not be applicable.
Howard Denney noted that this was still the FEMA map as there had
been no "official" revisions. The dredging was completed in 1985.
Mr. Dutson stated that this was the most accurate information based
on FEMA or from anyone else. He acknowledged that an updated map
was needed but that this was all that they had .
Michael Georgeson
separately.

asked

if

all

the

Mr. Dutson stated that they were,
difficult to identify.

drainages

were

identified

but at the scale shown,

were

A map of ground water was reviewed.
Keith Richan felt that the scale was too large at, "less than 10
feet," and was not adequate for what the Commission needed.
A map of wetlands was reviewed and discussed.
Some wetlands were
high value and others were not.
Some could be mitigated.
James Hansen asked if anyone had identified the existing sloughs.
Mr. Dutson answered that no one had to his knowledge and that was
one of the most challenging aspects of identifying specific
environmental concerns.
It was something that needed to be done.
Mr. Niel Christensen stated that
sloughs in the area of the map .

there were many more

than

5

Rulon Dutson stated that there were a number of approaches.
One
was that the City take the initiative and identify the sloughs.
Sometimes they were very expensive and took a lot of time. If the
City had an adequate policy in place, the identification of those
could be a responsibility of a developer.
Mr. Hansen noted that a lot of water was generated in that area.
Juel Belmont asked if Bear West did that sort of work.
responded that they did not.

Mr. Dutson

Mr. Dutson noted that American Fork had identified wetlands and
farm ground as open space.
It was asked who was going to pay for the open space.
Mr. Dutson showed a map from the Department of Agriculture, Soil
Conservation Service that identified prime farmland and marginal
farmland.
He showed a publication of the Utah League of Cities and Towns
referred to as a Subdivision Guide book that dealt with some of
9
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these issues.

This was a good place to start.

The challenge that fell to the Commission was to identify the
critical areas, and determine what was suitable for development,
what was not, and what was suitable for development with certain
conditions. There could also be City initiated restrictions.
Vic Deauvono asked if Mr. Dutson had an aerial map that showed what
amount of the greater Utah County land around Utah Lake that was in
the 100 year flood plane .
Rulon Dutson responded that he did not, but acknowledged that there
was a lot of development taking place in Utah County within the 100
year flood plane.
Mr. Dutson stated that one advantage of information like this, was
that it identified with a red flag, potential problem areas. The
developer would have a chance to address the specific concern and
then the City would be able to decide a course of action.
The
purpose of
identifying these issues was not
to prohibit
development, but to make sure that development took place in an
appropriate and responsible manner .
The map from the Planning Commission regarding land use for this
area was reviewed.
The areas shown included the following and
their approximate total area:
Commercial (480 acres )
Industrial ( 790 acres )
Existing residential development (63 acres)
Low density residential development at 0 to 3 units per acre
(675 acres@ 3 per acre = 2,025 units)
Residential agricultural area at 1 unit per acre (211 acres @
1 per acre = 211 units)
Residential open space area at 0 to 2 units per acre (950
acres @ 2 units per acre = 1,900 units)
The new development allowed under this scenario would be just over
4,150 units which translated to 16,000 new residents.
(American
Fork was now at approximately 22,000)
One of the considerations of the Planning Commission was that along
the American Fork River, no development take place.
Chairman Hadfield asked where we would go from here.
Rulon Dutson recalled that one of the things that came up during
the open space discussion were some of the priorities of the
community.
From previous work sessions in 1995, the community
wanted to see open space in large chunks which included manicured
parks, natural areas, and agricultural fields.
Open space should
serve a purpose and not be a burden.
Mr. Dutson stated that the next step would be to translate the
information into a land use format and development of a land use
10
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Doug Warren asked whose proposal this was.
Rulon Dutson reported that he received the land use map and
proposed densities from the Planning Commission.
It was the map
that Rod Despain had prepared based on input from the Commission
and it reflected their thoughts.
Chairman Hadfield explained that they had reviewed this many times,
but it was not cast in stone as additional information continued to
come in.
Mr. Dutson presented via overhead display diagrams different
concepts of designs.
Some persons defined "rural" by large lots,
others defined it as open space.
Mr. Richan noted that the developer had to deal with that.
to be economically feasible to make some money at it,
wouldn't be done.

It had
or it

Mr. Dutson agreed. He demonstrated that by clustering, you may be
able to reduce the cost of infrastructure.
Rulon Dutson noted that at the back of the open space element of
the current general plan there were probably 25 strategies of how
to acquire open space in terms of working with landowners to do
that, but also how it could be maintained. This was an opportunity
to give property owners an option.
Some communities have open space preservation as a priority and
funded open space; others did not.
Doug Warren stated that if American Fork wanted to own the space,
there was one thing they could do and that was to tax everyone in
the community to pay for it.
Richard Colborn stated that was what they were looking into doing,
but doing it before it was annexed when the value was increased.
Mr. Dutson stated that was just one of a number of methods that
could be used.
Mr. Warren asked how this was going to be maintained and who was
going to pay for it.
There were just a few, very wealthy people
that could live there.
Mr. Dutson stated that there had to be an option that included an
incentive for a developer to leave the ground undeveloped.
That
could be sentiment or just the wanting to stay in agriculture.
Doug Warren stated that they could not make any money that way. If
the City was going to take open space, was some owners association
going to pay a certain amount every month to maintain it. He did
not think so. This would not allow for a mixed type of residential
11
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development.
If it was
pressure to develop it.

left

farmland,

there

would

come

the

Rulon Dutson stated that if the community decided to stay with the
general plan as stated tonight, there were obviously some ~ acre
lots and those were difficult to maintain as well . If there were
places that were a priority, those need to be identified.
Vic Deauvono stated that it was a different environment than 20
years ago.
The people moving in were not from California or
Arizona, but were our own kids growing up.
He had a hard time
saying that the people on the east side didn't take their portion
and their wasn't good planning nor densities that were needed that
were inexpensive and now the entry cost was $129,000 for a Rick
Salsbury home in Lehi and Spanish Fork. He advertized $109,000 and
by the time they were in, it was $129 , 000 and he had to do 110%
financing for 90% of his people.
Mr. Deauvono stated that they wanted to be annexed into the City.
They want to plan their quadrant of land. They had a lot of soil
tests done, the Army Corps of Engineers has come in over a period
of 5 years. They did not feel that a density of 0 to 2 was livable
in today's environment and economic conditions and would want 4 per
acre.
Within that density, they had 50 acres of waterways, 26
acres of park, and a trail going through the system.
They owned
the last 600 acres to the lake and they would be the ones
controlling where some of those sloughs end up , other than some
that run to the west .
He continued that most of their homes were slab on grade.
They
have asked the Planning Commission to consider that. He hoped that
Mr. Dutson as a planner took into consideration their concerns as
well and that he could give some recommendation to the Commission.
Mr. Dutson commented that property owners should have a lot of
rights; it had to be balanced. It was a challenge for everyone to
come up with an appropriate mix of housing.
That was why the
Planning Commission had been working on this .
Doug Warren stated that a mixture of people was necessary for a
community. The type of planning proposed was not good planning and
felt it was disastrous.
James Hansen felt that Mr. Warren had missed the point. Where it
was shown you could end up with the same number of units on a
smaller parcel, there was still an overall density of 0 to 2. He
was not going to argue over the density at this point in time,
because it was not set at this time.
Chairman Hadfield summarized that the Commission had seen a lot of
things at this meeting that should be considered. He was sure that
if you had 2,200 acres that they could get a developer to come up
with a plan to place a house on every square inch, regardless of
flood plane, liquefaction, wildlife habitat, sloughs, waterways, or
drains or whatever; that was not what the Commission was trying to
12
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say.
As a guideline there were many things that they had to
evaluate.
Development credits could be taken here or there and
clustering could take place .
Chairman Hadfield thanked Mr. Dutson for his information noting
that the Planning Commission needed to continue to work on this.
He asked for a comment from Niel Christensen .
Niel Christensen noted that he was in attendance to listen.
DISCUSSION ON AN AMENDMENT TO THE DEVELOPMENT CODE CONCERNING THE
HEIGHT OF BUILDINGS IN ALL ZONES
This was moved to a future meeting.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Rod Despain had nothing to report.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE APRIL 21, 1999, MEETING
Keith Richan had not had time to review the many items that he had
requested changed. He expressed concern over the number and types
of corrections that were required of this minute taker.

(

Keith Richan moved approval of the April 21, 1999, minutes based on
the usual manner of follow through by Melanie Marsh.
Michael
Georgeson seconded the motion.
Voting was as follows:
Aye,
Michael Georgeson, Keith Richan, Juel Belmont, Steve Nielsen, and
James Hansen.
Abstained due to absence from that meeting, Ken
Baldwin and J.H. Hadfield. The motion carried.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE MAY 5, 1999, MEETING
Juel Belmont noted that on page 21,
was Tony Deitz.

the top line, the man's name

Michael Georgeson noted that on page 20, line 14 it should be
"landscaping", and on line 18 the word should be "chosen" instead
of "chose".
On page 4, line 17, the sentence should read, "He
stated that the soil was capable of percolation."
Keith Richan noted that on page 2, line 40, the word "building"
should be plural, "buildings".
On page 3, line 17, the sentence
should read, "Mr . Denney said American Fork should require some
sort of sumps so the pond is a detention pond or require that there
be some piping to drain the pond." On page 10, line 15, it should
read, "(1) the off-site street improvement requirements from 1100
East along 830 North Street be required". On page 13, line 11, the
word "carry" should be changed to, "cover".
Juel Belmont noted that on page 13,
"Bear" not "Best".

line 27,

the word should be

Mr. Richan continued that on page 15, line 38, change "given" to
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"doing a disservice to both the City and themselves", and on line
21, "element" should be made plural, "elements". On page 16, line
42, delete the word, "it". On page 17, line 39, change the word,
"wold" to "would". On page 20, line 7 , "there" should be, "their",
and on line 39 , delete , "to".
James Hansen moved to approve the minutes of May 5, 1999, with the
noted corrections. Ken Baldwin seconded the motion. All were in
favor.

OTHER BUSINESS
Juel Belmont noted that she had a map for everyone from the
Beautification Committee regarding planting along Main Street and
asked that they be placed in the next packet.
She also had a
landscape concept plan she would like placed in the packets along
with the latest draft of an Ordinance from the Beautification
Commit t ee .
Michael Georgeson asked what was happening with the 500 East
Beautification Plan. Juel Belmont did not have any information on
that, but she would inquire.
Juel Belmont stated that she had many calls from merchants on Main
Street about their signs and would like some sort of relief until
the Main Street program took over.

(

Chairman Hadfield noted that he had direction from the Mayor to
review signs at the next meeting.
Michael Georgeson did not know how to determine what types of
development were compatible with various types of problems.
He
would like some direction along those lines when they get into it.
Chairman Hadfield asked that each Commissioner read over the
Subdivision Book, before they invite Mr. Dutson to return, as the
next step was to put all those overlays one over the other to see
what remaining ground we have and what the Commission would be
comfortable with.
Juel Belmont noted that she enjoyed Mr. Dutson's presentation.
ADJOURNMENT
Steve Nielsen moved adjournment at 10:50 p.m.
seconded the motion. All were in favor.

~ Yk.&«L_

Richard M. Colborn
Planning Administrator
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AMERICAN FORK CITY · PLANNING COMMISSION
JUNE 2, 1999
NOTICE AND AGENDA

I

Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on June 2, 1999, 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.

Receiving of input and review of sign regulations in the
downtown business district.
Review and action on a site plan for placement of a cellular
tower at 1019 East Pacific Drive.
Review and action on the preliminary plat of the Whiteman
Subdivision located at 383 West Pacific Drive.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for a day care
center at 290 South 500 East.
Review and action on the preliminary plan for Rosewood Village
PUD at 60 East 1340 North.
Review and action on a zone change request from the existing
PO-l and Rl-7500 zones to the R-4 zone on 5.29 acres located
at 30 South 700 East including the preliminary plan for
Village Green PUD.
Discussion on an amendment to the Development Code concerning
height of buildings in residential zones.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the May 19, 1999, meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 24 day of May, 1999.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

..

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
JUNE 2, 1999

(

REGULAR SESSION

ATTACHMENT

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in a regular session
on June 2, 1999, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Members
present included Chairman J.H. Hadfield, Juel Belmont, Ken Baldwin,
James Hansen, Steve Nielsen , and *Michael Georgeson. Keith Richan
was excused as he was out of town. Staff members present included
Howard Denney , Richard Colborn , James Hardy, and Kevin Bennett .
Rod Despa i n was excused as he was out of town.
Others present
included Barbara Christiansen , Lilian Rea, Richard Rea, Scott
Oliver , David Whiteman , Kevin Rose, Dave Snowball, Mr. & Mrs. Kent
Searle, Judy Price, Daniel Copper, and 8 citizens.
RECEIVING OF INPUT AND REVIEW OF SIGN REGULATIONS IN THE DOWNTOWN
BUSINESS DISTRICT
Chairman Hadfield asked if anyone was present.
reported that representatives were coming.

Mrs. Judy Price

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR PLACEMENT OF A CELLULAR TOWER
AT 1019 EAST PACIFIC DRIVE

(

Scott Oliver from Sprint PCS proposed a 60-foot cellular tower at
1019 East Pacific Drive.
The property was now under development
and the roadway should be completed in 4 to 6 weeks. This site was
on the north side of the property.
He reported that they had a
hole in their coverage and their engineers had determined that this
location would service their customers.
City Engineer Howard Denney stated that this may need to be
cons i dered as a revised site plan as it showed an easement that
would be over the existing plan.
*Michael Georgeson arrived.
Mr . Oliver explained that it was intended to be a recorded easement
over the existing plat.
James Hansen asked what was in the area of the easement?
It was
thought that it was a parking area.
Any motion should reference
that it should not interfere with the existing approved site plan.
Juel Belmont asked if there was to be a flashing light on top of
the tower.
Mr. Oliver did not believe that a light on top would be required by
the FAA as there were taller ones in the area that did not have
l ights.
Steve Nielsen moved to approve the site plan for a cellular tower
at 1019 East Pacific Drive subject to meeting the site plan
1

requirements of the RLK plat.
Ken Baldwin seconded the motion.
Voting was as follows:
Aye, Steve Nielsen, Ken Baldwin, Juel
Belmont , J .H. Hadfield, and James Hansen.
Abstain, Michael
Georgeson.
The motion carried.

Chairman Hadfield explained that the next step for the petitioner
would be to get with the landlord and make sure that there was not
a conflict and that this fit in with the existing site plan.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT
SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 383 WEST PACIFIC DRIVE

OF

THE

WHITEMAN

David Whiteman noted that his engineer was not yet in attendance
and asked the Commission to wait for his engineer to arrive.
Chairman Hadfield
meeting.

agreed

to

hold

this

item

for

later

in

the

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR A DAY CARE CENTER
AT 290 SOUTH 500 EAST
Lilian Rea asked for an approval of a day care facility for no more
than 20 children. It was not a residential day care as it was not
a home occupation.
She explained that she had talked with Mr.
Morrill about the ADA and fire regulations and being able to start
as a child care center. She proposed to install a handicap access
ramp within 6 months of approval; modify walls, doorways, and
bathroom to meet ADA guidelines for disability access within 12
months of approval; and meet all fire codes governing the next step
up which was a Commercial Child Care Center within 14 months of
approval .
City Engineer Howard Denney explained that drive entrances needed
to have the approval of UDOT.
The request was that ADA
accessibility not be assessed at this time, but within 12 months of
approval. He explained that the City ordinance distinguished the
difference between the Family and Commercial types at 10 and
suggested that a restriction to 10 children until ADA could be
complied with, may be permitted.
Mr. Denney added that this was to be a significant change to the
structure and felt it should not be allowed to remain on the septic
tank , but made to connect to the sewer.
He reviewed some of the utility lines that were hanging down. The
engineer Jay Peterson stated that they would be taken care of.
They had no use for the cable TV service line.
Howard Denney noted that the proposal was to fence the front
property. As this was an R-4 zone, they were restricted to a 42"
high fence.
The back yard was fenced in already.
Chairman Hadfield noted that the State had waived the requirement
of having a Family Group Care Home in a home other than the
provider's. He did not believe that the City could waive a safety
2

or heal th requirement . Fifth East Street was get t ing more traffic
on it all the time.
Some type of interior circulation was
important as there were businesses going in on the north and the
south. He felt a development agreement would help to insure that
there was the possibility of joint access points to 500 East. With
an agreement, both parties would be legally bound.
City Engineer Howard Denney explained that this was not quite
commercial and not quite a home occupation, but some sort of a
hybrid under the City's Code.
It was in an R-4 zone.
Mrs. Rea asked for the ability to return to a residential use if
needed.
After reading the permitted uses in the R-4 that allowed for Day
Care facilities, James Hansen observed that the requirement for
this type was not as strict as a residential preschool.
Michael Georgeson asked when compliance with ADA came into play.
Chairman Hadfield reported that the Chief Building Inspector Ron
Morrill was of the opinion that the City did not have the right to
waive any ADA requirement .
Mr. Peterson reported that as long as they had plans to comply, it
would not trigger a negative reaction with any ADA review
organization.
Jim Hardy reported that Family Group Care was different from any
thing else . Preschools had previously been required to have home
occupied personnel. The state cut off was at 12.
James Hansen observed that the R-4 zone was silent regarding the
number of children in this type of day care.
Chairman Hadfield noted that Mrs. Rea had imposed those deadlines
on herself. There was still the question of a 6-foot fence in the
front when the City did not allow that height in a residential
zone.
Mr. Peterson explained that they were willing to connect to the
sewer.
Steve Nielsen asked if UDOT was allowing them access.
Mr. Peterson responded that they had not yet received approval from
UDOT.
Mr. Nielsen asked about the type of sign proposed and was it to be
behind the fence as shown on the plan.
Mrs. Rea assumed that it would be in front of the fence .
Chairman Hadfield asked for comments from the audience.
none .
3
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Steve Nielsen moved to approve the site plan for the Family Group
Care Center at 290 South 500 East subject to:
1} 10 children be
allowed until the ADA requirements were met; 2} approval of access
on 500 East from UDOT; 3} connection to the City sewer; 4} the
fence meet the fence regulations; and 5} the sign meet the City's
Sign Ordinance. Michael Georgeson seconded the motion.

Mrs. Rea explained that she needed to have the number of children
that the State would allow, which was 20, to have enough money to
do the ADA.
Steve Nielsen asked how long it would take to reach 20 children.
Mrs. Rea explained that she was very good at what she did and would
have 20 within the first month.
Jim Hardy noted that 20 children on one level with one restroom
would not suffice.
If they used the basement area, a second
entrance from the basement would be required and the fire marshal
would need to inspect that .
She stated that she would not use the basement for child care
children but for her 4 children. The other 16 would be upstairs.

(

Michael Georgeson stated that he was still concerned.
He would
like to see the Commission postpone action so that she could come
in with a complete list on kids, fencing, access, etc.
It
concerned him that they may have 20 children with only one restroom
facility up stairs. That was why he felt better with 10.
Chairman Hadfield was concerned in waiving any ADA requirements,
noting that the State could not waive a City Ordinance.
Juel Belmont agreed with Mr. Georgeson's suggestion to table action
for two weeks and to contact the State Licensing Specialist Shiela
Holyoak.
Steve Nielsen withdrew his motion.
second.

Michael Georgeson withdrew his

Michael Georgeson moved to table action.
motion.

Ken Baldwin seconded the

Chairman Hadfield explained that the motion was to table action and
to talk with Mrs. Holyoak and to address it again later on.
All were in favor of the motion.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR ROSEWOOD VILLAGE PUD
AT 60 EAST 1340 NORTH
Kevin Rose noted that they came before the board and presented a
concept plan along with a zoning change previously. The motion to
change the zone was tabled by the City Council who requested a
preliminary plan be tied to the zone change. They had been working
4

with Rod Despain and Howard Denney to accomplish that.
1)
2)
3)
4)

5)
6)
7)

Howard Denney reported that there was a proposed clustering of
the water service and he asked for the same type of thing for
the sewer connections .
The irrigation company still needed to sign off on t he
project .
The drainage calculations needed to be for a 100-year storm
and additional areas for detention of storm water potentially
found.
The existing street cross-sections would need to be
accommodated.
In every case there was curb and gutter
adjoining the property and they will need to use the existing
improvements.
On 1340 North Street the City would want as
much as possible to maintain a 66-foot cross-section.
There was a proposal for combination curb , gutter , and
sidewalk which would result in a 55-foot radius instead of the
standard 60 feet.
The cul-de-sac length was 760 feet which was longer than the
standard of 500 feet.
The title report noted 3 conflicts that needed to be resolved

Chairman Hadfield reported that Rod Despain had provided a memo
regarding this project. The memo is provided as an ATTACHMENT to
these minutes. He reviewed Mr. Despain's memo.
Michael Georgeson observed that living on a cul-de-sac with 5 feet
less than the standard there was allowance for a car on each side
and one t o go down the middle.
It was difficult for the garbage
trucks .
Howard Denney noted that the asphalt width would be the same as the
normal requirement.
Lori Kenny asked about trash collection.
Mr. Rose responded that each resident would have their own
dumpsters and it would be stored in the garage or stored next to
it .
Douglas Kenny asked how much deviation was allowed between the
approval of the preliminary plan and the final plan .
Chairman Hadfield answered that American Fork was much more
definitive on preliminary plans than other communities.
A
preliminary plan meant that they were down to the point of
identifying location of utilities, footprints of buildings, and if
anything was changed it became an amended plan.
What could be
changed would be the placement of a water valve or a change in a
cross gutter location . It did not mean that a 4-plex could be made
into an 8-plex. City Engineer Howard Denney agreed.
Steve Nielsen asked if Mr. Denney was comfortable with the length
of the cul-de-sac.
5

Howard Denney stated that he was always concerned about that
the outcry that he used to have was not there .

1

but

1

Chairman Hadfield noted that in this case , with Seniors/ the number
of end trips was not as great .
Kevin Rose explained that to solve the RV Storage/ they would enter
into agreement with an off-site storage facility .
Michael Georgeson asked how the CC&R S would be enforced.
1

Mr. Rose responded that the Association could levy a fine or a lien
against a person .
As the major owner he would make sure it was
done up front . Eventually it would be run by owners themselves.
Howard Denney noted that these were public streets and there could
not be restrictions on parking on the City streets.
Mrs . Kenny asked if there
restricting it to Seniors .

would

be

anything

in

the

CC&R ' s

Kevin Rose answered that they were still marketing it to Seniors.
They have restricted to owner-occupied/ the initial purchase. He
believed that by the pricing and location they would be attractive
to Seniors and not to first time home buyers .

(

Lori Kenny asked about the swimming pool and if it would be in view
of children that would be walking by on 1340 North and what safety
precaut i ons would be taken.
Chairman Hadfield stated that it would need to be barricaded or
fenced.
Kevin Rose stated that the swimming pool would have a fence around
it and would have signs that said that there was not a lifeguard on
duty .
Mrs . Kenny felt that if it was visible from the street it would be
a magnet that would draw the children to it.
Chairman Hadfield noted that there would be some screening by the
clubhouse.
The landscaping also was to be bermed and that would
help to screen it as well.
Cheryl Hays expressed concern regarding the number of cars dropping
off kids at Legacy Elementary School and if traffic would be
control l ed through the use of stop signs or speed bumps .
Chairman Hadfield noted that there was already a petition for
another crossing guard. The traffic pattern might change wi th the
road going through/ but he could not be sure . Traffic bumps were
not allowed on public streets. Police would enforce speed limits.
This street/ 1340 North would be a straight through road from 100
East to 150 West.
1

6

(

Kevin Rose asked if 1340 North was always intended to be a through
street.
Chairman Hadfield confirmed that the General Plan had called for
that for some time.
James Hansen noted that there was a major waterline in place at
that location as well.
Luana Searle noted that the Alpine School District had always
wanted that street to be opened but they couldn't because they
still desired to farm their property.
She did not think that too
many were coming east of the school. Most would come from Highland
or the Hill Crest area of American Fork.
Christy Hurd asked about the no buffer area next to the school.
Chairman
type of
distance
the case
that the

Hadfield noted that where there was an impact or different
development they called for a buffer.
It could be a
or a space or a single family residence.
This would be
on the east. Because it was a school, it was determined
school did not require a buffer.

A gentleman asked about the pool and who was responsible if there
was an accidental drowning and who was liable for the common area.

(

City Attorney Kevin Bennett explained that it would be spelled out
in the CC&R's and it would be the responsibility of the Homeowner's
Association.
Chairman Hadfield noted that the
density, needed to be looked at.

numbers

requested versus

the

Kevin Rose commented that it was his understanding that a
fractional unit was rounded up and on the case of the cul-de-sac,
Mr. Denney had stated that those allowances had been made in the
past.
Chairman Hadfield asked if Mr. Rose would consider making one of
the 4-plex units a triplex.
Mr. Rose stated that the design of the buildings would not allow
that.
Steve Nielsen commented that the project more than met the common
area requirement. He would like to see building 4 and 14 tweaked
to meet the set back requirement.
Juel Belmont commented that the zone had not yet been changed.
Chairman Hadfield explained that was correct, that the zone change
had gone to the Council who chose to take no action pending the
submission of an approved preliminary plan and that they would go
forward together.
7

Steve Nielsen explained that his thought was that they could make
the buildings a lot larger and still meet the requirements.
The
requirement on the open space was 25% and Rod Despain in his memo
calculated the amount of open space provided to be 47%, which was
almost double , and just for that reason he felt okay.
Kevin Bennett noted that Section 2-5.19 of the Development Code
stated that ,
"Any computation or measurement resulting in a fractional
number shall be rounded down to the next smaller whole number,
i . e. , 23.75 inches would be truncated to 23 inches."
Michael Georgeson was satisfied with the length of the cul-de-sac
as these were to be older folks with fewer trips per day per unit.
Juel Belmont thought it was a good design.
She noted the lack of
shade trees and that aspen and conifers were not shade trees. She
had nothing against senior housing. The product was beautiful but
stated that she could not vote for this because of the zone change
required.
She reported that she had met with the neighbors on a
couple of occasions and she would uphold what the neighbors wanted.
She had made a commitment to them and swore to them to uphold what
the neighbors wanted .
Chairman Hadfield asked if a honey locust was a shade tree .

(

Juel Belmont responded that after 30 years it gave such little
shade that not more than one person could stand under it.
A
conifer was lovely but it wasn't a shade tree. Other aspens were
gorgeous but they died after 20 years.
Chairman Hadfield asked for comments.
James Hansen stated that he would like to see a drawing of the area
with the two put together and without seeing the whole piece of
property together he could not give an affirmative vote .
Kevin Rose and Howard Denney pieced the blueprint plans together
and pinned them on the bulletin board.
James Hansen asked some questions about locations and distances.
Chairman Hadfield noted that any building within 200 feet of the
project should be shown on the preliminary plan .
The School
District had promised the City at the time of the approval of
Legacy Elementary School that they would install a paved walkway
from 1120 North to Legacy along that fence line. There was about
45 feet of open space.
James Hansen was concerned regarding the proximity of the project
to the Jr. High School.
Chairman Hadfield noted that the roadway was about 3 feet lower
than the ground to the east.
8
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James Hansen was concerned about aesthetics and safety.
Steve Nielsen felt that it met code.
James Hansen was concerned about the length of the cul-de-sac and
its effect on the whole area.
Kevin Rose noted that there was not an Ordinance on the length of
a private driveway.
He could move the cul-de-sac so that it was
shorter, but this was a better design.
Chairman Hadfield commented that the cul-de-sac was going to be a
public street. He asked for the feelings of the Commission.
James Hansen asked how building 4 and 14 would be brought into
compliance .
Mr. Rose looked at the plan and felt it could be done.
Steve Nielsen agreed noting that building number 4 could be turned
on its axis and 14 could be easily adjusted.
Michael Georgeson moved approval of the preliminary
Rosewood Village PUD at 60 East 1340 North subject to:
1}

(

2}
3}
4}

5}
6}

7}

plan

of

Details of the clustering of sewer connections,
Irrigation sign-off,
Drainage calculations and the resultant disposal of water
meeting the 100-year storm,
Roads and curbs to align with the existing roads and curbs,
The 55-foot radius on the cul-de-sac and the combination curb,
gutter, and sidewalk were okay,
Clearing up of the title report,
Because of the superior design as presented by the greater
percentage of open space,
76 dwelling units would be
permitted.

Steve Nielsen seconded the motion.

A gentleman asked about storm runoff and if the area where it would
go would be fenced or be a depression in the ground.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the City Engineer Howard Denney would
review those calculations.
Howard Denney suggested that buildings 4 and 14 needed to meet the
set back requirements.
Michael Georgeson included in his motion, 8} That buildings 4 and
14 meet the set back requirements.
Steve Nielsen agreed with his
second.

James Hansen noted that the CC&R's needed to be reviewed and RV
parking addressed.
9
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Michael Georgeson included in his motion, 9) that the RV Parking
would be off-site and covered as part of the CC & R's and that no
RV Parking would be allowed within the project.
Steve Nielsen
agreed with his second.

James Hansen reported that the applicants had stated that the
design would be low profile.
The buffering was adequate if they
retained the low profile structure.
Michael Georgeson included in his motion, 10) that low profile
structures adjacent to the subdivision were considered as part of
the buffering and part of the site plan.

Steve Nielsen asked what a low profile building meant; was it one
story?
Kevin Rose responded that 3 of the 4 designs were one-story.
other one had a loft but was about the same height.

The

James Hansen read from a prior brochure :
"Single Story House Design. We hate stairs. Thousands of us
fall on them each year. They are inconvenient and we want to
live on one story.
Because of physical limits and
disabilities, many of us need to live on one story."

{

Mr. Hansen asked if the design had changed.
Kevin Rose stated that the floor plans had always been there.
Steve Nielsen felt that the project was good
understand the reason for the hard questions.

and

he

didn't

James Hansen stated that he just wanted to feel comfortable with
the project and make sure that what was sent on was what the City
would get and not something different.
A gentleman commented that even with CC&R's you could not
discriminate against age. How was this going to be guaranteed to
be a Seniors project?
Chairman Hadfield observed that through certain restrictions in the
CC&R's it would make it uncomfortable for families. He asked what
guarantees the gentleman had from his neighbors.
The gentleman
answered none.
Chairman Hadfield stated that they would not ask more from this
project.
The building style, the single floor, and the market
value were going to be the limiting factors and out of 76 units 1
or 2 may end up with someone other than the targeted market.
A gentleman noted that he was sandwiched between two developments
on 100 East and that was the reason they opposed it.
They had
purchased with the idea of single homes being behind them.
10

Mr. Kenny asked that in the development phase it be controlled to
happen in an orderly forward progression.
Kevin Rose stated that it was his intent to phase the project. At
any given time there would be 3 or 4 buildings under construction.
Howard Denney noted that a phasing plan was required as part of the
preliminary plan.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr . Rose if he was going to develop the
project in phases .
Kevin Rose responded that he would begin on 1340 North.
Chairman Hadfield explained that before a building permit could be
granted, the curb, the gutter, the sidewalk, the utilities, all had
to be done.
He stated that the motion would stand as it was.
Voting was as follows:
Aye, Michael Georgeson, Steve Nielsen,
James Hansen, J.H. Hadfield, and Ken Baldwin. Nay, Juel Belmont.
The motion carriede
Chairman Hadfield explained that the "subject to items" needed to
be completed prior to going forward to the Council.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ZONE CHANGE REQUEST FROM THE EXISTING PO-l
Rl-7500 ZONES TO THE R-4 ZONE ON 5.29 ACRES LOCATED AT 30 SOUTH
700 EAST INCLUDING THE PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR VILLAGE GREEN PUD

AND

Ken Briggs explained that they got all the way through the public
hearing and zoning to be R-3 , subject to a site plan . Through the
process of developing a site plan they felt they could provide a
better product through the use of underground parking. They were
developing a similar use in Cedar Hills. With this type of parking
they would be able to eliminate 64 surface parking stalls.
They have discovered that the elderly liked parking underneath and
taking an elevator to their unit. With this particular site there
were only four locations in which they could utilize a basement
area . This was due to previous excavations and fill.
They could
have 32 units under the R-3 zone with 4 units per structure . They
proposed the same number of units with 4-8 plexes. In order to do
that, R-4 zoning would be needed in order to allow for 8 units per
building. If this was allowed, it would increase the open space in
the center of the project by about 10%.
Mr. Briggs noted that the booklet explained that a most important
thing was the consideration of the neighbors.
They had met with
them on 6 different occasions .
They had some important concerns
which were identified in the preliminary plan booklet.
Mr. Briggs acknowledged that Suzanne Ermeling observed that
site was damaged by a variety of people.
Subsequently, there
a topographic and site analysis done by SITEX Environmental
Earthtec Engineering. The testing and results were provided in
11

the
was
and
the

pre l iminary plan booklet .
Another issue was the drainage pond.
The original pond was
partially on the Homeowners Association to the north.
They went
back and extended it slightly.
The safety of the pond was a
concern .
They were told that the only type of safety fence that
would work would be a chain link fence. Because they were not very
attractive, they hired Ace Architecture to come up with a
landscaping plan. They had suggested the placement of pyracantha
all along the fence .
This site was a very difficult site to
deve l op .
Chairman Hadfield acknowledged that the plan had gotten better.
James Hansen asked if the buildings would be at the level of the
current fill .
Mr . Briggs stated that they would be excavating a l ot of the f i ll
mat eri a l.

(

Howard Denney expressed two concerns. 1 ) The drainage. They had
applied the 10 year storm calculations for the 225 acres up stream,
but the catch basins were under designed . The calculations on site
needed to be for the 100-year flood.
The water from the
underground parking would need to go to the storm system and not
the sanitary sewer system. 2) The clubhouse would need to have a
30-foot setback on each side.
Jue l Belmont suggested a 4-way stop at the adjacent intersection of
50 South 700 East as it was terrible. Steve Nielsen agreed.
Howard Denney suggested that there may be some other solutions to
calm the traffic including a round-a-bout like in front of UVSC.
Steve Nielsen stated that he would not approve it without a stop
sign.
Ken Briggs stated that he understood that stop signs needed to be
warranted.
Chairman Hadfield explained that there was a request to re-zone, a
petition to vacate the previous plat , and a whole lot of issues
that needed to walk through together. He acknowledged that every
time he saw the site plan, it looked better. His concern was that
previously the Commission approved an R-3 zone, which was a
surrounding zone. Now the request was for R-4. There was a large
amount of raw land in the surrounding area.
He felt this was
precedent setting.
James Hansen noted that a change to more than 4 units per structure
could be made to the zone .
Richard Colborn noted that this was not the first time a zone
change request was made in a circumstance that wanted more units
per building, not a greater overall density.
12

Ken Briggs did not feel a variance was appropriate. He suggested
that there were special conditions regarding this property.
He
felt there was no such thing as precedent setting if it was done
right and the special conditions were spelled out.
Chairman Hadfield
agreement.

looked

toward

a

similar

type

development

James Hansen noted t hat there were spec i a l condit i ons regarding
this property that were different such as the large amount of fil l
material on the property.
Mr. Briggs felt it could be shown that this was a damaged property.
Richard Colborn commented that it was self-imposed damage.
Ken Briggs acknowledged that it may be true.
James Hansen felt it was imposed when it was excavated .
Chairman Hadfield noted that on the agenda was the zone change
request and the preliminary approval.
Steve Nielsen liked the idea of keeping the R-3 zone and allowing
for a variance or exception.

(

Ken Bri ggs stat ed t hat i t needed t o be we ll documented and we ll
founded. When someone objected to it , then there was a problem.
Chairman Hadfield noted that
equally .

each person needed to be treated

Michael Georgeson asked how long the material was in there.
It was noted that the excavated concrete from the City sidewalk
project of 1975 was placed in the pond along with a dozen or so
buildings and tree stumps.
It was not an engineered fill.
James Hansen noted that the excavation of the fill was one of the
things that made this plan superior.
Chairman Hadfield explained to legal counsel Kevin Bennett that
they had a request for R-4 zoning so as to allow 8 units per
building. His concern was that there was surrounding land that was
vacant that might want to be attached to this zone.
With the
overall density of 32 units on this property , he met the density
for R- 3. Approximately 48 units could be placed if the zoning was
R- 4.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr . Bennett what the City's ability to
grant a waiver, because of superior design that they would allow
that to go into an R-4 zone and not allow anyone else to have R-4.
Kevin Bennett stated that the Commission did not have the ability
to rewrite the code.
13
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Chairman Hadfield asked if there was a way to allow 8-plexes in an
R-3 zone.
Mr. Bennett stated that changing to an R-4 may provide an argument
of R-4 creep but it would not require it.
The Commission could
establish their reasoning for the R-4 and if the same condition was
met by someone else, they could have it also.
Otherwise, the
Council would need to write a special exception.
Chairman Hadfield noted that the reasons needed to be spelled out
in great detail.
Juel Belmont noted that it was nice to have someone come in with a
plan other than a token tree here and there.
Mr. Briggs noted that there would be one elevator per building.
Juel Belmont felt that a 4-way stop was needed.
Michael Georgeson moved to recommend to the City Council the change
in zone from the present PO-l and Rl-7500 to the R-4 zone at
approximately 30 South 700 East including the preliminary plan for
the Village Green PUD with the finding that the R-4 zone was
desirable to allow for the removal of the undesirable fill material
found in the site, and to enhance that removal, clustering of the
buildings was necessary.
James Hansen seconded the motion.

Michael Georgeson added that in the review of the motion if there
were better words to describe it, he would appreciate that
suggestion be reviewed at the next meeting .
Michael Georgeson included in is motion that if the preliminary
plan was not approved the change in zoning would not be approved.
James Hansen agreed with his second.

Steve Nielsen was concerned about a row of trees that if planted
along 50 South Street would reduce visibility.
Juel Belmont
planted.

stated that

it would depend on the

type

of

tree

Steve Nielsen suggested that the trees stay out and not be planted
until the stop signs were placed. He asked for some feed back on
this issue at the next meeting.
Chairman Hadfield asked Juel Belmont to discuss the placement of a
4-way stop at the intersection in City Council meeting. Mr . Briggs
stated that he would bring it up as well .
All were in favor of the zone change.
Michael Georgeson moved approval of the preliminary plan of Village
Green at 30 South 700 East subject to 1) the vacation of the
previous plat, 2) the drainage being revised, 3) and should the
zone change fail the preliminary plat approval would fail also.
James Hansen seconded the motion. All were in favor.
14
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Next step would be completion of the subject to items.
DISCUSSION ON AN AMENDMENT TO THE DEVELOPMENT CODE
HEIGHT OF BUILDINGS IN RESIDENT I AL ZONE S
Chairman Hadfield stated that he would
meeting when Rod Despain was present.

hold

this

CONCERNING
for

another

SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Whiteman was not in attendance.
OTHER BUSINESS
Judy Price asked for discussion on signs in the downtown area.
Mr. Agusto Barga asked the Planning Commission to reschedule the
discussion. The others could not make it tonight.
Chairman Hadfield noted that the Planning Commission wanted to
receive input. They also had a downtown business alliance and the
Beautification Committee , and he would be happy to schedule it for
another meet i ng.
Judy Price asked if they could reschedule the discussion for the
n ext mee ti ng .
Juel Belmont responded that she felt it might be better
reschedule it in 5 weeks and let the Planning Commission review
of the material and discuss it. Also, by then they would have
another meeting with the downtown steering committee. She also
some items on signs that she would give to the Chairman on
downtown Steering Committee.

to
all
had
had
the

Judy Price expressed her opinion that the downtown businessmen were
more passionate about signs than was displayed this evening .
Chairman Hadfield explained his mixed emotions.
Addressing the
needs of one or two was one thing, but if they were talking about
a downtown alliance and they were talking a moonlight madness sale
the Friday before Halloween, that was another.
Some signs were
very poor and in other locations , you couldn't walk down the
sidewalk because of ATV's.
Juel Belmont commented
bothered her as well.

that

the

merchandise

on

the

sidewalk

Chairman Hadfield stated that if the downtown merchants come in
with a program, he felt that would be a good thing. He felt that
filing cabinets, mattresses, boats, or atv's on the sidewalk was a
whole different thing from signs.
In the central area, there was
a zero lot line.
Liability is one consideration .
The elderly
person needed to be able to easily make their way on the public
right-of-way .
15
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Jim Hardy stated that he has talked to some about their items on
the sidewalk, they agreed that they wouldn't, but the weekend
arrives and its out there again .
Michael Georgeson apologized for his late arrival .
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF MAY 19, 1999, MEETING
Ken Baldwin asked that on page 2, line 19, the words, "would be
provided" be placed after "curbing".
Page 3, line 21, after the
word , "with" placement of the words , "discussions with" . On page
4 , l ine 29 , the word , "line" be made plural and in l ine 31 , the
word, "be" placed after the word, "sign". On page 5, the paragraph
beginning on line 36, be changed to read, "Juel Belmont noted that
this was on the edge of the American Fork. The beautiful general
plan was to have R1-15,000 on the outskirts.
There was no such
beautiful plan that was being adhered to."
On page 7, line 44,
after the comma, it should read, "you could not get good results."
On page 9, line 36, change the word, "those" to "sloughs". On page
12, line 46, change "on" to "an" and on Page 14, line 31, change
"now" to "know".
Juel Belmont moved approval of the May 19, 1999, minutes with the
noted changes.
James Hansen seconded the motion.
All were in
favor.

(

ADJOURNMENT

thee:;.

favor.

Juel Belmont moved adjournment at 10:25 p.m.

~~l ¥0tn

Richard M. Colborn
Planning Administrator
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Ken Baldwin seconded

,
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ATTACHMENT TO 6-2-99 PC MINUTES - PAGE 1 OF 2
5-27-99
COMPLIANCE SUMMARY

(

CAREFREE COMMUNITIES POD
Zone District PR-9000 Planned Residential - proposed for
development as a PUD.
Density 20.03 ac

Total area
LESS:
Public Roads (1340 No.)
Internal Streets

NET Project Area
Maximum Permitted Density
17.46 X 4.3

=

76 DU proposed

.73
1.84
2.57

17.46 ac.

=

4.3 du/net acre

75.1 Maximum Project Density
(19 fourplex structures)

Conclusion: The proposed plan exceeds the maximum calculated
density by one (1) dwelling unit. The addition of sidewalks
on both sides of the internal streets has the practical
effect of reducing the net project area by about 5000 square
feet, an amount sufficient to equal one-half unit.

A net project area of 17.6 acres is required to accommodate a
project density of 76 dwelling units. If the plan were to be
modified to: (1) eliminate sidewalks on one side, (2) Reduce the
length of internal roads, or (3) do a more refined calculation,
which would have the effect of providing a net project area of
that amount or greater the density standard would be met.
Streets and Travelways Public streets:
1340 No.
proposed as 66 ft ROW.
and location comply.

The proposed width

Internal Streets. - The internal streets show a travel
way, including curb and gutter of 42 feet. The
addition of sidewalks adjacent to the street requires
that the dedicated ROW be expanded to 50 feet.

I

ATTACHMENT TO 6-2-99 PC MINUTES - PAGE 2 OF 2

t

The cul-de-sac are shown at 55 ft radius.
conforms to the standard.
(

This

Setbacks
From Street - 25 ft. setback is standard with option to seek
waiver. Buildings four and fourteen would need action on
this matter.
From adjacent property - 20 ft. minimum is required.
structures ·conform.
Building s·eparation .:. 20 ft minimum.
conform.

All

All structures

Open Space
A minimum of 25% of net project area, not including setback
areas adjacent to structures is required. These common open
space areas must be accessible and useable (not small
isolated parcels.
Net Project Area

17.46 ac.

Less building envelope and
setback areas

(

(19 buildings x 21,000 sq. ft.)

9.15 ac.

Total Common Open Space in Project
Total Useable Common Open Space

8.31 ac.
5.40 ac.

47%
31%

All common open space to be owned by the home owners
association. Will require a conservation easement to be
recorded.
The Project complies with the open space requirements.
RV. Parking
Ordinance requires project having more than two DU's per
structure to have a common RV parking area. The applicants
have proposed that this requirement be satisfied off-site
through agreements with private providers and a CC&R
restriction against having them parked on the premises.
Buffering of Structures
The Applicants have proposed that the PC find that the low
profile structures adjacent to the subdivision be considered
as adequate buffering. No buffering against the school is
required.

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JUNE 16, 1999
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on June 16, 1999, 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.

The Beautification Committee will present a proposed site plan
for placement of refuse containers along 100 East.
Review and action on a site plan for a temporary City office
structure to be located at 498 North Center.
(north of the
Fitness Center)
Review and action on the final plat of April Ridge PUD located
at 1550 North Mount Timpanogos Parkway.
Review and action on the preliminary plan for the American
Heritage School located at 720 North Mount Timpanogos Parkway.
Review and action on a site plan for a day care center at 290
South 500 East .
Review and action on the preliminary plat of the Whiteman
Subdivision located at 383 West Pacific Drive.
Discussion on the environmental considerations of the Land Use
Element of the General Plan.
Discussion on an amendment to the Development Code concerning
height of buildings in residential zones.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the June 2, 1999, meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 7 day of June, 1999.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman
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AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
JUNE 16, 1999

(

REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on June 16, 1999, in the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Members present included Chairman J.H. Hadfield, Juel
Belmont, Ken Baldwin, James Hansen, Steve Nielsen, Keith Richan, and Michael Georgeson.
Staff members present included Howard Denney, *Rod Despain, Kevin Bennett, Steve Bailey,
James Hardy, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included Rulon Dutson, Lilian Rea, Dave
Whiteman, Dennis Jensen, LaVon Laursen, Mary Fox and Steve Sowby.
THE BEAUTIFICATION COMMITTEE WILL PRESENT A PROPOSED SITE PLAN FOR
PLACEMENT OF REFUSE CONTAINERS ALONG 100 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mary Fox, Beautification
Committee Secretary.

(

Mary Fox said the Beautification Committee is proposing to place five additional refuse
containers along 100 East. She pointed out that the Beautification Committee would like to place
one refuse container on the north side of Robinson Park, two on 100 East across from the
tabernacle, and two in front of the new library. Mrs. Fox explained that the exact location of the
refuse containers that will be placed in front of the new library will be based on a recommendation
from the American Fork Library Board.
Mr. Georgeson expressed concern that the location map for the refuse containers at the new
library does not adequately identify the location of the containers. He asked if the refuse
containers are going to survive the Steel Days Carnival.
Chairman Hadfield said he did not think the refuse containers would be out in time for this year's
Steel Days Celebration. He said there has been very little trouble with the refuse containers that
are already along Main Street.
The Planning Commission felt the proposed site plan for the placement of five additional refuse
containers along 100 East looked nice.
Chairman Hadfield thanked Mrs. Fox for her presentation.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR A TEMPORARY CITY OFFICE
STRUCTURE TO BE LOCATED AT 498 NORTH CENTER (NORTH OF THE FITNESS
CENTER)
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Steve Bailey.
Mr. Bailey said the Fitness Center greatly needs a weight room. He explained that until the
Fitness Center can be expanded, the only place to put a weight room is where the Recreation
Office is currently located in the Fitness Center. Mr. Bailey said they are planning on using the
trailer that the Engineering Department has been using to relocate the Recreation Office and
convert the current Recreation Office into a weight room. He said the intent is to put the trailer in
the area north of the Fitness Center on Center Street. Mr. Bailey explained that the trailer will be
used as a temporary site for the location of the Recreation Office until such time as the Fitness
Center can be expanded.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney did not have any engineering concerns.
Chairma~

Hadfield explained that the location of the trailer will not disrupt any of the existing

trees.

(

Mr. Hansen asked why the trailer is not being located in the parking lot to the south of the Fitness
Center.
Mr. Bailey explained that the reason the trailer is not being located in the parking lot to the south
of the Fitness Center is because that parking lot will possibly be the location for the new fire
station.
*Mr. Despain arrived.
Mr. Baldwin asked what is being done to make sure the sewer and waterlines are not being
disrupted.
Mr. Bailey said the trailer will be placed on footings. He explained that the sewer and water will
not be exposed to the cold.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the site plan for a temporary City office structure to be
located at 498 North Center (north of the Fitness Center) as proposed. Mr. Georgeson
seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, and Council
Member Belmont. Those voting nay: Mr. Hansen. The motion carried.
Mr. Hansen explained the reason he voted against the proposed site plan was because he did not
like the proposed location for the trailer.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAN OF APRIL RIDGE PUD LOCATED AT
1550 NORTH MOUNT TIMPANOGOS PARKWAY
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Ken Briggs.
Mr. Briggs said at the suggestion ofMr. Despain they have added about 20 feet of limited open
space behind the units. He pointed out that there is a restriction in the CC&R' s that no structure
can be built over the limited common open space for Lots 1-9. He explained that the limited
common open space allows the homeowner a place where he or she can have a grill. Mr. Briggs
stated that anything put in the limited common open space area will have to be moveable or
removable in case a waterline has to be repaired.
Mr. Denney pointed out that 10 foot public utility easements are proposed around the streets. He
raised the issue of whether more public utility easements were needed around the perimeter.

(

Mr. Denney stated that the basis of bearing needs to be more defined.
the section line bearing along the section line.

He recommended placing

Mr. Denney suggested that the developer work with the City Engineer's Office on making the
transitions from the 96-foot cross section to the 72-foot cross section as 900 East approaches the
bridge.
After Mr. Denney stated the engineering concerns, Chairman Hadfield asked for Mr. Despain's
comments.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposed development is part of the Landco Annexation. He
stated that the Landco Annexation is not yet recorded. He said the plan is to record the Landco
Annexation concurrently with the Apr~l Ridge PUD Final Plat. Mr. Despain said the proposed
final plat for April Ridge is consistent with the preliminary plan.
Mr. Despain said there are some changes that the developer would like to make to the PUD
documents. He said the changes the developer would like to make to the PUD documents are
relatively minor changes, but he svggested that the changes be made to the documents before they
are forward to the City Council for approval.
Mr. Despain stated that Mr. Briggs has been a planning director in other municipalities and he
pointed out that Mr. Briggs has offered an agreement relative to the proposed project that helps
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to ensure the commitment to provide the bonding. He stated that he may have the Planning
Commission review Mr. Brigg' s agreement relative to bonding so that it can decide whether
American Fork City should require a similar agreement for other projects of this type.
Chairman Hadfield said they still do not have the Irrigation Company's approvals on the plat.
Mr. Briggs said there are no ditches on their site. He said they have really made an effort to try to
get a hold of the American Fork Irrigation Company, but have not been successful.
Mr. Despain told Mr. Briggs that he needs to contact the Pleasant Grove Irrigation Company,
instead of the American Fork Irrigation Company.
·

Mr. Briggs was unaware that he needed to contact the Pleasant Grove Irrigation Company. He
said he will try to contact the Pleasant Grove Irrigation Company.
There was some discussion about whether the gate on the bridge to the Ferguson Property would
be put in. Mr. Briggs said they will put in the gate on the bridge to the Ferguson Property.
Mr. Georgeson asked whether an RV parking lot was required.

Mr. Despain said an RV parking lot is not required for single family homes. He pointed out that
the CC&R' s do require that RV s be kept off site.

(

Mr. Ric han asked if the private common area is deeded to the homeowner.
Mr. Briggs said the private common area is deeded to the homeowner.

Mr. Richan asked whether the 10-foot PUE should be controlled more by the City.
Mr. Denney said on the dedications, the City does receive the PUE as it does the road. He said
the City is responsible for the PUE. Mr. Denney explained that every utility has to apply for a dig
permit and he stated that he reviews all the dig permits.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the final plat of April Ridge PUD located at 1550 North
Mount Timpanogos Parkway subject to (1) correction on the section line notation (2) a 10foot public utility easement around the property (3) the limited common open space being
shown on the back as 20' X 30' (4) completion of the PUD documents (5) completion of the
annexation (6) the developer working with the City engineer as they alter the road cross
section to transition the 96-foot cross section to the 72-foot cross section. Council member
Belmont seconded the motion.
Mr. Nielsen asked if the Planning Commission wanted the driveway area included in the limited
common open space.
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Mr. Briggs stated that they do not know where the driveways are going to be. He said the
driveways are defined as limited common space in the CC&Rs.

Chairman Hadfield asked for any other discussion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Council Member Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Hansen, Mr.
Baldwin, and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Despain pointed out that this goes on the next available City Council Agenda for final
approval provided that the outstanding issues are resolved prior to the next City Council Agenda.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR THE AMERICAN
HERITAGE SCHOOL LOCATED AT 720 NORTH MOUNT TIMP ANOGOS PARKWAY
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Steve Sowby.
Mr. Sowby said he is present to request approval of the preliminary plan for the American
Heritage School.

(
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said they need to get the irrigation sign off. He stated that the easement through the
cul-de-sac needs to be recorded with the plat. Mr. Denney said there are possibly some road
dedications that need to take place on 720 North. He explained that the road dedications on 720
North will depend on the width and alignment across the street. Mr. Denney stated that under
the general notes on the plan, the zone classification needs to be changed from "Rl-5000" to
"Rl-15,000".
Mr. Denney said there is some difficulty with the cross section. He said the maximum oil width
allowed is 72 feet and the proposed oil width is 84 feet. Mr. Denney explained that if the
developer measures off the curb and gutter on the temple side, it may give him the wrong cross
section. He said the developer needs to take the reference off the right-of-way, instead of the
curb and gutter.
Mr. Denney had some questions on the drainage calculations. He said he needs the percolation
rates.

After Mr. Denney stated the engineering concerns, the time was turned over to Mr. Despain.
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Mr. Despain pointed out that the American Heritage Annexation has not yet been completed. He
explained that the City is working with two separate property owners with regards to the
American Heritage Annexation. Mr. Despain said the American Heritage School is one of the
owners that the City is working with on the American Heritage Annexation. He said the
American Heritage School has signed its annexation agreement and is prepared to move forward,
but the other party has not signed its annexation agreement. Mr. Despain said he is not sure how
the Planning Commission can grant final approval to the American Heritage School until the
American Heritage Annexation is completed. He stated that the American Heritage School has
done everything they can possibly do to work out their part of the project.
Mr. Despain said there needs to be a final one-lot subdivision plat for the property proposed for
development.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the Planning Commission could approve the preliminary plat for the
American Heritage School subject to completion of the annexation documents.
Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission could approve the preliminary plat subject to the
completion of the annexation. He also recommended that preliminary approval be subject to
submittal of the one-lot subdivision plat.
Mr. Richan asked Mr. Sowby if he feels any apprehension about getting the other party to sign the
annexation agreement so that the American Heritage Annexation can be completed.

(

Mr. Sowby said he talked to Mr. Patterson, the other party involved with the American Heritage
Annexation, today and he told him that it is his intention to move forward. He said he does not
know when Mr. Patterson will be ready to move forward.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that the excavating be done in such a way so that the building looks
like it is on a hill and so that it looks like it is the predominate feature .
Chairman Hadfield asked if the easement of the cul-de-sac needed to be discussed.
Mr. Despain said the deeding of the cul-de-sac can be handled as part of the final plat.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the site plan for the American Heritage School located at
720 North Mount Timpanogos Parkway subjeci to (1) obtaining the American Fork
Irrigation Company's sign off (2) the road dedication requirements being satisfied for the
southerly portion of the project (3) the zone reference correction (4) obtaining the sump
percolation rate and designing the facilities to meet the rate (5) the annexation agreement
being completed (6) a one-lot subdivision plat being provided and (7) the road cross section
being reviewed by the City Engineer. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any discussion on the motion.
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Mr. Hansen asked if the public utility easement was necessary.
Mr. Despain said the public utility easement is necessary and he pointed out that it will be on the
final plat.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, and
Council member Belmont. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR A DAY CARE CENTER AT 290 SOUTH
500 EAST
Chairman Hadfield explained that at the last Planning Commission Meeting Mrs. Rea wanted to
maintain a day care center under the residential classification, but now she is requesting that the
day care center be a full service day care center. He then turned the time over to Mrs. Rea.

(

Mrs. Rea said she has now decided to follow the ADA regulations. She said she has decided to
follow all the regulations for commercial day care centers. She pointed out that the bathrooms
are on the main floor and are handicap accessible. Mrs. Rea stated that the garage is going to be
remodeled. She said they are going to connect to the City sewer line. She said they will comply
with all the fire code regulations. Mrs. Rea stated that the basement will only be used for storage
at this time.
Mrs. Rea expressed concern about being required to take out the driveway because there is a big
drainage area that could be affected and because it will be very costly to take out the driveway.
She asked if the driveway could remain as long as there was a continuous fence in front of the
driveway with no gate.
Mr. Denney said the issue of whether Mrs. Rea can keep the driveway is an issue that needs to be
approved by UDOT. There was some discussion about all three accesses. The Planning
Commission directed Mrs. Rea to work with UDOT with regards to the accesses that will be
allowed.
Mr. Denney asked if the Planning Commission was comfortable with the height of the fence . He
also asked the Planning Commission if it was comfortable with the placement of a sign in a
residential zone.
Mr. Denney pointed out that the City is trying to encourage in the future that the main access
ways be located in the back. He expressed concern that they are allowing nonpermanent paving
to be placed around the building, if the main access way is eventually to be in the back. Mr.
Denney said he is uncomfortable with not requiring the proposed project to put in hard surface
paving because the City has required other commercial entities near the proposed project to put in
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hard surface paving. He asked if there are some other assurances that are needed to help make
sure that the permanent paving is placed around the structure, if the access in the back were ever
used.
Mr. Despain discussed the sign issue. He said some form of signage is permitted in the R-4 Zone.
Mr. Despain stated that the only practical access to the proposed project is from 500 East, which
is not the ideal access. He said the access from 500 East is only a temporary approach. Mr.
Despain suggested that the applicant not be required to put in permanent improvements to the
driveways because the 500 East access is only temporary. He suggested that the City have an
agreement with the applicant that no permanent improvements to the driveways are needed at this
time, but that there is a condition in the agreement that the access onto 500 East will be
eliminated at such time as the adjacent property develops.
Mr. Georgeson asked if it would be wise to put something in the agreement that if the property
were sold or the use changed, that the permanent improvements would have to be made to the
driveway.
Mr. Despain said he would be willing to put the condition that if the use changed or the property
was sold, the permanent improvements would have to be made to the driveway.
Mr. Richan asked if the issue with the number of children that will be allowed at the day care
center has been resolved.
Chairman Hadfield explained that at the last Planning Commission Meeting Mrs. Rea was
proposing to have a residential day care and the number of children allowed was associated with
the Uniform Building Code, Uniform Fire Code and Americans with Disabilities Act. He said
now she is proposing to have a commercial day care center and the number of children allowed is
dictated by the State. He said the number of children allowed is not something that the Planning
Commission needs to discuss now that Mrs. Rea has chosen to have a commercial day center.
It was discussed that there will be 16 children plus Mrs. Rea's four children until the basement is
remodeled. It was discussed that the maximum number of children the facility could ever
accommodate would be 37.

There was some discussion about the height of the proposed fence. The height of the fence is
proposed at 5 feet. It was discussed that the Fence Ordinance does not allow fences to be higher
than 42 inches. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the intent of not allowing fences higher than
42 inches is to allow for a safe sight distance. Chairman Hadfield asked the Planning
Commission to keep in mind that the curb & gutter and the road are higher than the sidewalk that
is adjacent to it. He pointed out that Chappel Hill was allowed to put a 6-foot high fence around
its play yard for the safety of the children. Chairman Hadfield suggested that staff should be
allowed to work out the details with regards to the height of the fence . He said health and safety

(
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is the issue with regards to the height of the fence .

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the site plan for the day care center at 290 South 500 East
subject to (1) the sign meeting the sign ordinance (2) UDOT approving the accesses on 500
East (3) the applicant not being required to pave the driveway with the agreement that the
access will eventually be eliminated and the access will be in the back and (4) the Planning
Commission recognizes the slope of the road off of 500 East and it requires that the height
of the fence in the front yard be measured from top, back to the curb. Council Member
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: Council Member Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Hansen, Mr.
Baldwin, and Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF THE WHITEMAN
SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 383 WEST PACIFIC DRIVE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Dennis Jensen
Mr. Jensen said they are proposing a two-lot subdivision. He pointed out that lot one has an
existing home on it.

After Mr. Jensen's presentation, Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said there is a slight closure error. He pointed out that the leach field for the septic
drain for Lot 1 will cross over and be a part of Lot 2. Mr. Denney said there will be a septic
system easement on Lot 2 to provide for the existing septic system. He said it concerns him that
the septic system will be on another person's property. Mr. Denney recommended that the
boundaries be adjusted so the septic system associated with Lot 1 is owned by the owner of Lot
1. He said there are some gaps that need to be taken care of so the America Fork City Ordinance
relative to derelict parcels is not violated.

There was some discussion that a representative from the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Days
Saints needed to be contacted to resolve some of the gap issues. Mr. Jensen said he did not know
who to contact from the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Days Saints.
Chairman Hadfield said he would try to help Mr. Jensen find someone he could contact from the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints.
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Mr. Denney pointed out that because of the conflict with street runoff water the American Fork
Irrigation Company has that another sump be installed.
Mr. Jensen explained that the American Fork Irrigation Company required a sump along Pacific
Drive. He said they have provided the sump detail to the American Fork Irrigation Company and
are just waiting for approval. Mr. Jensen said they have met all the requirements from the
American Fork Irrigation Company.

Mr. Denney said approval needs to be subject to the American Fork Irrigation Company sign off.
He also stated that the proposed curb and gutte~· needs to be matched to the existing curb and
gutter.
Mr. Jensen said they have actually submitted the plan based on the cross sections. He said the
proposed curb and gutter does match the alignment of the existing curb and gutter.

Mr. Denney pointed out that the proposed project was designed for a 10-year storm. He
explained that the ordinance requires the storm drainage to be designed for a 100-year storm.
Mr. Denney said an 8-foot sump is proposed, which does not meet the City standard. fie
recommended that a 12-foot sump plus a hooded caL~h basin be put in.
Mr. Jensen said that he has been trying to get a copy of American Fork City's Development Code,
but has not been able to get a complete copy.

(

Chairman Hadfield said that he can help with the surnp detail.
It was discussed that the proposed property lin(: between Lot 1 and Lot 2 should be moved south
so the existing septic tank system remains in the ownership of the user.
Mr. Richan asked the applicant if he had a problem with the property line being moved to the
south.
Mr. Whiteman said he would rather not have the property line moved south. He said he knows
the septic system would be within the border of the leach field and that there would be a 25-foot
easement.

Chairman Hadfield said if there is a 25-foot easement, there are some restrictions that apply. He
pointed out that there can be no parking over the top of a leach field. He said no permanent
structure can be put over the leach field . He sa!.'.! if there is a 25-foot easement, the potential use:
of the property are limited.
Mr. Hansen suggested that Mr. Whiteman's house be sewered.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Whiteman if he has had any problems with the septic system.
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Mr. Denney pointed out that because of the conflict with street runoff water the American Fork
Irrigation Company has asked that another sump be installed.
Mr. Jensen explained that the American Fork Irrigation Company required a sump along Pacific
Drive. He said they have provided the sump detail to the American Fork Irrigation Company and
are just waiting for approval. Mr. Jensen said they have met all the requirements from the
American Fork Irrigation Company.
Mr. Denney said approval needs to be subject to the American Fork Irrigation Company sign off.
He also stated that the proposed curb and gutter needs to be matched to the existing curb and
gutter.

Mr. Jensen said they have actually submitted the plan based on the cross sections. He said the
proposed curb and gutter does match the alignment of the existing curb and gutter.
Mr. Denney pointed out that the proposed project was designed for a 10-year storm. He
explained that the ordinance requires the storm drainage to be designed for a 100-year storm.
Mr. Denney said an 8-foot sump is proposed, which does not meet the City standard. He
recommended that a 12-foot sump plus a hooded catch basin be put in.
Mr. Jensen said that he has been trying to get a copy of American Fork City's Development Code,
but has not been able to get a complete copy.

(

Chairman Hadfield said that he can help with the sump detail.
It was discussed that the proposed property line between Lot 1 and Lot 2 should be moved south
so the existing septic tank system remains in the ownership of the user.
Mr. Richan asked the applicant if he had a problem with the property line being moved to the
south.
Mr. Whiteman said he would rather not have the property line moved south. He said he knows
the septic system would be within the border of the leach field and that there would be a 25-foot
easement.

Chairman Hadfield said if there is a 25-foot easement, there are some restrictions that apply. He
pointed out that there can be no parking over the top of a leach field. He said no permanent
structure can be put over the leach field. He said if there is a 25-foot easement, the potential uses
of the property are limited.
Mr. Hansen suggested that Mr. Whiteman's house be sewered.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Whiteman if he has had any problems with the septic system.
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Mr. Whiteman said that he has not had any problems with the septic system.
Mr. Denney suggested that if they do not want to sewer the homes, then a pipe should be put in
deep enough so that if the septic system fails they can connect onto the sewer.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the preliminary plat of the Whiteman Subdivision
located at 383 West Pacific Drive subject to (1) the southern lot line of Lot 1 being moved
south to include the septic system associated with the house on Lot 1 (2) the closure error
being corrected (3) the gaps and boundaries being satisfied (4) the irrigation company sign
off (5) the alignment of 350 West and Pacific Drive to be to the existing curb and gutter
and (6) a standard City sump including hollow back curb and a catch basin to be installed.
Mr. Nielsen 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. Baldwin, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Richan, and
Council Member Belmont. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.

(

DISCUSSION ON THE ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS OF THE LAND USE
ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Rulon Dutson.

Mr. Dutson gave the Planning Commission a Site Development "availability/suitability"
Considerations Handout to fill out. The handout is attached as ATTACHMENT 1. He explained
that the purpose of the handout was to determine how the Planning Commission felt certain areas
with certain characteristic should be classified in regards to development. Mr. Dutson pointed out
that there are ways to build with any of the characteristics listed on the handout. He went
through each item on the Site Development "availability/suitability" Considerations Handout.
Mr. Dutson discussed some of the results from the 1995 surveys on open space. He pointed out
that the current open space element of the General Plan went through the public hearing process
quite well in 1995-96.
Mr. Richan asked how many people completed a survey regarding open space in 1995.

Mr. Dutson said that 85 people completed a survey.
Mr. Richan asked if85 people out of approximately 20,000 people is a good indication of how the
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general public feels about open space.
Mr. Dutson said he feels comfortable with the 85 surveys that they received in 1995 . He
explained that there was a lot of public outreach. Mr. Dutson said the 85 surveys do not include
all the comments made by other people at the public hearings.
Mr. Richan said that he does not disagree with the results from the survey on open space, but he
just wants to be cautious.
Mr. Georgeson said there was a display in regards to open space in City Hall that gave exposure
to a great number of people. He said he feels comfortable with the sampling.
Mr. Dutson asked whether the City should rely on the 1982 FEMA Flood Maps? He
recommended that the City should not rely on the 1982 FEMA Flood Maps, but should do a more
detailed analysis for the area .south of I-15.

(

The issue of high water tables was discussed. 1\llr. Dutson pointed out that the entire area below
I -15 has water close to the surface within 10 feet. The high water table problem at the Mountain
Meadow Subdivision was discussed. The Planning Commission discussed what it would have
done differently so the City would not have had to deal with the high water table problems in the
Mountain Meadow Subdivision. Mr. Denney stated that the developer of the Mountain Meadow
Subdivision had an expert that claimed there would be no problem with the water table. Mr.
Georgeson said the Planning Commission needs to trust itself more than it trusts the outside
experts.
After each of the items on the handout were discussed~ Mr. Despain said that most likely the City
will end up with an ordinance that addresses each of the issues on the handout.
It was discussed that trail corridors are a priority. Mr. Dutson pointed out that when the trails
plan was put together in 1996-97 it was very detailed. He suggested that as much detail as can
be put into the General Plan with regards to the trail along the American Fork River Corridor, the
better off the Planning Commission will be when a developer comes in to develop.
Mr. Dutson asked what the Planning Commission would like to discuss at the next meeting. He
said one issue is discussion of a sensitive land ordinance and another issue is updating the parks
and open space element of the General Plan. He asked if the Planning Commission would like to
discuss the open space element of the General Plan or if it would like him to summarize what was
discussed tonight.

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the parks and open space element of the General Plan was
done in 1996-97. He said the parks and open space element just needs a little minor tweaking.
The Planning Commission Members turned their completed handouts into Mr. Dutson and
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directed him to summarize their comments. Mr. Dutson said he would summarize the Planning
Commission Member's comments and get the summary to Chairman Hadfield by June 23, 1999.
DISCUSSION ON AN AMENDMENT TO THE DEVELOPMENT CODE CONCERNING
HEIGHT OF BUILDINGS IN RESIDENTIAL ZONES
This item was not discussed.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Chairman Hadfield noted that the Summer Planning Commission Party will be held on August 6,
1999. He stated that invitations for the Summer Planning Commission Party will be sent out.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE JUNE

2~

1999 MEETING

Mr. Hansen moved approval of the June 2, 1999, Planning Commission Minutes subject to
the following corrections:

(

On Page 11, Line 23 quotation marks should be placed around subject to items. On Page
14, Line 47 it should be changed from "at the intersection" to "at the intersection with the
City Council Meeting." On Page 15, Line 20 should be changed from "that the wanted" to
"that the Planning Commission wanted". On Page 15, Line 32 should be changed from "on
downtown" to "on the Downtown Steering Committee." On Page 15, Line 52 "thing"
should be changed to "consideration". Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, and Council
member Belmont. Mr. Richan abstained from the vote because he was not in attendance at
the June 2, 1999, Planning Commission Meeting. The motion carried.
ADJOURNNIENT

Mr. Georgeson moved to adjourn. Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion. All were in favor.
The meeting adjourned at 11:00 p.m.
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JULY 7, 1999
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on July 7, 1999, in the
Alpine School District Board Room, 575 North 100 East, 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
site plan for a
concession
stand/restrooms at Greenwood Park at 180 East 500 South.
Review and action on a request for an ancillary structure,
(Snowy Shave Ice & Ice Cream) at 680 West State Road by
Superwash.
Review and action on an amended site plan for the Ensign
School at 215 North Center Street.
Review and action on an amended final plat for Woods @
Riverwalk PUD at 475 East 700 North.
Review and action on an amended site plan for American Fork
Storage to include a Caretaker Dwelling at 18 West 100 North.
Review and action on the final plat of Pennylane Townhomes
Phase III PUD at 460 East 300 South .
Review and action on the Jon Scholes' Subdivision, an Inner
Block Development, at 140 South 300 East.
Review and action on the Parks and Openspace Element of the
General Plan.
Continued discussion on the height oli buildings in all
residential zones and proposed changes to the Development
Code.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the June 16, 1999,
meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 28 day of June, 1999.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERlCAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COJ\1MISSION l\.1EETING
JULY 7, 1999

(
(

REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on July 7, 1999, in the
Alpine School District Board Room, 575 North 100 East, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those
present included Chairman J.H. Hadfield, Juel Belmont, Ken Baldwin, James Hansen, Steve
Nielsen, Keith Richan, and Michael Georgeson. Staff members present included Howard Denney,
*Rod Despain, Kevin Bennett, Richard Colborn, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included
Rulon Dutson, Hal Magleby, Mike Tracy, Mike Holdaway, Natalie Holdaway, Roger Otis, Scouts
from Troop 13: Clint Jorgenson and Jimmy Pratt, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the
press.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the reason the Planning Commission is meeting in the Alpine
School District Board Room is because of the Steel Days Street Dance that is being held in front
of City Hall. He expressed his appreciation to James Hansen for setting up the room and making
the Alpine School District Board Room available to the Planning Commission.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR A CONCESSION STAND/RESTROOMS
AT GREENWOOD PARK AT 180 EAST 500 SOUTH

(

Chairman Hadfield stated that there was a site plan approved for a concession stand/restrooms at
Greenwood Park in 1993. He explained that the proposed plan has the same general layout as the
site plan that was approved in 1993 . Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the location of the
concession stand is somewhat different from what was approved in 1993. He said the proposed
plan should be referred to as the amended site plan for the Greenwood Little League Ball Field.
Mr. Georgeson asked if the amended site plan still allows for pavilions to be located in the park.
Mr. Denney said the amended site plan does allow for the pavilions to be located in the park. He
stated that the proposed site plan is conceptual and that it does not have all the dimensions.

There was some discussion about whether a screen would be needed for safety reasons so that the
balls would not be hit into the neighbors' yards. Mr. Baldwin said the City needs to consider
putting up a screen for safety reasons.

Mr. Georgeson moved approval of the amended site plan for a concession stand/restrooms
at Greenwood Park at 180 East 500 South. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.

1

There was no further discussion.

(
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Richan and
Mr. Baldwin. Mr. Nielsen abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REQUEST FOR AN ANCILLARY STRUCTURE; (SNOWY
SHAVE ICE AND ICE CREAM) AT 680 WEST STATE ROAD BY SUPERWASH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.
*Rod Despain arrived.
Mr. Georgeson asked if there are adequate provisions for trash collection.
Mr. Holdaway said there are adequate provisions for trash collection. He said the dumpster at the
car wash is used for trash collection.

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Mr. Holdaway owns the property that the shaved ice stand is
located on and also owns the carwash. He said Mr. Holdway has a vested interest in both
businesses.

(

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Holdaway if he has a health permit from the Utah County Board of
Health.
Mr. Holdaway said he does have a health permit from the Utah County Board of Health.
Mr. Hansen asked if there are restroom facilities for the employees that work in the shaved ice
stand to use.
Mr. Holdaway said the employees that work in the shaved ice stand will be given a key to use the
carwash restroom facilities.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the ancillary structure (Snowy Shave Ice & Ice Cream) at
680 West State Road by Superwa~h. Mr. Georgeson 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.

(
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Those voting aye: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr.
Baldwin, and Mr. Nielsen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED SITE PLAN FOR THE ENSIGN SCHOOL AT
215 NORTH CENTER STREET
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He explained that the footprint has not changed. He
pointed out that Mr. Otis is proposing to change some of the landscaping and parking.
Mr. Otis said he has gone to a great deal of effort to make the parking more efficient. He pointed
out that there will be some grass and vegetation on the corner. Mr. Otis said there is a 45-degree
cut on the corner to allow the viewing of traffic coming from the opposite corner. He said he is
now proposing a circular driveway in front of the house instead of the straight end driveway. He
said the proposed circular driveway will help to accommodate the handicap person that will be
living at the residence. Mr. Otis said there is no footprint change to the building structure. He
said he is simply proposing a parking lot change.

Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said the amended site plan needs to be approved by the American Fork Irrigation
Company.
Mr. Otis said the American Fork Irrigation Company is in the process of looking at the amended
site plan.

It was discussed that there is a total of 11 parking spaces proposed. Mr. Otis pointed out where
the 11 parking spaces will be located.

Mr. Georgeson asked if the parking space dimensions meet the City standards.
Mr. Denney said the parking space dimensions do meet the City standards.

Mr. Georgeson moved approval of the amended site plan for the Ensign School at 215
North Center Street subject to approval from the American Fork Irrigation Company.
Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Richan asked if the amended site plan meets all the requirements for a school.
Mr. Despain explained that the proposed school is a non-conforming use that was established
some time ago. He stated that the proposed parking spaces are sufficient for the actual demand .
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Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the proposed school is in the Professional Office Zone. He
explained that churches and schools are allowed in any zone.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin,
Mr. Richan, and Mr. Nielsen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED FINAL PLAT FOR WOODS@ RIVERW ALK
PUD AT 475 EAST 700 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield stated that this item has been pulled from the agenda at the request of Carl
Wanlass, City Administrator, because he has not had a chance to meet with Roland Robison, the
owner of the property.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED SITE PLAN FOR AMERICAN STORAGE TO
INCLUDE A CARETAKER DWELLING AT 18 WEST 100 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mike Tracy, the applicant.

(

Mr. Tracy said he is present tonight to ask for a caretaker cottage at 18 West 100 North. He said
he is proposing a small caretaker cottage with one bedroom. Mr. Tracy gave Mr. Denney the
letter that he received from the American Fork Irrigation Company. Mr. Tracy pointed out that
City staff had some questions regarding his stone masonry business. He stated that he has moved
all of his stone masonry supplies inside a number of storage units in order to try to clean the site
up. Mr. Tracy said he is proposing to have a sprinkling system for the driveway in order to keep
the dust down.
Mr. Ric han asked if there will be a basement in the caretaker dwelling.
Mr. Tracy said there will be no basement in the caretaker dwelling. He said the caretaker
dwelling will be a slab on grade.

Mr. Hansen asked Mr. Tracy if he is going to fence along 100 North.
Mr. Tracy said that he is not going to fence along 100 North.
Councilmember Belmont asked if the proposed lighting will be low so that it does not bother the
neighbors.
Mr. Tracy said the lighting will not bother the neighbors. He said the light will flood down onto
his property.
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Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said Mr. Tracy is proposing to put curb, gutter and sidewalk on 100 North. He said
the proposed curb, gutter and sidewalk on 100 North will match the adjoining office building.
Mr. Denney said any approval needs to be subject to approval from the American Fork Irrigation
Company. He recommended that the Planning Commission not require Mr. Tracy to install curb,
gutter and sidewalk on West Lane.

There was some discussion on the elevation of the sidewalk. It was discussed whether Mr.
Tracy's sidewalk will be done to the City's required elevation or whether it will be done to the
elevation Mr. Torgenson currently has for his office building that is being built. Mr. Denney said
the elevation of the sidewalk will need to meet the City requirements. It was discussed that Mr.
Torgenson currently has the elevation of the sidewalk for his office building higher than what the
City allows.
Chairman Hadfield said that staff has been trying to set up a meeting with Mr. Torgenson to
explain to him what elevation was approved by the Planning Commission, but it has been
unsuccessful in arranging a meeting with him. He said the curb and gutter will be set off the
center line of the road. Chairman Hadfield said he will still try to set up a meeting with Mr.
Torgenson to discuss the elevation so Mr. Torgenson has a clear understanding of what is
expected of him.

(

Mr. Tracy said that he is planning on putting in his sidewalk, curb, and gutter at the same time
Mr. Torgenson does and will use the same contractor Mr. Torgenson's uses.
Mr. Despain said the storage units are partially in the CC-1 Zone and the R-4 Zone. He explained
that the storage unit project was approved at a time when storage units were permitted in the R-4
Zone and CC-1 Zone. He pointed out that storage units are no longer permitted in the R -4 and
CC-1 Zone. Mr. Despain said the storage units are a non-conforming use. He said that when
Mr. Tracy came to the City to ask to build a caretaker dwelling at the storage unit project, the
question that staff had to address was whether the proposal to place a caretaker dwelling in the
project constituted an act of enlargement of a non-conforming use or whether a caretaker
dwelling was compatible with the non-conforming use. Mr. Despain pointed out that the current
guidelines for self-service storage facilities do permit a caretaker dwelling. He said Mr. Tracy is
planning on converting one storage unit into a caretaker dwelling. Mr. Despain said that in his
opinion, the addition of caretaker dwelling does not constitute an expansion of the nonconforming
use because the square footage is not being increased. He told the Planning Commission that if it
did not agree with his assessment, the proposed plan could go to the Board of Adjustment.

Mr. Nielsen said he agrees with Mr. Despain's assessment that the proposed caretaker dwelling
does not constitute an expansion of the nonconforming use. He said he thinks the caretaker
dwelling is consistent with the existing storage facility.

(
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Mr. Bennett said he sees the proposed caretaker dwelling as a way to protect what exists as
opposed to an expansion of what exists.
Mr. Richan asked if Mr. Bennett had a problem with the Planning Commission approving the
proposed caretaker dwelling or asked whether the proposed plan needs to go to the Board of
Adjustment.
Mr. Bennett said he did not have a problem with the Planning Commission approving the
proposed caretaker dwelling.

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the footprint of the total structure has not increased.
Mr. Hansen asked Mr. Tracy if he is planning on fencing the long driveway that goes from Center
Street to 100 North because of the many people that cut through his property.
Mr. Tracy said he is not planning on fencing the long driveway that goes from Center Street to
100 North.

It was discussed that there are two homes behind Mr. Tracy's storage units that are on a septic
system because there is no sewer there. It was discussed whether the City would have any
interest in up sizing the sewer line to allow the two homes some future access to the sewer, if Mr.
Tracy puts the sewer in. Mr. Denney said the issue of oversizing the sewer and the
reimbursement for oversizing needs to be discussed with Carl Wanlass, City Administrator.
Chairman Hadfield said part of the motion could be to encourage the City Engineer to consider
oversizing the sewer so that the two homes on West Lane could have access to City sewer.
There was some discussion about how the caretaker dwelling will be sewered and how the two
houses behind Mr. Tracy's storage units could be sewered. After some discussion about how the
caretaker dwelling will be sewered, Mr. Despain said staff did not believe how the caretaker
dwelling will be sewered or how the water will be provided was a critical issue.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Tracy if he had obtained his business license for the Stone Masonry
Business.
Mr. Tracy said he has obtained his business license for the Stone Masonry Business.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the amended site plan for American Fork Storage to include
a caretaker dwelling at 18 West 100 North subject the City entering into discussion to
expand the sewer line to sewer the caretaker dwelling and to also provide opportunities for
sewer to the two homes on West Lane. Councilmember Belmont seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
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Mr. Georgeson asked Mr. Hansen if he would include in his motion that the Planning Commission
finds that the caretaker dwelling does not constitute an enlargement of the conditional use of the
storage facility.

(

Mr. Hansen added to his motion that the Planning Commission finds that the caretaker
dwelling unit does not constitute an enlargement of the conditional use of the storage
facility. Councilmember Belmont seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr.
Nielsen, and Mr. Baldwin. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF PENNYLANE TOWNHOMES PHASE
III PUD AT 460 EAST 300 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He said the proposed plat is in compliance with the
preliminary plat that has already been approved. Chairman Hadfield turned the time over to Roger
Dudley.
Mr. Dudley pointed out that 460 East Street out to 200 South will be completed with Phase III.
He said they are in the process of completing the looped water main.
(

Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said the American Fork Irrigation Company has now asked that the City submit the
final plat to them so they can make sure all their issues have been addressed. He said approval of
the proposed plat needs to be subject to the approval from the American Fork Irrigation
Company. Mr. Denney said all the subject to's have been met, except he is not sure if the
expansion documents have been forwarded to Mr. Despain for his review.
Mr. Despain said that he does not have the expansion documents for Phase III.

Hal Magleby said he has the expansion documents and he will give them to Mr. Despain tonight .
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further comments from the Planning Commission.
There were no further comments.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the final plat of Pennylane Townhomes Phase III PUD at
460 East 300 South subject to (1) approval from the American Fork Irrigation Company
and (2) submittal of the expansion documents. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
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Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

(
Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr.
Baldwin, and Mr. Nielsen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Colborn noted that a couple of engineering changes are going to be made to the plat before it
is recorded.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE JON SCHOLES' SUBDIVISION. AN INNER BLOCK
DEVELOPMENT.AT140SOUTH300EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Jon Scholes.
Mr. Scholes said he has finally found a plan that will work so that he can develop his property.
He pointed out that all the lots have 10,000 square feet lots with the proper setbacks.
It was discussed that the dwellings will have a full basement and that the square footage of each
dwelling will be a total of about 1500 to 1700 square feet.

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney if there were any engineering concerns.

(

Mr. Denney said the setbacks for Lots 301/302 are only eight feet on each side for a total of 16
feet. He explained that the standard subdivision requires a combined setback of 18 feet.
However, the actual setback for the building on the adjacent lot (20 1/202) is 20 feet, making a
total separation between structures of 28 feet, which is substantially greater than the minimum
requirements for building separation.

Mr. Denney also discussed the need for curb and gutter along the south side of 140 South Street.
He said the proposed alignment of 140 South Street still provides a hammer head turn around for
service trucks and vehicles needing to turn around. Mr. Denney said placing the curb and gutter
on the south side of 140 South Street as proposed defines the right-of-way and does not leave a
wide open portion of the street area to become cluttered with people parking trucks or other
abandoned vehicles.
Mr. Denney said the recommendation of staff is that the small unusable parcel created by the
alignment be transferred to the City to eliminate a nuisance strip potential. He noted that the
parcel should be deeded and not dedicated. Mr. Denney said the small unusable parcel should be
deeded to the City as a separate parcel and should not be included as part of the dedication of the
street, otherwise the parcel could not be added to an adjacent lot in the future.
Mr. Denney recommended the approval be subject to approval from the American Fork Irrigation
Company.

(
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Mrs. Scholes said they talked to the American Fork Irrigation Company last night. She said the
American Fork Irrigation Company wants a 15-inch line.
Mr. Denney pointed out that there is no symbol in the ledger for the street lights. He
recommended that there be a symbol designation added in the ledger for the street lights or that
the street lights be labeled on the plat.
Mr. Despain said the proposed plan does conform to the new Inner Block Ordinance. He said he
feels the proposed plan is a pretty good plan.
Councilmember Belmont asked how the neighbors feel about the proposed plan.
Mr. Scholes said most of the neighbors are in favor of the proposed plan. He said Ray Bishop is
against the proposed plan because he does not want any more traffic near his property because he
has a difficult time getting out of his house now.
Mr. Richan asked if there could be parking on the street going out to 300 East on the north side.
Mr. Denney said the asphalt on 300 East is 36 feet wide, which is sufficient to accommodate onstreet parking.
There was some discussion about who would be responsible to paint the curb so that there would
no be parking in front ofLots 301/302. It was discussed that the City would be responsible to
paint the curb.

(

Mr. Despain said just prior to final approval there will be the water rights conveyance requirement
that needs to be met.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the preliminary plan for the John Scholes' Subdivision, an
Inner block Development at 140 South 300 East subject to (1) curb and gutter along the
south of 140 South as shown (2) the derelict parcel being deeded to the City (3) the
American Fork Irrigation approval (4) the street light symbol being corrected (5)the water
rights conveyance (6)proper striping of the curb to ensure that there is no parking in front
of Lots 301/302 and (7) noting that the Planning Commission finds that the setback on the
east side of Lots 301/302 is sufficient. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Mr. Nielsen asked if Building 300 and 200 could be moved to the north to take the pressure off of
the Paul Reed Property.
Mr. Denney said if the buildings were moved one or two lots would be lost.
Mr. Despain said the lots are so close to the 10,000 square foot minimum that the proposed plan
is really the only option.

(
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Councilmember Belmont said it seems the elevation is r.ather superior to the surrounding area.

(
Mr. Scholes said he likes the plan. He said he wants to do something that will be well received.
Mr. Georgeson said the proposed project will be a real enhancement to the area.

Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Hansen, Mr.
Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PARKS AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT OF THE
GENERAL PLAN
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Dutson.
Mr. Dutson said the Planning Commission should have already received the Parks and Open
Space Update and a summary of what they talked about at the last Planning Commission Meeting.
He asked if the Planning Commission had any questions or comments on the Parks and Open
Space Update or the summary of what was discussed at the last Planning Commission Meeting.
Chairman Hadfield said he is very pleased with the Parks and Open Space Update
(

Councilmember Belmont said after reading the Parks and Open Space Update she felt very
encouraged with what the City has accomplished in regards to parks and open space. She said
before reading the update she was feeling rather downhearted about how the City was progressing
with its parks and open space.
Mr. Georgeson said he has concerns about how some of the things in the Parks and Open Space
Element of the General Plan can be implemented. He raised the issue of how land can be set aside
for trails and parks. He also raised the issue of how they can ensure that there are adequate
provisions in place to take care of high water tables. He asked if there are sufficient ordinances in
place that can require adequate engineering studies, soil samples, and water table observations
over a sufficient period of time. Mr. Georgeson expressed concern about there not being
adequate mechanisms in place to accomplish what they have stated will take place in the Parks
and Open Space Element of the General Plan.

Chairman Hadfield said he thinks the updated Parks and Open Space Element of the General Plan
is a good document. He suggested that the Planning Commission make a motion to approve the
updated Parks and Open Space Element of the General Plan. Chairman Hadfield also suggested
that the Planning Commission direct staff and the consultant to start drafting a Sensitive Lands
Ordinance.

(
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Mr. Dutson said he is very impressed how the Parks and Open Space Element of the General Plan
and the Land Use Element dove tail each other. He said that it is good to see that some things
happen by deliberate decisions.
Mr. Hansen asked ifthe schools and playgrounds in the City can be counted as part of the City's
open space.

Chairman Hadfield said the City can't count property that is not City owned and operated. He
pointed out that it is hard to use open space at a High School when there are many events going
on all the time.
Mr. Hansen suggested that parks could serve a dual purpose. He said parks could be used to help
with drainage flood control.
In response to Mr. Hansen's suggestion that parks could serve a dual purpose, Mr. Dutson said it
is good for the City to be creative and to not look at parks as just serving one purpose; but to
also look at how parks can help with the waste water element. He said all things can compliment
each other.
It was discussed that the City does need to come up with a Sensitive Lands Ordinance.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the updated Parks and Open Space Element of the
General Plan. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Baldwin. Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Nielsen, and
Councilmember Belmont. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Chairman Hadfield said the City does need a Sensitive Land Ordinance. He said the Planning
Commission needs to direct Mr. Despain and Mr. Dutson to draft a Sensitive Lands Ordinance.
Mr. Dutson explained that the purpose of a Sensitive Lands Ordinance is not to restrict
development, but it is to ensure that development is done in a responsible manner.
Chairman Hadfield said the Sensitive Lands Ordinance has to ensure that there is some quality of
life after the development takes place.
Mr. Baldwin said in addition to quality of life, community safety and access to services needs to
be considered. He said the City needs to be concerned about satisfying its obligation for the
safety of its residents.
Mr. Richan said it worries him that he does not know the attitude of the City Council Members
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.
because they are the ones that will put the ordinance into effect. He said he has heard some
horror stories regarding some homes that were approved on the east side of Provo. Mr. Richan
said he is concerned about protecting innocent people from buying substandard property because
it has been approved by the City. He said he assumes that developers usually develop the
property and then the City assumes the responsibility.
Mr. Bennett said it is not necessarily true that the City assumes the responsibility.
Mr. Richan asked if it is let the "buyer beware."
Mr. Bennett said it is not entirely buyer beware. He said when people buy real property they need
to do their homework. He said the issue is a moral issue more than an issue of liability.
Mr. Richan said that 25 years ago he worked with someone he considered to be a very
outstanding water engineer in Utah County and he would have bet anything on his word, but five
years ago he saw this water engineer sign off on the approval on a piece of property that has since
proven to be very substandard. He again asked how the people can be protected.

Mr. Bennett said even if you get good engineers, it is hard to forecast properly what will happen.
He said if the Planning Commission is going to get caught up in what the City's liability is, it is
missing the boat. He said the issue is not really a City liability issue. Mr. Bennett said the issue is
that the City needs to have a Sensitive Lands Ordinance.
Mr. Georgeson said it is incumbent upon the City to exercise due diligence and to get the best
information it can in regards to some of the questions that it has in regards to the property south
of I-15 . He said a Sensitive Lands Ordinance is one way to help the City get the best information
it can to help answer its questions in regards to the land south of I -15.

Mr. Georgeson moved to direct staff and the consultant to draft a Sensitive Lands
Ordinance and bring if back to the Planning Commission for refinement. 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, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Councilmember
Belmont, and Mr. Nielsen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
CONTINUED DISCUSSION ON THE HEIGHT OF BUILDINGS IN ALL RESIDENTIAL
ZONES AND PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE DEVELOPMENT CODE
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Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain explained that the current ordinance regarding heights of building in residential zones
states that the maximum height of any dwelling is 30 feet measured from the highest finished
grade of the ground surface adjacent to the foundation of the structure to the top of the roof line.
He said the problem with the current ordinance is that the housing styles have changed. He said
with a 12-12 pitch and the right size of house, one can have as much height represented by the
roof line as by the liveable portion of the structure itself and then the height of the house exceeds
the maximum 30 feet allowed.

Mr. Despain discussed the following three options that could be used to change the ordinance
regarding height of dwellings in residential zones:

(

1.

Repeal all regulations relating to building height, if the Planning Commission feels no valid
purpose is served by restricting the height of dwellings.

2.

Change the maximum height number from 30 feet to something greater, perhaps 36 feet ,
3 8 feet, or whatever seems right.

3.

Set a base height and then allow increases from the base height provided that additional
setback distances are provided. (Sort of a height-distance matrix)

Mr. Richan said that he does not like the approach of allowing one additional foot of height for
each additional foot of setback above the minimum. He said the ordinance should be simple so
that it can be enforced. Mr. Richan wondered if the maximum height of30 feet for buildings in
residential zones really needs to be changed. He asked how many people are requesting that
they be allowed to have their home built higher than the maximum height of 3 0 feet
Chairman Hadfield said one plan a month has a height that exceeds the maximum height of 30
feet.
Mr. Georgeson said that he prefers Option #3. He said a mean elevation of the finished lot could
be looked at, which adds a further complication.
Mr. Nielsen said that he also likes Option #3. He suggested that the ordinance could be changed
so that there is a base height of 34 feet with the idea that with every foot of setback the height of
the building can be increased.

There was some discussion on what height is most requested. Chairman Hadfield said most of the
people who request above the current maximum height want to be allowed to build a home that is
40 feet high with a 12-12 pitch, but if the City allows them to build a 3 5-foot high dwelling with a
9-12 pitch most of the people are happy.
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Mr. Georgeson asked Mr. Despain to investigate what type of height restrictions other cities have
for residential dwellings.

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain to draft an ordinance that incorporates some of the
changes that the Planning Commission would like to see in the ordinance dealing with heights in
residential zones. He said he will invite Ron Morrill, Chief Building Inspector, to the July 21 ,
1999, Planning Commission Meeting to discuss the heights of buildings in residential zones.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Despain reported that he attended the meeting with Lindon City and Pleasant Grove City
where they discussed the Psomas Study, which deals with the potential development around the
new proposed interchange in the area around Barnes Bullets. He said the Psomas Study has been
completed, but that there will be few minor changes before it is given to each of the cities
involved. Mr. Despain said one concern he has with the Psomas Study is that it does not reflect
the conditions of the City's current General Plan.

(

Chairman Hadfield said one thing he noticed in the Psomas Study was the damage that it did to
the road structure. He said he noticed that the road network looked like it was designed for the
sole benefit of getting the traffic to downtown Pleasant Grove.
Mr. Despain said the purpose of the Psomas Study was to try to get some communities to work
together to help speed up the construction of the new interchange near Barnes Bullets. He said
the City does not have any resistance to having the interchange at the proposed location. Mr.
Despain said his primary criticism with the Psomas Study is that there are only two road
configurations used.
Mr. Despain said that Mr. Otterstrom has been to the City to see if it would allow him to develop
on part of the property that is currently linked to the Alpine Court Project and is used as a remote
parking lot. Mr. Despain asked if the Planning Commission is favorable to allowing Mr.
Otterstrom to put his proposed building on part of the property that is currently used as a remote
parking lot.

Mr. Georgeson asked how the people who park at the Clement's Property will get to the Alpine
Court Area.
Mr. Despain said the river will be bridged. He said people can access Alpine Court from the
bridge. He said the bridge goes out to 200 East.

(July 7, 1999, Plarull.ng Comission Minutes)
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Mr. Georgeson asked if it is going to be easier for people to walk from the Grant Avenue Side or
from 200 East to get to the businesses in Alpine Court.

(

Mr. Despain said the distance from 200 East to Alpine Court and the distance from the Grant
Avenue Side are the same.

It was discussed that the walking conditions are better from the Grant Avenue Side because there
is a sidewalk.
Mr. Georgeson said the offset or setback from Grant Avenue for the new building will be equal to
the setback that Mr. Grant was required for his building.
Mr. Richan said it is up to Mr. Otterstrom to solve the problem.
Mr. Otterstrom said he has another piece of property in Orem that has a perpetual parking
agreement and people can park wherever they want. He said he is just asking to position the
proposed building differently.

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Otterstrom to consider the Planning Commission's comments when
he designs his project in regards to the location of the building.

(

Mr. Despain pointed out that at the present time a PRD in American Fork requires somewhere in
the magnitude of 25 percent of common open space. He said some of the plans that the City has
been receiving do not have the component of common open space. He said that many developers
are surprised that they have to have 25 percent common open space in their project.

Chairman Hadfield reported that the Planning Commission Summer Party is scheduled for August
6, 1999 at 6:00P.M. at Pat Fleming' s Summer Home located in Tibbie Fork. He said invitations
will be forthcoming .
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF JUNE 16? 1999? MEETING

Mr. Hansen moved approval of the June 16, 1999, Planning Commission Minutes subject
to the following corrections:
On Page 1, Line 28 should read as follows: Mr. Georgeson expressed concern that the
location map for the refuse containers at the new library does not adequately identify the
location of the containers. On Page 3, Line 23 "replacing" should be changed to "placing."
On Page 5, Line 26 "over" should be changed "through". On Page 8, Line 2 "every"
should be changed to "ever." On Page 8; Line 39 "site" should be changed to "sight." On
Page 10, Line 1 should be changed to read as follows: Mr. Denney pointed out that because
of the conflict with street run off water the American Fork Irrigation Company has asked
that another sump be installed." On Page 11, Line 43 "are" should be changed to "is." On
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Page 12, Line 32
"with the City."

(

"into'~

should be changed to "in to." On Page 13, Line 24 "in City" to

Councilmember Belmont seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan, Mr.
Nielsen, and Mr. Georgeson. All voted in favor. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Georgeson moved to adjourn. Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion. All voted in favor.
The meeting adjourned at 9:59p.m.

Melanie Marsh

(
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JULY 21 , 1999
NOTICE AND AGENDA

I

Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on July 21, 1999, in the
American Fork 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 an amended final plat for Woods @
Riverwalk PUD at 475 East 700 North.
Review and action on the preliminary plan of Baker Estates
Subdivision located at 540 North 270 East.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for Alpine Court
#2 located at 84 North Grant Avenue.
Review and action on a site plan for William E. Day Masonry to
be located at 205 West South Frontage Road .
Review and action on the Annexation Agreement for the LeBaron
East Annexation at 850 East Pacific and placement of the
property in the GC-2 zone .
Review and action on the Annexation Agreement for the Boyde G.
Williams Annexation at 300 East South Frontage Road and
placement of the property in the PI-1 zone.
Presentation by Scott Warren concerning a water sports park on
Utah Lake.
Review and action on the amendment to the Development Code
concerning height of buildings in residential zones.
Site Plan Committee report .
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the July 7, 1999 , meeting .
Adjournment.

Dated this 12 day of July, 1999.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
JULY 21, 1999
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session
on July 21, 1999, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those
present included Chairman J.H. Hadfield, Ken Baldwin, Steve
Nielsen, James Hansen, Michael Georgeson, Keith Richan, and Juel
Belmont. Staff present included Rod Despain, Howard Denney, Kevin
Bennett, Jim Hardy, and Richard Colborn. Others present included
Tom Lamont, Charles LeBaron, Scott Warren, Doug Warren, Ben Ford,
Guy Hatch, Mr. & Mrs. Robert Kelshaw, Barbara Christiansen, and 8
citizens.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED FINAL PLAT FOR WOODS @ RIVERWALK
PUD AT 475 EAST 700 NORTH
This item was deleted from the agenda.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN
SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 540 NORTH 270 EAST

OF

BAKER

ESTATES

In the absence of the petitioner this item was deferred until later
in the meeting.

(

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR ALPINE COURT #2
LOCATED AT 84 NORTH GRANT AVENUE
Howard Denney explained that this project was just north of Dr.
Grant's office. Twelve parking spaces located here were designated
as remote parking for Alpine Court #1.
The property extended
through the block from Grant Avenue to 200 East. He explained that
there were several notes and numbers that were incorrect on the
plat and needed to be corrected. The OSY needed to be labeled and
located on the east end of the building.
Juel Belmont commented that part of this parking was to satisfy the
previous development on the first building.
Was there enough
parking? Rod Despain stated that they were close.
Howard Denney observed that there was no proposed sidewalk along
200 East Street between the parking at this location and the
previously constructed building.
Cross easements had been asked
for but were not yet provided.
He requested that a road crosssection detail be shown.
A sign off was still needed from the
irrigation company. He expressed concern regarding the size of the
bridge and some of the technical aspects of the footings. He would
work with them on that.
Rod Despain noted that some of the items noted were to be taken
care of prior to this meeting. He noted that there were 34 spaces
associated with this project.
There was 35 required, which
included the 12 that were a part of Alpine Court #1. Twenty-three
1

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
JULY 21 , 1999
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on July 21, 1999, in the
American Fork City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing at 7:00
p . m. The agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M . - REGULAR SESSION
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Riverwalk PUD at 475 East 700 North.
Review and action on the preliminary plan of Baker Estates
Subdivision located at 540 North 270 East.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for Alpine Court
#2 located at 84 North Grant Avenue.
Review and action on a site plan for William E. Day Masonry to
be located at 205 West South Frontage Road .
Review and action on the Annexation Agreement for the LeBaron
East Annexation at 850 East Pacific and placement of the
property in the GC-2 zone.
Review and action on the Annexation Agreement for the Boyde G.
Williams Annexation at 300 East South Frontage Road and
placement of the property in the PI-1 zone.
Presentation by Scott Warren concerning a water sports park on
Utah Lake.
Review and action on the amendment to the Development Code
concerning height of buildings in residential zones.
Site Plan Committee report .
Other business .
Review and action on the minutes of the July 7 , 1999 , meet i ng .
Adjournment.

Dated this 12 day of July, 1999.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
JULY 21, 1999
REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session
on July 21, 1999, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those
present included Chairman J.H. Hadfield, Ken Baldwin, Steve
Nielsen, James Hansen, Michael Georgeson, Keith Richan, and Juel
Belmont. Staff present included Rod Despain, Howard Denney, Kevin
Bennett, Jim Hardy, and Richard Colborn. Others present included
Tom Lamont, Charles LeBaron, Scott Warren, Doug Warren, Ben Ford,
Guy Hatch, Mr. & Mrs. Robert Kelshaw, Barbara Christiansen, and 8
citizens.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED FINAL PLAT FOR WOODS @ RIVERWALK
PUD AT 475 EAST 700 NORTH
This item was deleted from the agenda.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN
SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 540 NORTH 270 EAST

OF

BAKER

ESTATES

In the absence of the petitioner this item was deferred until later
in the meeting.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR ALPINE COURT #2
LOCATED AT 84 NORTH GRANT AVENUE
Howard Denney explained that this project was just north of Dr.
Grant's office. Twelve parking spaces located here were designated
as remote parking for Alpine Court #1.
The property extended
through the block from Grant Avenue to 200 East. He explained that
there were several notes and numbers that were incorrect on the
plat and needed to be corrected. The OSY needed to be labeled and
located on the east end of the building.
Juel Belmont commented that part of this parking was to satisfy the
previous development on the first building.
Was there enough
parking? Rod Despain stated that they were close.
Howard Denney observed that there was no proposed sidewalk along
200 East Street between the parking at this location and the
previously constructed building.
Cross easements had been asked
for but were not yet provided.
He requested that a road crosssection detail be shown.
A sign off was still needed from the
irrigation company. He expressed concern regarding the size of the
bridge and some of the technical aspects of the footings. He would
work with them on that.
Rod Despain noted that some of the items noted were to be taken
care of prior to this meeting. He noted that there were 34 spaces
associated with this project.
There was 35 required, which
included the 12 that were a part of Alpine Court #1. Twenty-three
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spaces were required for this project.
Court . #2 was one short .

The parking for Alpine

Rod Despain commented that this was proposed as a single user and
the sewer line was to be placed under the building. He felt that
the sewer line should not be located under the building, but under
the parking area so that if the building were divided off,
additional sewer laterals could easily be accommodated. He stated
that it was his understanding that the building was to include a
single business including a tanning salon, laundromat, and a dry
cleaner. He cautioned the Commission in approving something based
on an intended tenant.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that a development agreement would be
in order to spell out the concerns and what would be expected if
the building were to be divided.
Rod Despain continued that it was proposed to have a drive up along
the south side of the building near the east end. As shown by the
directional arrow going to the east, it would require a cross over
of a vehicle intending to use it, into any oncoming traffic.
Mr. Despain added that there was never an agreement recorded
regarding the additional parking on this site to satisfy parking on
the previous site. For all intents and purposes this project would
be one, at this time. A reciprocal agreement needed be worked out.
Juel Belmont stated that she was looking forward to having Mr.
Otterstrom present to answer some of these questions.
Juel Belmont moved to table action until the
present. Michael Georgeson seconded the motion.

petitioner

was

James Hansen wanted to see some specific designation of the parking
for the Alpine Court #1 and he would like to see the curb, gutter,
and sidewalk placed on 200 East Street to connect Alpine Court #1
and Alpine Court #2.
Chairman
present.

Hadfield

acknowledged

that

Juel Belmont withdrew her motion.
second.

Gary

Otterstrom

was

now

Michael Georgeson withdrew his

Rod Despain recounted the awkwardness of the drive thru, the need
for an additional parking space, the lack of a reciprocal agreement
to tie the 12 remote parking spaces to Alpine Court #1, and the
access to the sewer line being shown as a single user.
Chairman Hadfield asked Gary Otterstrom if he would like to address
the items.
Mr. Otterstrom explained regarding the reciprocal agreement, that
Rod Despain was going to check it from the City's side and he was
going to check if from his side.
It never got recorded.
2

.
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Michael Georgeson expressed concern that the sewer line was to be
located under the building. There was a high likelihood that the
building would be divided into more than one user at a time in the
future.
He would like it so that additional connections could be
easily made . The location of the dumpster needed to be clarified.
There was not much area devoted to landscaping as he would like to
see in relationship to Mr . Grant's graciousness in holding his
building back and adding landscaping.
Chairman Hadfield noted that Mr. Otterstrom had provided
landscaping which was greater that his original plan.

17%

James Hansen noted that on the parking stalls on the south side
there were lines missing on a couple of them. Also, there was no
sidewalk on 200 East and he felt that needed to be an off-site
requirement .
Mr. Otterstrom agreed,
domain.

but stated that the land was not in his

Steve Nielsen asked that the wrought iron fence be extended along
the river. Mr. Otterstrom agreed .
James Hansen had the same concern as Mr. Georgeson on the sewer
line.
Mr. Otterstrom stated that this was a single user structure and it
was not intended to be subdivided .
Steve Nielsen asked that one of the disability spaces be moved to
the east side.
Keith Richan observed that he did not see that moving the sewer was
much of an expense and was better located under the parking lot.
Michael Georgeson moved to table action to the next meeting,
especially now that Mr. Otterstrom had heard the concerns of the
Commission. Juel Belmont seconded the motion .

Rod Despain noted two issues.
First, the Technical Review
Committee cannot demand changes.
Was the Planning Commission
willing to approve the odd alignment of the drive up?
Juel Belmont felt it should be looked at.
Steve Nielsen stated that the drive thru and the
needed to be consistent.

traffic

flow

Rod Despain observed that if that was insisted on, this plan would
not work .
Michael Georgeson felt if the use of the drive thru was as
intended , the issue not much of one as he did not see much traffic.
If it was subdivided, the site plan would need to be looked at
again and it could be changed.
3
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And second, Rod Despain noted that parking on the Grant Property
was part of the reciprocal agreement. Mr. Otterstrom wanted to tie
his two together and not include Mr. Grant.
Ken Baldwin stated that curb,
needed to be provided.

gutter,

and sidewalk on 200 East

Howard Denney agreed that improvements to 200 East were desired
and, encouraged Mr. Otterstrom to look at reimbursement from the
RDA .
Mr. Otterstrom stated that he was willing to work with the City.
Chairman Hadfield noted that there were 10 items that needed to be
taken care of before approval of the site plan could be given.
(They included 1 - additional parking space, 2- relocation of the
dumpster, 3- notes on the plat to be correct , 4- cross-easement, 5detail of the road cross-section, 6- sign off by the irrigation
company, 7- possibility of more than one tenant, 8- the awkwardness
of the location of the drive up window , 9- a reciprocal agreement,
and 10- sewer line to be placed out from under building.
All were in favor of the motion to table action.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR WILLIAM E. DAY MASONRY TO BE
LOCATED AT 205 WEST SOUTH FRONTAGE ROAD
This item was deleted from the agenda.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE LEBARON EAST
ANNEXATION AT 850 EAST PACIFIC AND PLACEMENT OF THE PROPERTY IN THE
GC- 2 ZONE
Charles LeBaron stated that he would like
housing zone for this property .

to have

a

multiple

Rod Despain explained that this was the annexation of 9 . 35 acres
east of the LeBaron West Annexation.
The Carl Wagner property
would be left as an island which was allowed.
He explained that
the next step was the preparation of the annexation agreement .
With this annexation , zoning, master road plan, the need for an
annexation concept development plan, and water rights needed to be
discussed.
Mr. Despain continued noting that with regard to zoning, Mr.
LeBaron has requested residential zoning.
Pacific Drive was now
working from both ends toward the middle.
The alignment of
Bamberger to the east and the north-south 860 East Street alignment
needed to be looked at.
He observed that this property held a
unique position.
If the property was to be zoned commercial, an
annexation concept development plan would probably not be a
requirement.
There were sewer lines already in place on the
property.
Chairman Hadfield asked for comments from the Commission.
4

Keith Richan asked if this was mixing two uses where there should
only be one.
Charles LeBaron explained that he felt that multiple family upscale
residential units would fit nicely.
Juel Belmont asked about density.
Mr. LeBaron stated that he was looking at a heavier density than
the 14 presently allowed in the R-4 zone. The higher density would
allow for more open space, a clubhouse, and other amenities.
Juel Belmont commented the housing would appear to be sandwiched in
between his offices and RK Cycle.
Chairman Hadfield noted that the annexation needed to have a zone
attached to it that the City presently had.
Keith Richan felt
that Bamberger should enter
approximately half between State Street and 50 South.

1100

East

Michael Georgeson agreed.
Steve Nielsen felt there needed to be a north-south route.
Chairman Hadfield observed that as they look at the future of
Highway 89, it was going to be three lanes in each direction.
It
was his opinion that the tracks would eventually be gone and there
would be continued growth in commercial and professional offices.
Keith Richan commented that one would only have to go a quarter of
a mile east or west to get around the area. He did not think that
the north-south route was a necessity.
Steve Nielsen noted that the City did not presently have a zone
that would allow more than 14 units per acre and if that was what
Mr. LeBaron desired, he would need to visit with the Mayor and City
Council.
Rod Despain stated that he needed a zone and conclusion on the
street locations before he could prepare an annexation agreement.
Juel Belmont and Michael Georgeson felt that a north-south route at
860 East was needed.
James Hansen felt that the City would be sorry if they did not have
860 East go north.
Ken Baldwin agreed that the access should be
provided .
Charles LeBaron asked if the City wanted it enough to pay for it.
Chairman Hadfield reminded Mr. LeBaron that annexation was not a
right, but it was a privilege.
Steve Nielsen felt that this annexation should come in GC-2 as it
5

..
was intended in the General Plan.
Chairman Hadfield acknowledged that Charles LeBaron had done a good
job in the past and had no doubt that he would in the future. The
request for zoning other than commercial, was in a different
direction from that of the General Plan.
Rod Despain stated that he could put a draft together
everything but the zoning and that could be looked at later.

for

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE BOYDE G.
WILLIAMS ANNEXATION AT 300 EAST SOUTH FRONTAGE ROAD AND PLACEMENT
OF THE PROPERTY IN THE PI-1 ZONE
Rod Despain noted that there were much the same issues involved
with this annexation, it was just at a different location.
This
location had great exposure, but no access. He felt that access to
500 East needed to be assured for this annexation to move forward.
Howard Denney noted that this area was one identified as a possible
park and ride location.
Mr. Despain explained that the proposed zoning was PI-1 which would
go along with the signs that had been placed advertizing this area
as a 11 corporate center. 11 He displayed differed road configurations
that could be used at this location and acknowledged that there
were probably others.
Chairman Hadfield asked the Commission if they had any instructions
for Mr. Despain as he prepared to draw up the Annexation Agreement.
James Hansen asked about the road alignment and different options.
Rod Despain explained that the access points were pretty much fixed
at 5th East and 100 East, but where it went in between was somewhat
based on the need for access, like to the Kelshaw property, and for
utilities.
Chairman Hadfield noted that an annexation concept plan would be
required.
Guy Hatch explained that he was having that drawn up and would
provide a copy.
Mr. Kelshaw asked who would decide on the location of the road.
Mr. Despain encouraged Mr. Kelshaw and Guy Hatch to meet and review
the alternatives together. He was confident that they could work
something out to their mutual interest. If not, the City would try
to help.
)

PRESENTATION BY SCOTT WARREN CONCERNING A WATER SPORTS PARK ON UTAH
LAKE
Mr.

Scott Warren was present to introduce the Commission to the
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world of competitive water skiing.
He showed a 10 minute video
developed by the American Water Ski Association (AWSA) explaining
the opportunities of a Water Sports Park in the area .
Scott Warren noted that in this area they were about nonexistent,
but that there was one in Tooele.
There was an opportunity here
for one in American Fork with a "shore course" next to Utah Lake.
It could bring the pro tour and national competitions to the area
and be a catalyst for development next to the lake.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the Commission had some questions.
Keith Richan asked for the purpose of the presentation.
Scott Warren responded that it was to introduce this concept to the
Commission and that this type of facility should be considered as
open space as was a golf course. This facility would be a private
development.
Clark Berringer from Berringer Marine explained that boating
offered a unique family sport, from the very young to the very old.
Also, no one has been doing anything to enhance the lake.
Doug Warren concluded by noting that a ski area was planned as part
of his development as well as a commercial area to support it. · It
had the potential to be a world class water park. To help make it
happen, it needed to qualify as open space .
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAN
SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 540 NORTH 270 EAST

FOR

BAKER

ESTATES

Tom Lamont noted that one change in his plan was the request to
develop in two phases. They would temporarily dead end the project
with a turn around. The fire flows were sufficient.
Howard Denney addressed the technical aspects of the plat. Phase
One would include up to the first six lots and Phase Two would
include the last two lots.
The temporary end of the sewer would
require a clean out or the sewer could be installed north to what
would become 600 North Street.
It was not yet determined if the
utilities were going to be phased or put in all at first.
Mr. Lamont stated that he would hard surface the turn around area.
Rod Despain commented that the road extension of 600 North to the
east was unresolved and could not be resolved at this time. He was
quite sure that in the future, the City would get the road as a
part of the development to the north.
James Hansen asked if this was approved before.
that no phasing was included previously.

Rod Despain noted

Michael Georgeson's concerns were those of Mr. Despain's.
Chairman Hadfield noted that a development agreement could address
7

some of the items and give some guarantee to the City.
Chairman Hadfield asked for comments from the Commission.
Juel Belmont was hopeful that the project would go through.
Michael Georgeson moved approval of the revised preliminary plan
with, 1) a paved turn around conforming to the standard oil for a
cul-de-sac, but curb and gutter would not be required for the turn
around, 2) a fire hydrant at the north west corner of lot six, 3)
completion of the curb, gutter, & sidewalk pursuant to the
engineering concerns up to lot six, 4) bonding sufficient to insure
the improvements to 600 North, and 5) the deeding of the derelict
parcel to the City, recognizing that there was a portion of the
property that the City controlled.
Steve Nielsen seconded the
motion. All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE AMENDMENT TO THE DEVELOPMENT
CONCERNING HEIGHT OF BUILDINGS IN RESIDENTIAL ZONES

CODE

Rod Despain noted that the Zoning Administrator and Chief Building
Inspector Ron Morrill had some questions on the proposed ordinance.
He asked for a delay in any action .
Chairman Hadfield noted this would be placed on the next agenda to
address the concerns of the Zoning Administrator.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Rod Despain had nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mrs. Al Buckingham Wright had called the Chairman regarding a fence
on a dedicated cul-de-sac that was not constructed and was not
connecting to a City Street.
Mrs. Wright provided a plat map of
the area.
Chairman Hadfield explained that the building department would not
allow a fence at that location higher than 42".
The Board of
Adjustment stated that they did not want to mess with the fence
ordinance.
It was back to the Planning Commission.
Mrs. Wright explained that her home faced 875 North Street and
backed onto the 830 North cul-de-sac. The Wright's wished to place
a 6-foot fence on their rear property line adjacent to the 830
North cul-de-sac.
The ordinance required a set back from the
property line of 30 feet for a 6-foot fence.
Rod Despain believed that over the years, this situation had been
termed a double frontage lot.
He suggested that a change in the
ordinance or a unique circumstance may need to be declared.
The
Ordinance was silent on the dealing with double frontage lots.
Chairman Hadfield noted that in circumstances even now,
8

a 6-foot

fence was allowed.
He referred to a natural gas station at 510
East 300 North, school playgrounds, and fencing around detention
ponds .
Rod Despain noted that in the instance of PUD's, the site plan was
approved and was an amendment to the City Code.
He proposed a
modest amendment to the fencing ordinance to give the Planning
Commission the right to approve differential heights given certain
circumstances.
Chairman Hadfield stated that he was very comfortable with the
fencing ordinance as it dealt with lots, homes on lots, and fences
around those lots to protect privacy and the vista of the traveling
public .
There needed to be the ability to deal with varying
circumstances .
Michael Georgeson thought that the Planning Commission would need
to find that health and safety concerns were addressed.
James Hansen encouraged that the review of the fence ordinance
i nc l ude a review of double frontage lots.
Mr. Despain agreed and noted that he would also like to look at the
treatment of fence-like structures such as tennis courts, sports
courts, and those kinds of things .
Chairman Hadfield stated that they would work on this.
Mr. Al Wright questioned how access to the cul-de-sac would be
gained as he stated it would not be across his property.
Chairman Hadfield reported that the presentation that was going to
be held tomorrow in conjunction with the City Council had been
canceled.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE JULY 7, 1999, MEETING
Changes requested to the minutes included on page 1, line 12,
insert "Mr. Richan" after "Mr. Nielsen." On page 4, line 6, insert
"Mr. Richan" after "Mr. Baldwin." On page 5, line 13, insert "of
the sidewalk" after the word, "elevation."
On page 9, line 6,
replace "called out" with "labeled . "
On page 10, line 9, insert
"Mr . Georgeson" after "Mr. Hansen."
On page 11, line 27, insert
"Mr. Nielsen" after "Mr. Georgeson." On page 13 , line 20 , change
"heigh" to "height . "
On page 14 , line 1, change "invest" to
"investigate." Make the following change, "Soma" to "Psomas" at
the following locations: Page 14, lines 16 & 17 & 19 & 22 & 26 &
29.

)

Keith Richan moved approval of the July 7, 1999, minutes with the
noted corrections. James Hansen seconded the motion. All were in
favor.

ADJOURNMENT
9

Steve Nielsen moved adjournment at 10:08 p.m.
seconded the motion. All were in favor.

~ ~.QQL

Richard M. Colborn
Planning Administrator

10

Michael Georgeson

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
AUGUST 4 , 1999
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on August 4, 1999, in the
American Fork 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 a commercial site plan for Alpine Court
#2 located at 84 North Grant Avenue .
Review and action on a site plan for William E. Day Masonry to
be located at 205 West South Frontage Road.
Review and action on the site plan for Broadstone Phase 5 at
831 East 340 South .
'
Review and action on an amended commercial site plan for
Highland Woodworks at 938 South 500 East.
Review and action on the Annexation Agreement for the LeBaron
East Annexation at 850 East Pacific.
Review and action on the Annexation Agreement for the Boyde G.
Williams Annexation at 300 East South Frontage Road and
placement of the property in the PI-1 zone.
Review and action on the amendment to the Development Code
concerning height of buildings in residential zones.
Site Plan Committee report.
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the July 7, 1999, meeting.
Adjournment .

Dated this 26 day of July , 1999 .

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

..
I ,.

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
AUGUST 4, 1999

ATTACHMENTS (2)
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on August 4, 1999, at City
Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chairman J.H. Hadfield, Steve Nielsen,
Keith Richan, Councilmember Juel Belmont, James Hansen, and Michael Georgeson. Staff
members present included Howard Denney, Rod Despain, Jim Hardy, and Melanie Marsh. Others
present included Gary Otterstrom, Angela Soelberg, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the
press.
Chairman Hadfield excused Mr. Baldwin because he was out-of-town.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR ALPINE COURT #2
LOCATED AT 84 NORTH GRANT AVENUE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Denney for the
eng1neenng concerns.
Mr. Denney said the last time the Planning Commission saw the commercial site plan for Alpine
Court #2, the applicant was required to divide up the handicap parking spaces.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that at the last Planning Commission Meeting Mr. Nielsen
suggested that Mr. Otterstrom could put one handicap parking space on each side of the building.
Mr. Otterstrom said it might be hard to put the handicap parking spaces next to the building
because there is an equipment roll up door that might be affected. Mr. Nielsen said he is not set
on the idea that there has to be a handicap parking space on both sides of the building.
There was some discussion that the proposed building is now closer to Grant Avenue than it was
before. It was discussed that the proposed building should not be located any closer to Grant
Avenue than Dr. Grant's building is to Grant Avenue.
Mr. Denney recommended that the drive-up and transition area be immediately by the drive-up
window.
There was some discussion about the three lanes across the bridge. Mr. Denney recommended
that there be two lanes on the bridge plus the sidewalk access.
Mr. Denney said the valve needs to be bolted to the main instead of to the fire hydrant.
There was discussion that the fence would be wrought iron. Mr. Otterstrom said he talked to
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Chairman Hadfield about the City possibly splitting the cost of the wrought iron fence and the
sidewalk because it will be in the public domain. He said that Chairman Hadfield suggested that
he pursue an RDA Reimbursement for the wrought iron fence and sidewalk.
Mr. Despain said he has talked to Carl Wanlass about the City splitting the cost of the fence and
sidewalk with Mr. Otterstrom, but he did not get a definite answer that there would be money to
reimburse Mr. Otterstrom.
Mr. Otterstrom said he estimates that the cost of the sidewalk and wrought iron fence on the east
side of the Grant Property will be about $15,000.
Mr. Denney pointed out that it appears the curb and gutter can be put along the creek bank with
no problem, but there may be some difficulty with the sidewalk.

Mr. Denney said he needs the engineering detail on the bridge, he also needs the transitions
between the channel and the bridge. Mr. Denney said he also needs the grades for the curb,
gutter, and sidewalk.
Mr. Despain discussed the following three issues:

1.

Water Rights Conveyance

2.

Execution of a reciprocal parking and access easement agreement

3.

Building permits for Phase II be withheld until all outstanding materials have been
provided and approved

Water Rights Conveyance
Mr. Despain pointed out that the standard water conveyance rate for commercial uses is 3 acre
feet per acre. It was discussed that the self-service laundry and dry cleaning establishment that will
be located in Alpine Court #2 will have about 10 washing machines. Mr. Despain pointed out
that Buhler's Laundry has 30 washing machines and it has used 7. 96 acre feet of water per year
for the past eight years. He also pointed out that Durfey Dry Cleaning has used 6.08 acre feet of
water per year for the last six years. Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission needs to
determine what the water rights conveyance r~quirement should be.

Chairman Hadfield asked if it is the Planning Commission's role to determine what the water
rights conveyance requirement should be.
Mr. Despain said he would like the Planning Commission to give him any instructions on what it
thinks the water rights conveyance requirement should be.
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It was discussed that Buhler's Laundry has 30 washing machines and that the proposed laundry
will only have 10 washing machines. It was discussed that the amount of water used by Buhler' s
Laundry in a year was a not a good indication of how much the proposed laundry will use because
the proposed laundry will have less washing machines than Buhler's Laundry.

Reciprocal Parking and Access Easement Agreement
Mr. Despain pointed out that Phase I of Alpine Court will have a deficit in parking and Phase II
will have a surplus of parking. He said the applicant has proposed that the City approve a
reciprocal parking access easement agreement in lieu of a dedicated remote parking area to meet
the shortfall in parking.
Mr. Despain said a reciprocal parking and access easement agreement is appropriate subject to the
following conditions.

1.

Phase I and Phase II would execute a formal reciprocal parking and access
agreement and easement, which (1) allows the patrons of each of the two projects
and the patrons of development on adjacent properties to occupy the parking
provided by the other, and (2) makes provision for vehicular access from the
Phase II area to the adjacent Grant Property on the south.

2.

The site plan should be amended to show a possible location for the Phase II-Grant
access with the understanding that: (1) the final location may change and (2) that
the road area in Phase II would be used for parking in the meantime.

Building Permits for Phase II should be Withheld
Mr. Despain said building permits for Phase II should be withheld until all outstanding materials
have been provided and approved.
It was discussed that the reciprocal parking agreement would be a one-sided agreement until Dr.
Grant wishes to expand his development. Chairman Hadfield said if Dr. Grant expands his
development and parking spaces are taken from the Alpine Court Project to put the access across
the bridge to the east, the City will require Dr. Grant to provide additional parking. It was
discussed that Dr. Grant could increase his parking substantially if he did some creative
engineering. Mr. Otterstrom pointed out that Dr. Grant's north side has a very wide apron. He
said if the apron were reduced, another row of parking could be put in.
Mr. Georgeson asked about the location of the sewer.

Chairman Hadfield said the sewer is now in front of the building.
Mr. Georgeson pointed out that the sidewalk may encroach into the stream bed. He suggested

(Planning Commission Minutes -August 4, 1999)

3

that a combo curb and gutter be installed. Mr. Otterstrom said a combo curb and gutter is a good
solution.
Chairman Hadfield said he would like to see what it looks like when it is staked out. He said he
would like the City Engineer to dictate the alignment of the sidewalk.
Mr. Georgeson asked how much water will be required.
Mr. Otterstrom said the proposed laundry will use half the amount of water that Buhler's Laundry
uses.

The Planning Commission directed Mr. Despain to find a laundry facility that is very similar to the
proposed laundry and find out how much water it uses so he will be able to determine what the
water rights conveyance requirements should be for the proposed project.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the commercial site plan for Alpine Court #2 located at
84 North Grant Avenue subject to (1) the handicap parking location being resolved with
the City Building Inspector (2) the drive-up window traffic circulation being approved by
the City Engineer (3) the foot valve for the fire hydrant be located per city standard (4)
fencing along 200 East Street and the easterly portion of the proposed project be wrought
iron and be considered an off-site improvement with the suggestion that contribution from
the RDA be sought (4) the curb and gutter plan of profile and the location of the sidewalk
be per the City Engineer's approval. (5) the bridge details, including the stream alteration
permit be provided to the City Engineer (6) the water rights be conveyed to the City in the
amount determined by the City Planner (7) execution of the perpetual reciprocal parking
and access easement agreement. Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any discussion on the motion.
Mr. Richan asked if the width of the bridge is covered sufficiently in the motion. He asked if it
should be noted in the motion that the bridge should be two lanes instead of three lanes.

Mr. Georgeson amended his motion to include that it is the Planning Commission's
understanding that the bridge will be a two-lane bridge plus the sidewalk.
Mr. Hansen asked if the motion needs to include that the building permits for Phase II will be
withheld until all outstanding materials have been provided and approved.

Mr. Georgeson also amended his motion to include that the building permits for Phase II
will be withheld until all outstanding materials have been provided and approved. Mr.
Nielsen seconded the amendments to the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Richan, and Mr. Georgeson.
All voted in favor. The motion carried.
Mr. Richan asked why the sidewalk on the east side qualifies for reimbursement from the City.
Mr. Despain said the sidewalk on the east side qualifies for reimbursement from the City because
it is within the East Main Redevelopment Area.
Mr. Richan said if the sidewalk on the east side qualifies for reimbursement from the City, the
sidewalk on the west side should also qualify for reimbursement from the City.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR WILLIAM E. DAY MASONRY TO BE
LOCATED AT 205 WEST SOUTH FRONTAGE ROAD
The information was not submitted in time for inclusion in the Planning Commission packet. No
action was taken.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE SITE PLAN FOR BROADS TONE PHASE 5 AT 831 EAST'
340 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Denney for the
eng1neenng concerns.
Mr. Denney said the legend on the proposed plan shows a square filled in box that represents a
storm drain pretreatment manhole sump, which it should; but he said a square filled in box also
represents a construction catch basin. He said he is having trouble deciding which ones are catch
basins and which ones are sumps because of the labeling problem on the legend. Mr. Denney said
he would like to have the legend corrected so that he understands the quantities that are going to
be sumped.
Mr. Denney recommended that there be one more fire hydrant added at the rear of Building Site
II.

Mr. Nielsen asked Mr. Denney if he was comfortable with the proposed sumps as long as they
meet the drain requirements.
Mr. Denney said he is comfortable with the proposed sumps as long as they meet the drain
requirements and are pre-treated.
Mr. Despain asked Mr. Denney if the sumps will meet the

100~year

storm drain requirement.

Mr. Denney said at this point he can't tell if the sumps will meet the 100-year storm drain
requirement because he is not sure which ones are sumps and which ones are catch basins. He
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said as soon as the legend is corrected and he can tell which ones are sumps and which ones are
catch basins, he will be able to determine if the sumps will meet the 100-year storm drain
requirement.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the first phase ofBroadstone was given to the City as a site plan,
not as a subdivision. He said because the first phase ofBroadstone was given to the City as a site
plan the dedications on Highway 89 and 240 South have not been given to the City.
Chairman Hadfield said the City also needs to get the dedication at 290 South on 860 East.
Mr. Despain asked if the Planning Commission is going to see a final plat.
Mr. Denney said the Planning Commission does need to see a final plat. He said the subdivision
needs to be platted.
Mr. Despain said the issue of the dedications of the roads needs to be addressed by the
subdivision process or by deeding them now.

It was discussed that the subdivision needs to be platted and the dedication of the roads needs to
be done prior to final action by the City Council.
Mr. Despain discussed the proposed parking. He said the parking requirements have been based
on fixed wall construction. He said the proposed phase is about 7 parking spaces short.
Ms. Soelberg said Mr. Hatch is currently in negotiations with J.R. Jolley to try to purchase his
parcel to the east of the property proposed for development. She said ifMr. Hatch is able to
purchase J.R. Jolley's parcel, there should be more land available for parking.
There was some discussion about whether the proposed building will be fixed wall or whether it
will have portable walls. It was discussed that the parking will be grossly short, if the proposed
building has portable walls.
Angela Soelberg, representative for the proposed project, said the whole top floor of Building 5
will be fixed wall and the base floor will be about 2/3 portable wall.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that because the proposed project is part of a PUD there will still
be a chance to make the parking balance because there are still a couple of undeveloped phases.
In regards to the shortage of parking spaces for Phase 5, Mr. Despain said the standard
requirement for parking should be met with each project.
After a great deal of discussion regarding the shortage of parking for Phase 5, Mr. Georgeson
recommended that the Planning Commission postpone any action on the proposed plan until Mr.
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Hatch can provide a plan indicating full compliance with the parking requirements and can show
the land that will be available for future developments.
Ms. Soelberg asked if there was any way the proposed plan could be approved contingent upon
the parking requirements being met.
Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission could approve the proposed plan subject to the
delivery of a revised site plan that conforms to the parking requirements.
It was discussed that the City does not know where the curb and cut placement on Highway 89
will be. Mr. Hansen asked how the Planning Commission can approve the proposed site plan with
the improvements on Highway 89, if it does not know where the driveway placement is.

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the Planning Commission approves subdivisions and it does
not know where the driveway is going to be for the houses.
Mr. Ricban asked how the degreaser is going to be maintained. He also expressed concern about
the sump situation.
Mr. Denney said there is no question that there needs to be a maintanence process for the
degreaser.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the site plan for Broadstone Phase 5 at 831 East 340 South
subject to (1) meeting the drainage requirements as.signed
by the City Engineer (2)
subdivision plat and dedication of the road along 860 East, 340 South, and State Street (3)
meeting the parking requirements befo.re the plan continues to the City Council and (4)
adding one fire hydrant at the rear of t~e ·building somewhere in the southeast corner of
Building Site 2. Mr~ Georgeson seconded the motion.

off

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

Those voting aye: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Nielsen.
Those voting nay: Mr. Hansen. The motion carried.
Mr. Hansen said the reason he voted against the motion was because he would have liked to have
seen the revised plan that shows the parking conforming to the City requirements before it went
onto the City Council.
Mr. Despain stated that if full compliance in regards to the parking does not occur, then the site
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plan will come back to the City Council.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR HIGHLAND
WOODWORKS AT 938 SOUTH 500 EAST
This item was withdrawn at the request of the petitioner. No action was taken.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE LEBARON
EAST ANNEXATION AT 850 EAST PACIFIC
Mr. Despain presented a revised Attachment #2 to the proposed LeBaron Annexation Agreement,
which shows the placement of the north-south road. He stated that Mr. LeBaron does not like
the idea of a north-south road. Mr. Despain said he has concluded that a north-south road is
essential.

After Mr. Despain presented the revised Attachment #2, Mr. Richan expressed concern that some
of the property owners' property was being gutted because of the proposed placement of the
north-south road. Mr. Richan felt the owners whose property was being affected by the proposed
north-south road should be made aware of what is being proposed. He said the Planning
Commission needs to be sensitive to the rights of the property owners.
Mr. Despain said the City is not insensitive to the property owners rights.
Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission has to look at what will best serve the needs of
the public.
It was discussed that the proposed property should be annexed into the City under the GC-2 Zone
because that is the zone that is consistent with the General Plan. Mr. Despain pointed out that
Mr. LeBaron has requested that the property be annexed into the City under a high density
residential zone. There was some discussion about whether the Planning Commission should
approve the annexation agreement and recommend that the property be annexed into the City
under the GC-2 Zone, if that is not really the zone that Mr. LeBaron wants to be annexed into the
City under.

Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission does not have the power to negotiate what the
zone will be if it is different than what the General Plan says. He said he recommends that the
proposed property be annexed into the City under the GC-2 Zone because that is consistent with
the General Plan.
Mr. Nielsen expressed concern about recommending that the proposed property be annexed into
the City under the GC-2 Zone, if that is not the zone Mr. LeBaron wants his property annexed
into the City under.
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Chairman Hadfield said if the Planning Commission recommends to the City Council that the
property be annexed into the City under the GC-2 Zone and that is not what Mr. LeBaron wants
he does not have to have his property annexed into the City. He said Mr. LeBaron can pull his
annexation out any time.

Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend approval of the annexation agreement for the
LeBaron East Annexation at 850 East Pacific with the revised attachment #2. Mr. Nielsen
seconded the motion.
Mr. Richan asked Mr. Despain ifMr. LeBaron has been shown the annexation agreement.
Mr. Despain said Mr. LeBaron has not been shown the annexation agreement.
Mr. Richan said he has a very difficult time acting on things when the parties involved or affected
by certain issues do not know what the Planning Commission is acting on.
Mr. Georgeson said if Mr. LeBaron does not like what the Planning Commission is
recommending, he can present a counter offer. It was discussed that the Planning Commission's
recommendation is not locked in concrete.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr.
Rich an voted in favor of the motion contingent upon the annexation agreement not being
locked in concrete and that the annexation agreement be reviewed by Mr. LeBaron.
Mr. Despain said he will get a copy of the annexation agreement to Mr. LeBaron.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE BOYD G.
WILLIAMS ANNEXATION AT 300 EAST SOUTH FRONTAGE ROAD AND PLACEMENT
OF THE PROPERTY IN THE PI-1 ZONE
Mr. Despain said that Mr. Georgeson has expressed to him a concern that the people traveling
north on 100 East may not be seen from where the existing road is now. Mr. Despain pointed
out that 100 East will be a major collector class road. Mr. Georgeson said that 40 mph on 100
East worries him.
After some discussion regarding 100 East, Mr. Despain presented two road alternatives, which
are titled Alternative A and Alternative B. Alternative A is attached to the minutes as
ATTACHMENT # 1 and Alterative B is attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #2.
Chairman Hadfield said they need to let Mr. Hatch know he can put the road any where he wants,
but that it has to terminate somewhere to the west of Ellsworth-Peck.
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Mr. Richan suggested that there could be a third option for the location of the road. He said the
road could be placed just south of Ellsworth-Peck.

Mr. Nielsen said if the road were placed just south of Ellsworth-Peck, the most valuable piece of
land would then be used.
It was discussed that Mr. Kelshaw and Mr. Ford need to be given some consideration on how
they can access their property for future development.
Mr. Despain stated that the title to the road needs to come to the City as a condition of
annexation.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the annexation agreement for the Boyd G. Williams
Annexation at 300 East South Frontage Road and placement of the property in the PI-1
Zone with the option of using Option A or Option B in relationship to the road and the
decision to be made later for the property to the east. 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: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, and
Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE AMENDMENT TO THE DEVELOPMENT CODE
CONCERNING HEIGHT OF BUILDINGS IN RESIDENTIAL ZONES
Chairman Hadfield reported that Mr. Morrill is now comfortable with the proposed changes to the
Development Code relating to the height of buildings in residential zones.
Mr. Richan said on Page 2, Section where it reads "an part" should be changed to "any part."
He said he read it and finds nothing wrong with it. On Page 3, Section 4 where it reads
"provisions the" should be changed to "provisions of the."

Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend to the City Council the amendment to the
Development Code concerning height of buildings in residential zones. Mr. Hansen
seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, and
Mr. Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
1

There was no other business.

2
3
4
5
6

7
8
9

l0
11
12
13

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE JULY

21~ 1999~

MEETING

Mr. Richan moved approval of the July 21, 1999, Planning Commission Minutes with the
following corrections:
On Page 3, Line 21 "rod iron" should be changed to "wrought iron." On Page 8, Line 8
the following should be added after "around": "conforming to the standard oil for a cui-desac, but curb and gutter would not be required for the turn around. On Page 8, Lines 1622 should be deleted. On Page 9, Line 35 "access would to" should be changed to "access
to."
Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.

16
17
18
19

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

20
21

Mr. Richan moved to adjourn. Councilmember Belmont seconded the motion.

22
23

All voted in favor. The motion carried.

24
25

The meeting adjourned at 9:27 p.m.

26
27

28
29
30
31
32
33
34

Melanie Marsh
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
AUGUST 18 , 1999
*AMENDED - NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on August 18, 1999, in
the American Fork City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing
at 7: 00p . m. The agenda shal l be as follows :
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
*9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14 .

Discussion on the Sign Ordinance in the Downtown Business
District.
Review and action on the revised Moser Plat B Subdivision
located at 580 West 600 North.
Review and action on the Roberts Estates Subdivision located
at 891 North 150 West.
Review and action on the revised plat for Riverbirch
Professional Office Park, PUD located at 24 North 1100 East.
Review and action on the final plat of Old Towne Square, PUD
located at 180 South 500 East.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for Komatsu
Equipment located at 1128 West Main.
Review and action on the final plat of Baker Estates located
at 270 East 500 North .
Review and action on the preliminary plat of Quail Hollow
Subdivision located at 60 East 1120 North.
Review and action on the revised plats of Temple Meadow PUD
Plats A & B at 550 North 1200 East.
Discussion on a draft annexation concept plan for an eight
acre portion of the Harbor Road Annexation Area located at
650 South 100 West.
Site Plan Committee Report .
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the August 4, 1999,
Planning Commission Meeting.
Adjournment .

Dated this 13 day of August, 1999.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING CO:MlVIISSION
AUGUST 18, 1999
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in regular
session on August 18, 1999, in the American Fork City Hall, 31 North Church Street,
commencing at 7:00p.m. The agenda shall be as follows:
7:00PM. -REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

Discussion on the Sign Ordinance in the Downtown Business District.
Review and action on the revised Moser Plat B Subdivision located at 580 West
600North.
Review and action on the Roberts Estates Subdivision located at 891 North 150 West.
Review and action on the revised plat for Riverbirch Professional Office Park, PUD
located at 24 North 1100 East.
Review and action on the final plat of Old Towne Square, PUD located at 180 South
500 East.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for Komatsu Equipment located at
1128 West Main.
Review and action on the final plat ofBaker Estates located at 270 East 500 North.
Review and action on the preliminary plat of Quail Hollow Subdivision located at 60 East
1120 North.
Discussion on a draft annexation concept plan for an eight acre portion of the Harbor
Road Annexation Area located at 650 South 100 West.
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the August 4, 1999, Planning Commission Meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 10 day of August, 1999.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COM:MISSION MEETING
AUGUST 18, 1999
ATTACHMENTS (2)
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on August 18, 1999, at City
Hall, commencing at 7:01 p.m. Those present included Chairman J.H. Hadfield, Steve Nielsen,
Keith Richan, James Hansen, and *Michael Georgeson. Staff members present included Howard
Denney, Rod Despain, Jim Hardy, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included Dale Gunther,
Juston Olson, Bruce Olson, Mary Fox, Paul Strong, Cheryl Hays, Brent Peterson, Ken Vance,
Cory Boyer, Marilyn Earl, Kenneth Earl, Colette Mathews, Fran Ikebush, Layne Henage, Lynne
Sandberg. Gifford Briggs, Tami Baum, Steve Bell, Walter Hills, Todd Crossland, Paul Watson,
Jim Cates, Ken Vance, Chad Perry, Nate Chadwick, Kirk Grossnickle, Michele Miller, Michelle
Jones, Ashli Brook, Jason Jacobs, Margaret Hazel, Shara Dawn Yeater, Justin L. Steele, Nannette
Bleazard, Peter Perry, Samantha Hopkins, Buck Hopkins, and Barbara Christiansen and Jay
Patrick, members of the press.
Chairman Hadfield excused Ken Baldwin and Councilmember Juel Belmont. He also stated that
Mr. Georgeson is coming from work and will be arriving shortly.
DISCUSSION ON THE SIGN ORDINANCE IN THE DOWNTOWN BUSINESS DISTRICT
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Dale Gunther, Chairman of
the Downtown Steering Committee.
·
Mr. Gunther said the downtown merchants have indicated a desire to have the sign ordinance
modified so they can better market their merchandise. He said the committee of retail merchants
has met several times and has come up with a proposal to modify the sign ordinance. Mr.
Gunther said the Downtown Steering Committee is in favor of the downtown merchant's
proposal and it requests that the Planning Commission consider their proposal.

Colette Mathews read a letter from the downtown merchants, which requested that moveable Aframe signs be allowed in the downtown area. The letter is attached as Attachment # 1.
Chairman Hadfield expressed concern about putting a geographic zone over the downtown area
to allow moveable A-frame signs and not allow other businesses that are located in the CC-1
Zone to have moveable A-frame signs.
Mr. Despain discussed the following four items with regards to what changes the downtown
merchants are proposing to the sign ordinance:
1.

Each tenant in the downtown area would be entitled to place and maintain one A-frame

1

sign with a dimension of not more than 32" wide and 48" high on the public right-of-way
adjacent to their respective place of business.
2.

The specific location of the sign would be at the discretion of the adjacent owner/tenant;
and they would determine whether its placement constituted a safe condition.

3.

The sign would be considered as a permanent installation and would not be required to be
moved.

4.

In addition to the permanent A-frame sign, other signs and also merchandise would be
allowed to be temporarily placed on the public right-of-way during certain days or times
of the year. The specific times or conditions for entitlement of this extraordinary activity
would be subject to prior approval by the code enforcement officer.

Chairman Hadfield asked if the City or the owner of the sign would be responsible if someone
riding a bike strikes a sign and is hurt.
Mr. Despain said the question of who would be responsible if someone is hurt because they strike
a sign is a good question. He said he does not know who would be responsible.
There was some discussion about whether the business owners would leave their signs out all the
time.
Mrs. Mathews said with the proposed changes to the sign ordinance, each individual business
could put out their sign as they wish. She stated that she does not want her sign out all the time.
Mr. Despain said if business owners are going to be allowed to leave their signs out all the time,
the ordinance would need to state that it is at the business owners discretion.
In regards to merchandise being allowed to be temporarily placed on the public right-of-way
during certain times of the year, Mr. Despain said the ordinance would have to anticipate the
worse case scenario and have thresholds that are easily identifiable.
Mr. Despain also raised the question of what is a sign that is professional in appearance and
compatible with the historic theme of Main Street. He said that aesthetics is going to be hard to
measure.
Chairman Hadfield asked if it was the intent of the merchant's association to police the signs.
Mr. Gunther said the merchant's association could submit some specifications on what colors the
signs could be and what size the letters could be.
Mr. Richan asked how the signs would be policed.
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Mr. Gunther said it is the assumption that the Enforcement Officer would police the signs.
There was some discussion about whether the signs would have to be professionally done. It was
discussed that it would be very expensive if the signs had to be professionally done.
Mr. Gunther pointed out that if there are specifications as to the size of lettering and colors that
can be used, the business owner can have a stencil and make his or her own sign. He said if the
specifications are there, it does not matter who does the sign.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the issue with regards to moveable signs is where they are permitted
to be placed. He said the problem is not that the downtown merchants have moveable signs, but
the problem is that they are placed on the sidewalk. Mr. Despain explained that under the current
ordinance businesses can have one moveable sign per establishment, if it is off the public right -ofway.
Mary Fox pointed out that they were going to propose that the signs be the same style and size,
but one merchant who owns a sporting good shop expressed the need for a sign that looks more
masculine than what some business owners may want. She said the merchants discussed that
there is some need for flexibility in the signs so that the different array of products can effectively
be advertised. Mrs. Fox also pointed out that they tried to come up with a promotion schedule,
but not everyone was covered.
Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission does not have all the answers to the sign
ordinance. He said the Planning Commission can't take the CC-1 Zone and say that businesses
located in the downtown area from 100 East to 100 West can have moveable signs, but that other
business that are not located in the area from 100 East to 100 West and are in the CC-1 Zone
can't have signs.
Chairman Hadfield said he thinks the downtown merchants have proposed some good things in
their proposal. He said he thinks the proposal is good if the downtown merchants police
themselves. Chairman Hadfield expressed concern about some merchandise that may be put out
on the sidewalk. He said he realizes business are in business to make money and that advertising
is important, but he said everyone needs to exercise taste in some of the things that they do .
Mrs. Fox asked if it would be appropriate if there were more specifications included in the
proposal regarding the size of lettering and the colors that can be used. She said the Downtown
Steering Committee strongly feels that the program manager that will eventually be hired to help
improve downtown will be able to help the downtown businesses. Mrs. Fox said after the
program manager is able to help the downtown business, she does not feel there will be a lot of
signs out. She asked if it is possible to give the proposed changes to the ordinance a trial period
for six months.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that Mrs. Fox recommend to the City Council that the proposed
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changes to the ordinance be tried for 6 months.
Ms. Mathews addressed the issue of merchandise out on the sidewalk. She said with what the
downtown merchants have proposed, the business owners would have to get permission in
writing from the Nuisance Abatement Officer in order to put merchandise out. Ms. Mathews said
the Nuisance Abatement Officer can help narrow it down so there is not a lot of merchandise out
on the sidewalk at one time. She also stated that she does not want to put merchandise out every
day because it does not increase her sales and also because it looks bad.
Mr. Richan asked how many businesses are in the downtown area that is included in the proposal.
Mrs. Fox said there are roughly 92 businesses in the downtown area from 100 East to 100 West .

Mr. Richan asked how many businesses are represented tonight.
There were five businesses represented.
There was some discussion about the City's liability with regards to the placement of the signs in
the public right-of-way. Mr. Bennett explained that if a sidewalk is dedicated to the public, the
City is responsible to ensure a safe right-of-way. Mr. Richan asked if there is any way the
ordinance could be worded so that the City does not have any liability. Mr. Bennett said there is
no way to word the ordinance so that the City does not have any liability.

Mr. Bennett discussed the design review process. He said he has a real distaste for design review.
Mr. Bennett said design review is a nice process, but it is unenforceable because it is difficult to
enforce taste. Mr. Bennett said the proposed ordinance needs to have more control and certain
limitations in it. He suggested that businesses could have 10 days to put their sign out and that
they should pick those days at the beginning of the year so that the City knows what days certain
businesses will have their sign out. Mr. Bennett said that if the businesses pick the days they want
to have their sign out, there is a way to restrict the number of signs that will be out at a given
time. He said by requiring businesses to pick the 10 days they want their sign out will also help
with the clutter that could pose safety hazards and blight.
Mr. Bennett pointed out that it is also going to be difficult to determine what a professional sign
is. He also said he is not sure there is a historical theme in downtown American Fork, which
makes it hard for someone to enforce if that is the requirement and there is not a historical theme.
Mr. Richan asked if the A-frame moveable signs will conflict with the ADA Act.
Mr. De~pain said he did not know if the A-frame moveable signs would conflict with the ADA
Act.
Mr. Richan asked Jim Hardy, Enforcement Officer, if the ordinance regarding signs in the
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downtown area could be enforced.
Mr. Hardy said if the ordinance is written properly it could be enforced with the cooperation of
the business people that are concerned.
Mr. Despain stated that the sign ordinance has to have a clear basis for denial to help make
enforcement of the ordinance easy. He also pointed out that A-frame moveable signs could be
limited to the downtown area from 100 East to 100 West. Mr. Despain said the City does have
overlay zones for other areas.

Mr. Despain expressed concern about the focus of the right-of-way being for private use. He said
he would hate to see a circumstance where they say the public right-of-way is now accessible for
commercial purposes.
Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission has intentions of looking at the sign ordinance
again at a future meeting.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE REVISED MOSER PLAT B SUBDIVISION LOCATED
AT 580 WEST 600 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Denney.
Mr. Denney said the intent with the revised Moser Plat B Subdivision is to give adequate frontage
to Lot 2 and still maintain the existing improvements and to keep the drainage structure in place.
He said the real change on the revised plat is between Lot 2 and Lot 3.
Mr. Denney recommended that the Planning Commission include in its motion that it finds the
two-legged intersection without the radiuses on the corner a one time circumstance and that it
should not become a City standard.
Mr. Denney pointed out that one of the courses is going backwards and the other course says it ' s
going north and west and it should be going south and east. He said the address for Lot 1 should
be corrected to show 750 North instead of 750 South.

Chairman Hadfield said it is important for the Planning Commission to recognize that the curb and
gutter are already in place and that on the corner there is already a sump working. He pointed out
that what is making Lot 2 difficult to develop is that there is a 20-foot right-of-way easement at
the rear of the property and it is difficult to get the setbacks from the eyebrow to the front of the
home and then from the back of the home to the easement. Chairman Hadfield explained that
Lot 2 has the legal frontage, but that the applicant is giving up the right to subdivide the lot in
order to get the depth to put a larger home on the 24,000 square foot lot.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the revised Moser Plat B Subdivision located at 580 West
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600 North as submitted subject to (1)the special circumstances associated with Lot 2
referring to code 3-8.1 (2) the legal description being corrected (3) the current address on
Lot 1 being changed from south to north.
Mr. Hansen noted that the agenda states that the property proposed for development is located at
600 North, but he said the property is really located at 800 North. He asked if the motion could
be amended to include that the property is located at 800 North 580 West.

Mr. Nielsen amended his motion to approve the revised Moser Plat B Subdivision located
at 580 West 800 North, instead of 580 West 600 North.
Mr. Richan seconded the amended motion.
Mr. Despain recommended that the motion be predicated upon a finding from the Planning
Commission that there are unique conditions on site and that it is the opinion of the Planing
Commission that granting approval of the two-legged intersection without the radiuses on the
corner is a unique situation and will not have an effect of creating a precedent or destroying the
intent of the provision.

Mr. Nielsen amended his motion to include that the Planing Commission finds that there
are unique conditions on site and that it is the opinion of the Planning Commission that
granting approval of the two-legged intersection without the radiuses on the corner is a
unique situation and will not have an effect of creating a precedent or destroying the intent
of the provision.
Mr. Richan seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, and Chairman Hadfield. Voting
was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ROBERTS ESTATES SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 891
NORTH 150 WEST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Fran Ikebush.
Mr. Ikebush pointed out that the existing survey monuments were used so there are no gaps and
overlaps. He said they are proposing to build a single family residence on Lot 1. He stated that
the Board of Adjustment has granted a variance for the frontage. He pointed out that the utilities
are already in the street and are available.

Mr. Denney said the Board of Adjustment issued a variance on Lot 1. He pointed out that there
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is a 5-foot closure error. He said the descriptions in the courses need to be corrected. Mr
Denney said typically the subdivision monuments have a uniform distance from the property line.
He pointed out that one off-set is 40 feet and the other is 36. 83 feet. He recommended that both
of the off-sets should have the same distance.
Mr. Denney pointed out that Mr. Ikebush has stated that there are no gaps and overlaps because
they are using existing monuments in the subdivisions, but he believes the courses on the adjoining
subdivisions do not match. He said Utah County may be the ultimate reference to determine if
there are gaps and overlaps.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that some boundary line agreements may be required.
Mr. Denney recommend that the final plat be required to show that the existing homes will be
connected to sewer and water.
Mr. Ikebush said he agrees that the off-sets should both have the same distance, but he said the
street gets wider the further north it goes and that is why he did not have uniform distances.
Mr. Despain said there will be one acre foot of water required. He pointed out that the existing
residents are entitled to connect to the water and do not have the water rights conveyance
requirement.

There was some discussion about the existing home on Lot 2. It was discussed that the existing
home on Lot 2 does not meet the setback requirements and therefore is a non-conforming use. It
was discussed that the non-conforming setbacks on Lot 2 do not become a right if the existing
home is torn down and a new one is built.
Steve Bell pointed out that there are some survey discrepancies. He said one property owner,
whose property borders the property proposed for development, is going to lose 5 feet on the
south end of her property.
Tami Baum, who lives at 888 North 200 West, said she is going to be losing about 140 square
feet because of the survey discrepancies. She said she just spent $7,000 putting in her yard. Ms .
Baum said it will cost her a minimum of $1,000 to redo her backyard because of the property that
she will lose because of the survey discrepancies.
Mr. Nielsen suggested that Ms. Baum work things out with the Roberts. He said if the Roberts
lose some of their property, there will still be plenty of square footage on Lot 1.
Mr. Ikebush explained that there are discrepancies from the original legal descriptions. He said he
did find survey monuments from prior surveys that have been in place for a period of time. Mr.
Ikebush said the survey markers on the northwest corner of Steve Bell's property were at a fence
corner. He said he came to the solid conclusion that the fence line would control in lieu of the
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bearings and distances. Mr. Ikebush said throughout the whole area there are discrepancies on
the bearings and distances. He said the existing monuments fit very closely with the intent of the
legal description following the fence lines and the property that is conveyed to the Roberts. Mr.
Ikebush said he can't explain why the legal descriptions are off two or three feet, but he did
follow the fence lines.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that Ms. Baum contact her title company and the company she used
for closing.
Ms. Baum said she has already contacted the title company and the company they used for closing
and they tell her that the boundary markers are in place. She said the problem is that when they
measure with the markers that are there, they still have a discrepancy.
Chairman Hadfield told Ms. Baum that he thinks that the Roberts want to get things resolved and
would be willing to work with her. He said there are some boundary line agreements that can be
negotiated.
Mr. Denney pointed out that there is a City ordinance that does restrict gaps and derelict parcels
from existing in subdivisions. He said the issue with regards to the gaps and overlaps will need to
be resolved before the final plat is recorded.
Ms. Baum said the water on the Robert's property does not smell like water.
smells like a septic tank.

She said the water

Chairman Hadfield stated that as a condition of approval the existing house will be required to
connect to the City sewer and water.
Ms. Baum expressed concern about keeping the neighborhood kids off the Robert's property, if
the water is contaminated. She asked if something could be put up to keep the kids off the
property.
Mr. Richan said the kids should not play on the Robert's property.
Ms. Baum said that her kids do not play on the property, but other kids go through her property
to play on the Robert's property.

Mr. Richan moved approval of the Roberts Estates Subdivision located at 891 North 150
West subject to (1) the closure error being corrected (2) the correct legal description (3)
equal subdivision monument distances (4) boundary line agreements (5) existing residence
being connected to the City sewer and water (6) City engineer working with developer on
drainage from the street (7) water rights conveyance (8) notation that the existing home has
non-conforming setbacks and that the non-conforming setbacks do not become a right if
the home is torn down and new one is built (9) drainage on Lot 1 being kept within the lot
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Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, and Chairman Hadfield. Voting
was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE REVISED PLAT FOR RIVERBIRCH PROFESSIONAL
OFFICE PARK: PUD LOCATED AT 24 NORTH 1100 EAST
*Mr. Georgeson arrived.
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Sowby.
Mr. Sowby said the revision they are asking for tonight is in regards to the sign placement
locations.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that there is no longer proposed a surgical center for Lot 4. He
said it is now called future Lot 4.
Mr. Sowby said the people who wanted the surgical center have chosen not to move forward at
this time so they are now proposing a revision to pad site #4. He said they are now proposing to
add nine parking spaces.
Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission approved a plan based on a footprint and now
there is a raw lot.

It was discussed that when the Riverbirch Professional Office Park, PUD was originally approved
two signs were approved. It was discussed that now four signs are proposed for the Riverbirch
Professional Office Park. Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission does have the authority to
approve the four signs that are proposed on the modified site plan. He pointed out that the signs
will just have the doctors names on them and there will not be a sign that identifies the project as
the Riverbirch Professional Park. Mr. Despain pointed out that the signs are intended to be about
7 feet high and 3 112 feet wide.
Mr. Despain said there needs to be a determination as to whether the proposed revised plat needs
to have a public hearing set or whether the proposed changes are an incidental amendment and do
not require a public hearing.

Chairman Hadfield stated that before a building is built on future pad 4, the Planning Commission
will have to review the plans for the proposed building.
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Mr. Despain said he has not reviewed the revised plan with regard to the change in the footprint.
He said he is not sure how the 11,000 square foot building will fit on the site that was originally
proposed to have a 9,000 square foot building. Mr. Despain said some of the open space is now
proposed for nine additional parking spaces and he does not know how the additional parking
spaces that are proposed will affect the 10% open space requirement.

Mr. Sowby was not sure if the 10% open space requirement was still being met. He said he had
not changed any of the tables. Mr. Sowby said that all he changed was the parking.
Mr. Nielsen said he does not have a problem with not knowing if the 10% open space requirement
is still met because they will see the plan again and they can make sure the whole project meets
the 10% open space requirement.
Mr. Georgeson suggested that as a condition of approval the tables need to be recalculated.

Chairman Hadfield said he does not have any difficulty with the proposed signs. He pointed out
that the proposed signs will identify each individual building by address, which will help the first
responders.

Mr. Nielsen moved approval of the revised plat for Riverbirch Professional Office Park,
PUD located at 24 North 1100 East subject to recalculating the tables to show the indicated
landscape area and any other changes that have been made since the previous plat. Mr.
Georgeson seconded the motion.
Mr. Hansen asked if they need to find that the proposed change is not a major change and
therefore does not require a public hearing.

Mr. Nielsen amended his motion to include that the Planning Commission finds that the
change is a minor change and it does not require a public hearing. Mr. Georgeson
seconded the amended motion.
Mr. Despain said he has some concern about the increased building size for Pad #4. He said he
would like the size of the building on Pad #4 deleted off the plat.

Mr. Nielsen amended the motion again to include that the reference to the size of the
building on Pad #4 be eliminated. Mr. Georgeson seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any discussion on the motion.
Juston Olson said his father, Bruce Olson, asked him to present some comments relative to the
Riverbirch Professional Office Park, PUD. He said they live just south of the Riverbirch
Professional Office Park. Juston Olson read a statement regarding how their privacy has been
invaded because of the Riverbirch Professional Office Park. The statement is attached as
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Attachment #2.
Justen Olson showed some pictures of how their privacy has been invaded. He proposed that the
fence be allowed to be 6 feet from where the ground level meets Riverbirch' s foundation .
Mr. Hansen said he does not think they can ever correct relationships of properties adjoining one
another. He said there are properties within the City in which the home behind the other property
is built above the property just by nature of the slope of a hill. Mr. Hansen said they can't let
fencing be the vehicle used to protect privacy. He said the fence needs to be measured off the
ground level of the property and the fence needs to be worked out between the adjoining property
owners.
I

Mr. Georgeson pointed out that the height of the fence was an issue that was discussed when
Riverbirch was approved.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the fence is 6 feet high above the property line. He said the slope
does not encroach on Mr. Olson's property.
Mr. Sowby pointed out that none of the parking faces Mr. Olson's property.

Bruce Olson said they have no privacy at all. He asked why the ground level was raised so high.
Mr. Sowby explained that the ground level was raised to keep the sumps away from his property.

Chairman Hadfield stated that the fence is the height the City ordinance allows. He suggested
that the Olsons contact Utah County to see what its fencing requirements are. Chairman Hadfield
told the Olsons that Utah County may allow a higher fence to be built on their property and
suggested that if that is the case, they could build their own fence to protect their privacy.
Justen Olson said they would like to see American Fork City allow the fence to go higher so some
privacy is given to them.
There was more discussion about the ground level being raised. It was discussed that the ground
level was raised so that the drains would stay away from the Olson's well.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that he recalled that Mr. Sowby had offered to connect Mr. Olson
to the City water, if he ever had a problem with water quality as a result of the sumps. He told
the Olsons that they need to contact Utah County regarding its fencing requirements because they
live in Utah County.
Mr. Nielsen told the Olsons that the Planning Commission can do nothing for them in regards to
the height of the fence. He said the only plan of attack for the Olsons is to see what Utah County
will allow them to do. Mr. Nielsen also suggested that the Olsons sit down and try to work things
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out with Mr. Sowby.
Chairman Hadfield said the developer has met all the requirements that the Planning Commission
required. He told the Olsons that he feels bad they are not happy. Chairman Hadfield said the
Olsons have some obligation to plant some trees or vegetation, if they would like to have some
pnvacy.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Nielsen. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Richan suggested that Mr. Olson plant some shrubs that will grow up to provide some
pnvacy.
REVIE~

AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF OLD TOWNE SQUARE: PUD
LOCATED AT 180 SOUTH 500 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Sowby.
Mr. Sowby said the Old Towne Square Plat has been recorded. He said they have now acquired
more property. He said they have already had a hearing on the revised site plan. Mr. Sowby said
all the Planning Commission is looking at tonight is the actual final plat that it has not seen before.
Mr. Denney said he has some difficulty with the grades and elevations. He said the sewage that is
being plumbed in is too low to meet the sewer line. Mr. Denney said the ADA ramps are too
steep. He said there are fire hydrants being approved in one planter strip and being installed in
another planter strip. Mr. Denney said there are also sumps shown on the plat as being tied
together, but they have been installed and are not tied together. He said the plan is not being
followed . Mr. Denney expressed concern about the drainage and grading plan as it approaches
200 South. He said he is very concerned because the developer is working off plans that have
not been approved.
Mr. Richan asked why the City does not stop the building.
Mr. Denney said he has called Mr. Peterson to tell him that two critical grades have to be worked
out. He said that the sewer grade and the ADA ramps needs to be worked out and Mr. Peterson
has not called him back.

Mr. Denney said the Planning Commission needs to see a correct preliminary plan and an
amended plat in conjunction with the final plat.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the final plat itself is an amended final plat. He explained that the
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nature of the amendment is that they have added the piece in the corner and the rest is still the
same outer boundary and the remainder of the lots are still the same.
Chairman Hadfield asked if all the documentation is complete and correct.
Mr. Despain said any approval should be subject to review of the documentation to accommodate
the added territory.
There was some discussion that the proposed amendment will vacate the previous plat.
Mr. Despain said it is not improper for the construction to be going on without having the final
plat approved. He said the issue is that there is some feeling that construction does not conform
to the plans that have been approved.
Mr. Sowby said there are two issues that need to be separated. He said one issue needs to deal
with the final amended plat and the other issue is in regards to the ongoing construction that is
going on under the old approved plat. Mr. Sowby stated that the builders did mess up in two
places and did not build according to grades and lines that were set forth . He said they have to
correct several of the construction problems, but he said those problems should be treated
separately through Mr. Denney's office verses the amended plat.
Mr. Hansen asked if he has a corrected preliminary plat per the motions that have been given at
previous meetings.
Mr. Denney said the revision date on the preliminary plat is August 12, 1999 and it was submitted
at the same time the final plat was submitted. He pointed out that the locations of the fire
hydrants are already in a different location that out in the field . Mr. Denney said he is still
concerned about the grades in the driveway approaching 200 South.

Mr. Hansen moved to defer action on the amended plat of Old Towne Square, PUD located
at 180 South 500 East until the concerns of the City engineer are met with the corrections
to the preliminary plat. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Nielsen. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR KOMATSU EQUIPMENT
LOCATED AT 1128 WEST MAIN
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Ken Vance.
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Mr. Vance said Komatsu Equipment would like to place a rental equipment yard at 1128 West
Main. He said the equipment rental yard would be approximately 120 feet X 110 feet with a 6foot chain link fence . Mr. Vance said they would like to have the proposed site in American Fork
so people do not have to go to Salt Lake City to pick up their equipment. He stated that no work
on the equipment would be done on the proposed site.

Chairman Hadfield asked what improvements will be made to the site.
Mr. Vance said they will put gravel in and level off the site.

Chairman Hadfield asked if the proposed site would be a storage yard for "tired iron".
Mr. Vance said the proposed site will not be a storage yard. He said it will not be a junk yard.
Mr. Nielsen asked if the fence will be sight obscuring with slats.

Mr. Vance said they prefer not to put slats in the fence so that people can see the equipment.
Chairman Hadfield asked if there will be a loading ramp.
Mr. Vance said there will not be a loading ramp.
Mr. Georgeson expressed concern about the equipment leaking oil and contaminating the ground.

Mr. Vance said he can't promise that the equipment will not leak. It was discussed that if the
equipment needs maintenance it will be done in Salt Lake City.
Mr. Georgeson asked if there will be a sign.
Mr. Vance said there will be a sign that is 4' X 8' on the fence.

Chairman Hadfield said right now there is 49 feet of road base that goes from the edge of the
asphalt over to the edge of the property. He said the asphalt is as wide as it is going to be until
something more is done in that area.
Mr. Georgeson said that when Mr. Walters put in his storage sheds, they did not require the
installation of curb and gutter because of the unknown alignment of the road.
Mr. Nielsen said he would like to see a site obscuring fence along the back property line so the
homeowner is not looking at the rental yard.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the home is quite a bit to the north and he said there are a
couple of large willow trees between the property and the proposed site.
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Mr. Georgeson moved approval of the commercial site plan for Komatsu Equipment
located at 1128 West Main subject to a sight-obscuring fence on the northerly side of the
property. Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Jim Cates said the sight-obscuring fence needs to be addressed. He said he appreciates the
concern that was expressed for the neighbor, but he said sometimes when they think they are
solving a problem a larger problem is created. Mr. Cates expressed concern that when the slats
deteriorate it will detract from the properties that are located around the proposed rental yard. He
said he thinks it will be much better to have a chain-lirtk fence that you can see through, rather
than to have a fence that will detract from the surrounding properties. Mr. Cates said a sight
obscuring fence also poses more safety problems than just a chain-link fence .
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that only the north side of the fence will be sight obscuring.
Mr. Georgeson said because the site is just going to be temporary, he does not think deterioration
of the fence will be an issue.
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, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Nielsen. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF BAKER ESTATES LOCATED AT 270
EAST 500 NORTH
There was nothing submitted from the applicant. No action was taken.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF QUAIL HOLLOW
SUBD!ViSION LOCATED AT 60 EAST 1120 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield said that Mr. Nielsen has made him aware of a potential conflict with the
proposed project. He asked Mr. Nielsen to sit in the audience while the proposed plat is
discussed .
Mr. Nielsen went and sat in the audience.

Chairman Hadfield turned the time over to Todd Crossland and Paul Watson.
Mr. Crossland said they have five accesses to the property. He said they have come up with a
different plan from what they initially discussed. He said their new plan shows the cul-de-sacs -
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with 56-foot radius as opposed to the 60-foot radius. Mr. Crossland said the asphalt remains the
same in their new plan, but the rounding of the four cul-de-sacs is different. He said they got rid
of the planter strips.
Mr. Crossland said they are short about six feet on Lot 40. He asked the Planning Commission if
it wanted to see the plan that incorporates the 56-foot radius in the cul-de-sacs. The applicants
passed out copies of their new plan with the 56-foot radiuses in the cui-de-sacs.

In reference to the plan that was submitted in the Planning Commission packets, Mr. Denney said
he has problems with the 90-foot depth on Lot 55.
Mr. Watson said they have a solution for Lot 55. He said in the plan that they are just passing out
it shows the bubble moved back in further and it shows that they can make Lot 55 work.
Mr. Denney asked if the new plan takes care of the tail on Lot 52.
Mr. Watson said the tail on Lot 52 would still remain. He said all the new plan would do is shift
the bubble back. He explained that the reason they have the tail on Lot 52 is so they can have the
15-foot turning radius to go around the curve.
There was some discussion about Lot 20. It was discussed that if Lot 21 were enlarged, the
problem with Lot 20 could be solved.
There was some discussion about Lot 40. Mr. Watson said they are still trying to work out
getting a variance on Lot 40. He pointed out that Lot 40 is about 5 feet short on the depth.
Chairman Hadfield said if one lot were eliminated Lot 40 could work. Mr. Watson said if they
were to eliminate one lot they would be stuck with lots that are 90 feet wide X 260 feet deep.
Chairman Hadfield said variances are not granted on something that is self-imposed and if there is
a better way of doing things.
Mr. Denney said they have not seen a traffic plan.
Mr. Crossland said they have hired an engineering firm out of Salt Lake City to do a traffic plan.
He said the traffic on 1120 North will be reduced. Mr. Crossland said they have five accesses to
the property.

There was some discussion about the method of berming on the property.
Mr. Watson asked ifMr. Robinson will be responsible for retaining his water.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that the applicants work with Mr. Robinson on retaining the water.
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Mr. Crossland explained that in the old days they put easements where they thought the ditches
were. He said he has a letter from the American Fork Irrigation Company that says the easements
will no longer affect their property because it will not be irrigated.

Chairman Hadfield said he has a question relative to the grades of the sewer. He said each
manhole has a separate grade. He asked if they can do anything to make the grades constant.
Mr. Watson said the original intention was to just make a manhole 10 feet deep. He said
engineering wise, he does not have a problem with making the grades constant.

Chairman Hadfield said he does not like the dog leg on Lot 52. He said it would be better if the
dog leg were deeded to Lot 31 ofHill Crest East. He said the dog leg is a lot to expect of Lot 52.
Chairman Hadfield asked if Lot 22 was really supposed to have two sumps on it.
Mr. Watson said Lot 22 was intended to have two sumps on it because he needed 1 114 times
more volume.

Chairman Hadfield suggested that the sumps on Lot 22 be put 30 to 40 feet a part.
Mr. Watson said he can split the sumps.
Mr. Despain said the proposed alignment on the north road is as good as they are going to get.
He said the proposed road eliminates all the double frontage lots.
Mr. Despain stated that there is some uncertainty about the water rights required for the property.
He said he has a statement from former Mayor Beck regarding the water rights required for the
property proposed for development. Mr. Despain said the statement from former Mayor Beck
has been interpreted to mean that there are no water rights conveyance requirements for the
property proposed for development, but he said he is not sure if that is how he interprets it. He
said he believes the water rights were waived until the time of development and not waived
forever. Mr. Despain said the issue of the water rights conveyance requirement needs to be
researched.

There was some discussion about what could be done to eliminate the problem with Lot 40. Mr.
Crossland said they could eliminate the cul-de-sac from Phase I until they can get a variance from
the Board of Adjustment or until they can fix the problem. He suggested that they approve 38
lots with Phase I instead of 43 lots. Mr. Crossland said Lot 40 is 6 feet short of meeting the
criteria.
Mr. Hansen said they could look at both the preliminary and final at the next meeting and there
would be no delay.
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Mr. Georgeson asked Mr. Denney if he was satisfied with the solutions that the applicants have
proposed to the problems identified.
Mr. Denney said he is not sure if Lot 40 can be done, but he said everything else looks acceptable.
Mr. Richan asked if the 56-foot radiuses pose a problem.
Mr. Denney said 56-foot radiuses have been done in the past. He said the 56-foot radius still
gives the same asphalt width, but the planter strips are eliminated.

Cheryl Hays, whose property abuts 1340 North, asked if the sidewalks will match up.
It was discussed that the sidewalks will match up.

Ms. Hays asked about the traffic flow. She asked about the location of the stop signs or if there
will be a stop light.
Chairman Hadfield said the stop signs are shown going north and south against 60 East and not
on 1340 North going east and west.
There was some discussion about approving the preliminary plat and leaving out the cul-de-sac at
1150 North and also leaving out lots 38, 39, 40. 41, 42, and 43 and the applicants stand the
expense of doing the recording of the subdivision or whatever else.
Mr. Hansen said a full width street on 60 East is important. He said the curb and gutter along Lot
38 and Lot 42 is also important.
Mr. Crossland said they would like to have an informal meeting with the Board of Adjustment to
see if it would be interested in looking at granting a variance for Lot 40.
Mr. Bennett said there are no informal meetings with the Board of Adjustment. He stated that the
Board of Adjustment does not meet again until the third Tuesday of next month. He said the
problem with Lot 40 is self-imposed and that there is nothing the Board of Adjustments can do.

After Mr. Bennett said there is nothing the Board of Adjustment can do to help solve the problem
with Lot 40, Mr. Crossland suggested that the 1150 North cul-de-sac will have four lots that will
meet the American Fork City Code and he said Lot 40 will be eliminated.
Mr. Hansen said that based on the idea that the 1150 North cul-de-sac will have only four lots, he
said he would still like to see the preliminary and final plat at the same time.

Mr. Hansen moved to defer action on the preliminary plat of Quail Hollow Subdivision
located at 60 East 1120 North and recommended that they schedule both the preliminary
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and final at the next meeting based on what was discussed tonight.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the next Planning Commission Meeting will be held on
September 1, 1999. He told the applicants that they need to come to the technical review meeting
on Monday, August 23, 1999.

Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Richan, Chairman Hadfield, and Mr. Georgeson.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE REVISED PLATS OF TEMPLE MEADOW PUD PLATS
A & B AT 550 NORTH 1200 EAST
Mr. Nielsen joined the Planning Commission.
Chairman Hadfield explained that Mr. Henage is present tonight to request that the Planning
Commission approve the revised plats of Temple Meadow PUD Plats A & B. He said Mr.
Henage would like to move Lots 13, 14 & 15 so that some mature trees that are located near
where Lots 13 , 14, and 15 were originally proposed can be saved. Chairman Hadfield pointed out
that Mr. Henage has now added a pool and club house on the revised plan. He stated that the pad
sites are still the same. He said no open space has been lost and no lot sizes have been increased.
Mr. Henage said originally they came in with the pool on the plans, but he said they did not know
if people would really want a pool so they decided not to include the pool. He said since they
have gotten final approval, there is a general consensus from the people that are buying the lots
that they would like to have the pool.
Mr. Henage said they have decided not to include the club house that is proposed on the plan
because there is a lot of upkeep to it and it would be costly for the homeowners. He said the
homeowners can decide at a later time if they would like to have a club house.

There was some discussion about whether the pool area needed parking. It was discussed that
there was probably adequate parking in the PUD to accommodate those using the pool. It was
discussed that there would need to be more parking if the club house were going to be built, but
that the pool area would not need the amount of parking the club house would need.

Mr. Despain said the pcYol is somewhat hidden within the interior of the project and may not be
readily accessible.
Mr. Despain raised the issue of whether the revised plats need to go to the City Council for a
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public hearing.
It was discussed that the adjustments were minor adjustments and that a public hearing by the
City Council was not necessary.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the revised plats of Temple Meadow PUD Plats A and B at
550 North 1200 East with the finding that the adjustments are not major and that a public
hearing is not required by the City Council. Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Nielsen. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
DISCUSSION ON A DRAFT ANNEXATION CONCEPT PLAN FOR AN EIGHT ACRE
PORTION OF THE HARBOR ROAD ANNEXATION AREA LOCATED AT 650 SOUTH 100
WEST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Sowby and Mr. Warren.
Mr. Sowby said what is proposed is a portion of the Harbor Road Annexation. He said they are
proposing a twin home project with 36 units on about 9. 7 acres in the PR-9000 Zone.
Mr. Warren explained that the proposed project is aimed at the over 55 year old population. He
said the proposed project will be a courtyard facility. He explained that ideally there should be 43
units on the property proposed for development so that they can sell the units for less than
$100,000.
Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission needs to decide if it will consider accepting a
piecemeal annexation. He said the Planning Commission also needs to determine what the intent
of the General Plan is relative to the densities that are proposed. Chairman Hadfield said he has
some concerns with the proposed concept plan.
Mr. Despain said Utah State Law is silent with regards to piecemeal annexations. He said he can't
find anything in the Utah State Law that prohibits piecemeal annexations. Mr. Despain said if the
Planning Commission is comfortable with the piecemeal annexation, they need to determine what
the terms of the annexation agreement will be.

Mr. Despain discussed the General Plan. He said the General Plan states that the maximum gross
density allowed in the area proposed for development would be 3 units per acre. He said with the
proposed project on 9.7 acres, the maximum number of units allowed would be 29 to 30 units in
order to follow the General Plan.
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Mr. Despain said that the Planning Commission needs to decide if after looking at the proposed
plan, it would like to modify the General Plan and change the density that is allowed in the area
that is proposed for development.

Chairman Hadfield asked the Planning Commission if it is willing to consider a phased annexation.
He asked for Mr. Bennett's comments regarding phased annexations.
Mr. Bennett said he does not know if the Planning Commission can do a phased annexation. He
said he does not understand what a phased annexation is.

Chairman Hadfield said the issue is that the public hearing and the protest period was for 600 plus
acres and now the Planning Commission is looking at annexing the first eight acres of many more
acres to come.
Chairman Hadfield said he has some problems with the proposed plan. He said he does not like
that two units back onto 100 West. He said he also does not like that a home faces 240 West.
Chairman Hadfield stated that he does like the water treatment.
Mr. Hansen pointed out that a PR-9000 Zone requires a minimum project area of 15 acres.
Mr. Despain said the minimum project area of 15 acres would have to be waived. He pointed out
that the minimum project area for a PR-9000 Zone has been waived before in other projects.
Mr. Nielsen said he is not opposed to the PR-9000 Zone, but would just like the plan to meet the
requirements of the PR-9000 Zone.

The Planning Commission discussed that the General Plan needed to be followed closely and that
the proposed densities should be compatible with what is in the General Plan.
After a great deal of discussion that the proposed project needs to meet the density requirements
of3 units per acre, Mr. Nielsen asked Mr. Warren why he does not do a detached single-family
project.
Mr. Warren said the area proposed for development is best suited for people over age 55.
Mr. Nielsen asked Mr. Warren why he would do a project that does not meet the requirements of
the General Plan.
Mr. Warner pointed out that planning commissions amend general plans all the time. He said
there are mechanisms to recognize that different properties have different uses and require
different conditions in zoning.

The Planning Commission was not against the partial annexation, but it felt that the proposed plan
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needs to meet the General Plan as it is currently proposed.
Chairman Hadfield stated that he was not against the proposed design, but he said there are some
density issues, road issues, and frontage issues that need to be resolved.
The Planning Commission was ok with the PR-9000 Zone as long as the overall density is not
more than 3 units per acre. The Planning Commission said the maximum density for the proposed
project can only be three units per acre in order to maintain the integrity of the General Plan.
Mr. Despain was directed to prepare an annexation agreement under the PR-9000 Zone with the
maximum density allowed at 3 units per acre.
Mr. Warren well understood that he needed to present a concept plan that would not have more
than 3 units per acre.
Mr. Ric han asked what has been done to determine if the property is safe to build on.
Mr. Despain said he has not got involved in all the engineering details yet.

Mr. Sowby explained that there are few drainage problems that need to be worked out, but he
said they are nothing out of the ordinary.
Mr. Richan stated that as they get closer to getting ready to develop the property he will want to
know what has been done to determine how good the land is for building.

SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
Nannette Bleazard, spokesperson for about 30 people between the ages of 18-25, said the youth
needs a place where they can visit with each other all night. She said many of her friends used to
congregate at the park n' ride facility, but now the American Fork Police Department has kicked
them out of there. Ms. Bleazard said they are present tonight because the American Fork Police
Department told them to talk to the City Council.
Chairman Hadfield explained that the City Council does not meet until next Tuesday. He
explained to the individuals that were present to discuss finding a place where the youth can visit,
that they are at the Planning Commission Meeting and that the Planning Commission deals with
planning issues. He told the individuals that were interested in finding a place for the youth to
visit in the evenings that they need to address that issue with the City Council.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE AUGUST 4: 1999 PLANNING
COMMISSION l\1EETING
Mr. Richan moved approval of the August 4, 1999, Planning Commission Minutes subject to the
following corrections:

On Page 1, Line 41 "clip" should be deleted. On Page 2, Line 3 "and RDA" should be changed
to "an RDA." On Page 2, Line 15 "bridge. He said he" should be changed to "bridge, he also ."
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.

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

Mr. Nielsen moved to adjourn. Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
All voted in favor. The motion carried.
The meeting adjourned at 12:05 a.m.

!Y/~1pfU4l-Melanie Marsh
Deputy Recorder

(August 18, 1999, Planning Commission Minutes)

23

ATTACMENT #1 TO AUGUST 18, 1999 PC MINUTES PAGE 1 OF 3
DOWNTOWN MERCHANTS' REQUEST
CITY SIGN ORDINANCE

We, as business owners, are requesting that the Planning Commission permit
downtown business owners to utilize moveable A-Frame style signs and/or products
to promote merchandise.

Signs:
.All A-Frame signs would be the same size, professional in appearance,
compatible with the historic theme of Main Street, and would be used to
advertise and promote each merchant's product or business .
.One A-Frame sign would be permitted per business, as per the standing
ordinance .
.The sign would be set out by the merchant at his/her discretion in
accordance with the City sign ordinance, where it would not present a safety
hazard or interfere with the public right-of-way.
Products:
.Special Promotions, (seasonal clearance, sidewalk sales, etc.) Holiday or
Civic Events: Merchant would request special approval, in writing, (see
attachment) from the City Nuisance Abatement Enforcement Officer, who
would be required to render a decision within 48 hours of receiving merchant's
request.
This would enable the City to evaluate each request on an individual basis and
control the types and size of merchandise to be promoted.
Businesses cannot survive without promotion. While the local papers gives us great
weekly rates for advertising, and most of us do use "New Utah" for our sales and
promotions, we still need signs/product outside our stores for customers who do not
receive this paper, and for potential customers who drive along our busy Main Street.
Revising the sign ordinance will enable the present business owners along Main Street
to survive and keep the downtown alive. We are seeing more and more businesses
going into the many "strip malls" and towns like American Fork are losing the
"downtown" and historical atmosphere which is so important to preserve.
We thank you in advance for your time and consideration in this matter.
Sincerely,
Your Downtown Merchants
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ATIACMENT #1 TO AUGUST 18, 1999 PC MINUTES PAGE 3 OF 3
AMERICAN FORK DOWNTOWN MERCHANTS
SPECIAL PROMOTION REQUEST

Date Request Submitted: - - - - - - - - - - - Merchant: ________________________

~---

Address:
Contact:
Phone:

Dates of Promotion: - - - - - - - - -

Name and Description of Event:

Signage to be Used:

Product to be Displayed: (Type and Location)

APPROVED: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

DENIED: ____________________

DATE: ____________________

NUISANCE ABATEMENT ENFORCEMENT OFFICER

A'ITACMENT #2 TO AUGUST 18, 1999 PC MINUTES PAGE 1 OF 1
To Whom It May Concern:

I would like to address some issues regarding the Riverbirch Development and the issue of how the
city regulations·currently provide for the privacy of citizens. I live next door to Riverbirch. The
developer ofRiverbirch has developed their lot in such a way as to deprive my property of the privacy
we all_cherish..The city regulations allow the placing of fences between properties which provide
privacy. I feel that the spirit of the laws in place in American Fork at this time regarding privacy are,
for the most part, effective, however I would like to show how, in Riverbirch' s case, the letter of the
law has been followed and yet my property has been deprived of privacy. I feel that if the current laws
in place today are not modified, cases like mine will continue to be an issue in this community when
developers are not conscientious enough to insure the privacy of the neighbors of their developments.
Today I make an appeal to the City Development Council to enact regulations that will provide for the
privacy of citizens, including myself, with regard to current and future developments.
And now, some facts:
1. I am a 20 year homeowner at the current location, Riverbirch is a BUSINESS development and
began building last year.
2. Riverbirch built their building only -8 feet off the property line (which is within regulation).
3. Riverbirch built a fence dividing our properties to the maximum height allowed by the city of 6' feet.
4. Riverbirch built up the land AND building on their side of the fence to such a height that the fence in
place is ineffective in keeping anyone from EASILY looking down into my BACKYARD. A 6 foot
person standing on the Riverbirch development can be on land built up so high that he is
approximately 3-5 feet above the top of the 6 foot fence. Even someone parked in a vehicle in the
back ofRiverbirch can easily look out their front windshield and see in my backyard OVER the 6
foot fence. (Pictures)
5. The building was built so that the BOTIOM of it's main level windows are well above
(approximately 2-3 feet) the fence line and looking directly down into my backyard. And I remind
you that the building is only -8 feet from my backyard.
I wrote a letter (which I have a copy of here) to developer Stephen Sowby during the building stage
regarding the windows that were soon to be placed in the building and requested some changes to
ensure my privacy. I received no reply from him and was soon thereafter shocked to see that two of
the six holes for windows facing my property were enlarged to be 3 times the size that they were.
i

It is my hope that the city has respect for its long term residents when regulating and approving new
developments. I appeal to the coundl to take steps to ensure for the privacy of citizens, so that the
current regulations are changed so as to ensure that the above scenario does not happen again. Also I
make an appeal to the Council to allow or compel Riverbirch to raise the height of their fence to
provide my backyard with privacy, since, at this point, this is the only aspect of the problem that can be
easily changed. I suggest 10-12 feet as adequate.
Also, Mr. 'Sowby has not varnished the wood fence, as he promis~d the City Council.
I invite the .citizens here to make comments to the ~ Council on any aspect of these City regulated
privacy issues.
Bruce Olson
756-2727
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
SEPTEMBER 1 , 1999
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on September 1 , 1999, in
the American Fork 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 Jon Scholes
Subdivision , an inner block development, at 140 South 300
East .
Review and action on the final plat of Baker Estates
Subdivision Plat A at 275 East 500 North .
Review and action on the preliminary and final plat of Quail
Hollow Subdivi sion Plat A at 60 East 1320 North .
Review and action on a site plan for a bus stop structure at
715 North 900 East .
Continued discussion on the General Plan.
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business .
Review and action on the minutes of the August 18, 1999,
Planning Commission Meeting .
Adjournment .

Dated this 24 day of August, 1999 .

J . H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
SEPTEJ\1BER 1, 1999
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on September 1, 1999, at
City Hall, commencing at 7:01 p.m. Those present included Chairman J. H. Hadfield, Steve
Nielsen, Keith Ric han, James Hansen, Michael Georgeson, and Ken Baldwin. Staff members
present included Howard Denney, Rod Despain, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included
Ruth Scholes, Robert Scholes, Paul Watson, Steve Fausett, Tom LaMont, Brenda LaMont,
Cheryl Hays, Dave Howard, and Joyce Snow.
Chairman I-Iadfield excused Councilmember Belmont because she was attending the meeting
regarding the new City buildings.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF JON SCHOLES
INNER BLOCK DEVELOPMENT~ AT 140 SOUTH 300 EAST

SUBDIVISION~

AN

Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Denney.
Mr. Denney said the dimensions need to be shown on the residual parcel so that it can be deeded
to the City. He explained that it is intended that the City will receive the residual parcel so that it
will not be a derelict or landlocked parcel. He said the residual parcel needs to be deeded
separately from the road.
Mr. Denney said there needs to be some additional labeling and combined distances on the map to
match the description. He said the surveys have been tied to the block corners, but they really
needed to be tied to the brass cap monuments.
Mr. Denney explained that the standard requirement for back to back curves and as-curve is that
they have a tangent of 100 feet between the two curves. He said the proposed back to back
curves do not have a tangent between them. Mr. Denney said the City needs to understand why
the standard tangent could not be met or the standard requirements for back to back curves need
to be met.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that the first curve could be closer to the street. He said if the first
curve were closer to the street, Lot 2 could be larger.
Mr. Denney said the plan of profiles seem to be all in order. He said the City has received the
bond engineer's estimate, but it needs to be modified .
It was discussed that there are some discrepancies in the dimensions .
Mr. Despain said the proposed plan conforms to the preliminary plan that was approved . He said
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he just received a letter from Mr. Garlick, which states that there is water available to provide to
the City. He recommended that approval of the proposed plan be subject to the water rights
conveyance.
Mr. Richan asked how many of the items that need to be corrected were brought up the last time
the Schole' s Project was discussed.
Mr. Denney said the items that need to be corrected are details associated with the final plat and
are not items that were discussed the last time the Scholes Project was discussed .
There was some discussion that the residual parcel was not noted on the preliminary plat and that
it should have been noted on the preliminary plat. It was discussed that the residual parcel
provides the directional requirements for the road. Mr. Despain pointed out that it is the intent
that the residual parcel will be deeded to the City. He explained that when development to the
south of the proposed project occurs, the City will offer to sell the residual parcel to the property
owners developing the property.

Mr. Nielsen asked if the City wants to take responsibility of the residual parcel. He asked if the
residual parcel should be deeded to the adjacent homeowners.
Mr. Despain stated that the residual parcel has to be deeded either to the City or to the adjacent
homeowners so that it is not a nuisance strip. He said if Mr. Scholes is willing to deed the
property to the adjacent property owners that is fine. Mr. Despain said if the adjacent property
owners do not want the residual parcel, the City is willing to take it so that it does not become a
nuisance strip. He suggested that Mr. Scholes be given the option of deeding it to the City or to
the adjacent property owner.
Mr. Nielsen asked Mr. Scholes if his neighbor wants the residual parcel.
Mr. Scholes said he thinks his neighbor wants the residual parcel because their property is really
narrow. He said he is waiting for his engineer to draw a diagram of the residual parcel so that he
can show it to his neighbor.
Mr. Nielsen recommended that the residual parcel be deeded to the adjacent property owner as
opposed to the City.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the Final Plat A of the Jon Scholes Subdivision, an inner
block development, at 140 South 300 East subject to (1) the residual parcel being offered to
the adjacent homeowner, Jeannie Lewis, and if the homeowner is unwilling to take it; then
it will be deeded to the City (2) the plat being revised to show the dimensions on the
residual parcel (3) there being additional labeling and dimensions as required by the City
engineer ( 4) the surveys being tied to the brass cap monuments (5) the state plane
coordinates being provided for the subdivision monuments (6) the tangent between the
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curbs on the road needs to be 100 feet or an appropriate explanation provided as to why
the tangent between the curbs is not 100 feet and (7) subject to the water rights
conveyance.
Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any discussion on the motion.
Mr. Georgeson pointed out that if the tangent between the curbs is changed to meet the 100-foot
requirement, the lot lines will be considerably changed. He asked if the plat should come back to
the Planning Commission if the lot lines are changed because the tangent is changed to meet the
100-foot requirement.

Mr. Despain said staff has concluded that if the tangent between the curbs is changed, it will not
affect compliance with tonight's approval.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Nielsen, and Mr. Baldwin.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Despain said the proposed plat needs to be sent back to Mr. Judd for the corrections. He
suggested that the final plat not be forwarded to the City Council until all the corrections have
been made.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF BAKER ESTATES SUBDIVISION
PLAT A AT 275 EAST 500 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Denney.
Mr. Denney said the description needs to be cut down and modified so that it only describes
Phase I. He said the state plane coordinates needs to be modified from the corners to the phase
lines. Mr. Denney said there are some corrections that need to be made so that the plat map and
the description correlate with each other.
Mr. Denney said some of the descriptions still needs to be corrected. He pointed out that they
usually do not have road dedication descriptions. Mr. Denney said that the boundaries of Lot 9
(the unbuildable residual parcel) needs to have more clear dimensions, even though there is a
separate dedication. He also said the plan and profiles need to be submitted to the City. Mr.
Denney said the plat needs to show the location of the survey monuments properly tied to the City
block survey monuments.
There was some discussion about the residual parcel. Tom LaMont said he is planning on
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deeding the residual parcel to the City. He said the last time he talked to Stan Rawlings he was
not interested in acquiring the residual parcel. Mr. Despain said he spoke with Stan Rawlings
yesterday and he did not indicate that he was interested in obtaining the residual parcel. It was
discussed that the residual parcel is about 10 feet wide.
Mr. Hansen suggested that Mr. LaMont talk to Mr. Rawlings again about taking the residual
parcel. He said if Mr. Rawlings does not take the residual parcel it will become the neighborhood
dump for rocks and lawn clippings.
There was some discussion that the tangent on the curve does not meet the standard 100-foot
requirement. It was discussed that the tangent of 77 -feet on the curve was fine and that the
tangent does not need to meet the City standard.
Mr. Despain stated that the bond estimate needs to include the cost of the temporary cul-de-sac.
He said the City does need the deed for the property on the cul-de-sac.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the water rights requirements have been met.
Mr. Despain said the water rights requirements have not been met yet.

Chairman Hadfield asked if the City has received the American Fork Irrigation Company sign off.
Mr. Despain explained that the American Fork Irrigation Company Sign Off is not required for
Phase I because the ditch is on the north side along the top of Lot 8.

Mr. Hansen moved approval of the final plat of Baker Estates Subdivision Plat A at 275
East 500 North subject to (1) the description corrections in the description panels (2) the
state plane coordinates being corrected (3) the dimensions being corrected (4) to adding
dimensions on the roads and the residual lot (5) deeding of the residual lot to the neighbor
unless the neighbor does not accept it (6) receipt of the final plans and profiles (7) survey
monuments properly tied to the city block survey monuments (8) proper bond
documentation provided (9) an easement deed on the cul-de-sac (9) water rights
conveyance and (10) the Planning Commission finds that the proposed tangent on the
curve does not need to be to the City standard and it finds that the proposed tangent is the
best that it could be.
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. Hansen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin and Mr. Richan.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLAT OF QUAIL HOLLOW
SUBDIVISION PLAT A AT 60 EAST 1320 NORTH
Mr. Nielsen excused himself from any action on this item because he has a conflict of interest. He
went and sat in the audience.
Chairman Hadfield stated that the majority of the issues that were discussed at the last Planning
Commission Meeting have been corrected.
Mr. Georgeson expressed concern that all the problems that were discussed at the last Planning
Commission Meeting were not corrected.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the proposed number of lots changed from 60 lots to 59 lots,
but the average lot size did not change and it should have.
Mr. Denney said the majority of the items have been covered. He recommended approval of the
preliminary plan.
Mr. Despain asked if the lot depths were resolved.
Mr. Denney said all the lot depths were resolved .
Mr. Richan asked if the water rights have been met.

Chairman Hadfield reported that after much research regarding the water rights requirements, it
has been determined that the water rights requirements on the Searle Parcel have been met.
Mr. Richan asked if the owners are providing water or if no water is being required .
Mr. Despain said no water is being required because of some promises that were made in 1975
when the American Fork Jr. High was built and some property was taken to widen 1120 North.
Mr. Denney pointed out that the annexation agreement in 1975 did not address water rights.
Mr. Despain said that in 1975, the conclusion of the City was to annex the property without any
obligation to provide water rights .

It was discussed that there is already a Quail Hollow Subdivision so the name of the proposed
subdivision is now Quail Hollow North.
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Mr. Hansen moved to approve the preliminary plat of Quail Hollow North Subdivision at
275 East 500 North. Mr. Baldwin 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. Baldwin, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Richan. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that they are only working on Phase I of the final plat at this time .
He stated that Phase I will now need to be labeled as Plat A and Phase II will need to be labeled
as Plat B.
Mr. Denney stated that the plans and profiles were delivered to him this morning and he has done
a cursory review of the plans, but he does need to do a more detailed review of the plans. He
asked that any approval be subject to him conducting a more detailed study of the plans and
profiles.

Mr. Denney stated that handicap ramps will be required on 1120 North at the entrance of the
project location. He said the courses on the outside perimeter need to be labeled in the same
directions. Mr. Denney said the calls on the drawing needs to match the calls on the boundary
description. He pointed out that there is one bearing where it is 19 degrees 30 minutes and on
the drawing it is shown as 30 degrees 19 minutes. He said there needs to be a line on the plat for
the Mayor' s signature. Mr. Denney said he needs some assurances that there are no gaps and
overlaps.
Mr. Denney pointed out that a variance was granted on the cul-de-sacs. He said the radius of the
cul-de-sacs is 56 feet. It was discussed that the asphalt width in the cul-de-sacs will not change,
but that the change is that there will be a combination curb and gutter. Mr. Denney said the state
plane coordinates needs to be on the subdivision monuments. He said two subdivision
monuments are now needed.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the final of Quail Hollow North Subdivision Plat A at 60
East 1320 North subject to (1) the plat being labeled correctly as Plat A and not as Phase I
(2) the engineer's review of the plans and profiles (3) the perimeter courses to be labeled
counter clockwise (4) the necessary corrections as pointed out by the city engineer to be
made in the description as listed on the plat (5) the appropriate provision being made for
the Mayor's signature (6) the description being modified to eliminate any gaps or overlaps
(6) the state plane coordinates being provided for the subdivision monuments and (7) with
the notation that the radius for the cui-de-sacs has been modified from the City standards
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to allow for combination curb and gutter with the same asphalt area as per the standard.
Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Mr. Hansen asked if Mr. Georgeson would include in his motion that there now needs to be two
subdivision monuments shown on the plat.

Mr. Georgeson amended his motion to include that there needs to be two subdivision
monuments shown on the plat. Mr. Hansen seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any discussion on the motion.

Mr. Georgeson expressed concern about the numerous corrections that needs to be made to both
the final and preliminary plats. He was dismayed that all the corrections were not made. Mr.
Georgeson pointed out that on the final plat northeast has two t' s in it. He felt a spell check could
have been run to correct some of the minor problems.
Chairman Hadfield said staff met with the developer in technical review and told him of the
changes that needed to be made on the plat prior to it going into the Planning Commission
packets. He said the owner wants to get the road to the elementary school as soon as possible
and so there was some fast tracking done and some things slipped by in the process.
Mr. Denney stated that there is a note about building setbacks on the bottom of the plat that is
incorrect. He said the note talks about setbacks of 25 feet and the City does not have 25 feet
setbacks. Mr. Denney recommended the whole note about building setbacks be stricken from the
plat.

Mr. Georgeson amended his motion to include that the building setback note needs to be
stricken from the plat. Mr. Hansen seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the materials for the Planning Commission packets are
submitted on the Friday before Planning Commission Meeting and he does not review the material
until the Monday before the Planning Commission Meeting. He said he will strive to be more
cautious in making sure that all the corrections that were discussed in the technical review
meeting are made.

Mr. Georgeson said his comments were not directed to staff, but were directed to the people who
provide the plats.
Chairman Hadfield stated that no action will be taken on Plat B at this time. He said the Planning
Commission will see Plat B again in the future .
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Baldwin. Voting was
unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR ABUS STOP STRUCTURE AT 715
NORTH 900 EAST
Mr. Nielsen rejoined the Planning Commission again.
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He explained that Dave Howard of the LDS Church has
studied the necessity of a bus structure at 715 North 900 East to accommodate the many patrons
that frequent the temple. Chairman Hadfield turned the time over to Mr. Howard.
Mr. Howard said many patrons of the temple have wondered why there is not a bus stop with an
enclosure at 715 North 900 East. He explained that if the City allows a bus structure at 715
North 900 East, UTA will provide the structure. Mr. Howard said there are currently two bus
stops on 900 East (1) on the east side and (2) on the west side.

It was discussed that because of the bus schedule some patrons of the temple have to wait twenty
minutes for the bus to arrive.
Mr. Denney said the concerns with placing a bus stop structure at 715 North 900 East are not in
regards to engineering issues, but are in regards to where the pad should be placed. He raised the
issue of whether they want a bus stop structure on the west side of 900 East and involved within
the Development Center Park. Mr. Denney asked if there is some value to the City in having a
bus stop structure at 715 North 900 East.

Mr. Despain said a bus stop structure at 715 North 900 East is appropriate. He said electricity is
not required, but he did ask if there would be lighting in the shelter.
Mr. Howard said there is not lighting in the shelter.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that there is a light pole in the Development Center Park that
illuminates the area.
Mr. Despain suggested that there be some lighting in the shelter.

It was discussed that lighting in the shelter is a good idea because at 5:00 p.m. during the winter
months it is dark.

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain if placing a bus stop structure at 715 North 900 East will
conflict with what Swaner is designing for the Development Center Park Property.
Mr. Despain said a bus stop structure at 715 North 900 East is an incidental thing and he does not
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feel it will interfere with the development of the Development Center Park Property.
Chairman Hadfield asked if there will be a requirement for a crosswalk somewhere opposite the
entryway of the temple where the sidewalk comes out to 900 East to the bus stop.
Mr. Despain said a crosswalk would be required.
Mr. Richan said on the hill there is a lot of wind. He asked if the structure would have walls that
go all the way to the ground. Mr. Richan said if the walls do not go all the way to the ground, it
can get very cold in the shelter. He said a structure with walls that go all the way to the ground
should be looked at very closely so the patrons are protected from the elements of the weather.
Mr. Howard said he has seen structures that do not have walls that go all the way to the ground
and he has also seen structures that have a skirting at the bottom.
Mr. Baldwin said he would hate to approve something that has no functional purpose and is only
for appearance. He said the structure should protect the patrons from the elements of the
weather.

Chairman Hadfield expressed the need for more parking at the new LDS Stake Center by the
Mount Timpanogos Temple. He also expressed concern about the pile of dirt that is east of the
new LDS Stake Center. He said on Fridays the new LDS Stake Center parking lot is full and the
perimeter parking around the road is full so people are parking in the unapproved area that has the
pile of dirt. He suggested that the pile of dirt that is east of the new LDS Stake Center should be
moved.
Mr. Howard said the contractors have indicated that the pile of dirt will be moved . He said it is
his intent to give the new LDS Stake Center three months of operation and then he is going to
propose to the LDS Church that the unapproved area east of the LDS Stake Center be finished as
additional parking.
Chairman Hadfield also expressed the need for more parking at the church at the Developmental
Center.
Mr. Howard said that he has recommended to the people that are in charge of taking care of the
church at the Developmental Center that the City street that is abandoned be developed into
additional parking and also that they consider curbing the rest of the island.
Chairman Hadfield said there can't be two entry ways into the Development Center and the
parking lot of the LDS Church on the radius of the curb. He said there has to be one entry way
that comes in at right angles. Chairman Hadfield suggested the LDS Church allow that the entry
way to their parking lot on 900 East be closed and that the parking lot be accessed from the road
that services the Developmental Center. He said the old abandoned City Street could make a

(September 1, 1999, Planning Commission Minutes)

9

very nice parking lot.
Mr. Howard expressed concern about the rock wall that is around the Developmental Center.
He said the rock wall is beautiful, but as people drive down 900 East to 700 North it is an obscure
corner. Mr. Howard suggested some of the rock wall be removed so that people have a better
sight distance of the oncoming traffic.

Mr. Hansen moved to recommend that the City Council consider working with UTA and
the LDS Church on a bus stop in the vicinity of 715 North 900 East. Mr. Georgeson
seconded the motion.
Mr. Georgeson said he firmly believes that the proposed bus stop needs to be lighted. He pointed
out that the bus shelters on Main Street used to have heaters in them, but they were taken out
because people were staying in the bus stop shelter overnight. Mr. Georgeson said heaters should
be provided in the bus stop shelter at 715 North 900 East because it does get cold in the shelter.
He said the bus stop shelter should also be situated so that it is protected from the prevailing
winds.

Mr. Hansen amended his motion to include (1) that the bus stop shelter needs to be lighted
(2) that some heaters should be in the shelter because it gets very cold in the shelter and (3)
the shelter should be situated so that it is protected from the prevailing winds. Mr.
Georgeson seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Nielsen, and Mr. Baldwin.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
CONTINUED DISCUSSION ON THE GENERAL PLAN
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Mr. Despain has put together a Land Use Plan for the south
side planning district. He asked Mr. Despain to discuss the Land Use Plan.
Mr. Despain discussed the Land Use Plan.
After Mr. Despain discussed the Land Use Plan, Chairman Hadfield said the City's responsibility
is covered very well in the introduction. He pointed out that the colors on the map do not
coordinate with the. key. Chairman Hadfield said the proposed Land Use Plan is very well done.
He said he likes the recommendation in the proposed Land Use Plan where it talks about the
necessity of adopting a sensitive land ordinance.
Mr. Georgeson asked if it would be good to make some reference to the difficulties the City has
already experienced with the Mountain Meadows Subdivision.
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Mr. Despain said there is little reference on Page 3 of the proposed Land Use Plan that discusses
some of the difficulties the City has already experienced with the Mountain Meadows Subdivision.
He said the reference to the Mountain Meadows Subdivision provides the basis for discussing that
high density should not be allowed on the land that is south of I -15 and that there should be some
limitations.
Mr. Georgeson pointed out that the current City Council may not be aware of the difficulties that
the City faced with the Mountain Meadows Subdivision. He said the City Council needs to
realize that the issues the City faced with Mountain Meadows are not going to go away the
further south development takes place.
Chairman Hadfield asked the Planning Commission Members to read through the proposed Land
Use Plan. He said he will put discussion of the Land Use Plan back on the agenda for September
15, 1999, so they can discuss it in greater detail . He pointed out that they are getting closer to
finishing the update of the General Plan.
Chairman Hadfield said he likes the comment in the proposed Land Use Plan that states that
"annexation is a privilege, not a right."
Mr. Georgeson suggested that there be some comments included in the proposed Land Use Plan
that discuss that the welfare of the eventual inhabitants of the area south of I-15 needs to be
considered.
Mr. Baldwin said with the limited access across I -15, there should be some consideration for a fire
station and ambulance south of I -15 so adequate emergency services are provided to the residents
that will live south of I -15. He said there should also be some consideration for a city center
south of I -15, if high density is allowed south of I -15.
There was some discussion about the proposed Pleasant Grove/Lindon Interchange. It was
discussed that after the meeting that was held last night regarding the proposed Pleasant
Grove/Lindon Interchange, it does not look like it is going to be developed very quickly.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the updated transportation element of the General Plan
identifies that American Fork City is 10,000 to 12,000 end trips a day short between the southern
part of the City and the northern part of the City. He said the delay in the development of the
Pleasant Grove/Lindon Interchange does not help solve the problem of the 10,000 to 12,000 end
trips a day shortage between the southern part of the City and the northern part of the City.
After some discussion about the proposed Pleasant Grove/Lindon Interchange and the need for
more accesses between the south part of the City and the northern part of the City, Mr. Despain
pointed out that the proposed Land Use Plan limits medium density to the Barratt Subdivision and
the Mountain Meadows Subdivision. He stated that the reason the colors on the Land Use Map
do not coordinate with the key is because the legend was incomplete. Mr. Despain said he will
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redo the Land Use Map .
There was some discussion about Vic Deauvano ' s proposed development south of I -15 .
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Mr. Deauvano's proposed project south ofi-15 has lot sizes
that are an average of 6, 000 square feet with setbacks of 20 feet, which is in direct violation of the
City ordinances. Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission should encourage the City
Council to follow the existing ordinances.
Mr. Georgeson said he does not know if the City Council has seen lots with 20-foot setbacks. He
suggested that Mr. Despain find some pictures of developments with 20-foot setbacks to show
the City Council.
Mr. Richan said it seems to him that the issue with regards to the density south of I -15 is an issue
that needs to be attended to as fast as possible. He said that density south of I -15 is an issue that
the candidates running for City Council should address. Mr. Richan said there should be a
meeting with the candidates to educate them on the issue regarding development south of I -15 .
He said by having a meeting with the candidates regarding development south of I -15 would be a
real opportunity to get the public involved.
Mr. Georgeson suggested that Mr. Richan could invite some of the candidates to his home to
discuss some of the issues regarding development south of I-15. He said as citizens they ought
to be proactive, but he is concerned about the Planning Commission entering the political arena.

Mr. Ric han said he is going to set up a meeting at his home with some of the candidates to discuss
development south of I -15.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Denney discussed CMAQ Funding. He said beginning October 1,1999, there is $59,000 of
federal funds available for the design and study of traffic signal coordination and getting fiber
optics. Mr. Denney also pointed out that starting October 1, 2000, there will be $532,000 of
federal funds available for construction of traffic signal coordination. He stated that on October
1, 2000, the City will not be in compliance with air quality so the $532,000 is subject to being cut.

Mr. Denney stated that beginning October 1, 1999, there are federal funds of $66,000 available
for the design of the West Main Street Park & Ride and starting October 1, 2000, there is
$596,000 available for the construction of the West Main Street Park & Ride. He stated that the
West Main Street Park & Ride is forbidden, if the City is not in compliance with air quality.
Mr. Denney stated that beginning October 1, 1999, there are also funds available for the design
of the American Fork River Trail. He said there is $36,000 available for the design of the
American Fork River Trail. Mr. Denney said beginning October 1, 2000, there is $319,000
available for the construction of the American Fork River Trail. He said the trail system is
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considered a congestion reducer so if the City was still not in compliance with air quality, it would
not lose the funds for construction of the American Fork River Trial.
It was discussed that the construction of the American Fork River Trail should start at the north
boundary of the City and the southern boundary of the City. It was discussed that the most
expensive pieces of the trail through the City should be saved for the last. It was also discussed
that of the three things that the City has federal funds for, the American Fork River Trail has the
best chance of getting started .

. OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Despain discussed a recently submitted road pattern from Guy Hatch for the area of the Boyd
Williams Annexation at 300 East South Frontage Road.
Chairman Hadfield stated that Mr. Hatch has come to some agreements with the Kelshaws, the
Christensens and the Fords and the three property owners now wish to be annexed and to be a
part of Mr. Hatch's proposed project. He stated that the Kelshaw, Christensen, and Ford
Properties will help facilitate getting across Utah Valley Drive into Mr. Hatch's proposed project.
Mr. Despain asked if the Planning Commission is willing to accept Mr. Hatch's proposed road
pattern, which he calls Alternative C.
Chairman Hadfield said he has some concerns with the proposed road pattern. He expressed
concern with the road that is proposed by 100 East. He said he is afraid that with the tight bend
and the headlights from the oncoming traffic that people will not be able to safely negotiate a left
turn.
Mr. Richan said he did not feel there would be a lot of traffic on the road. He said it will not be a
through road.
Mr. Hansen said it will be a through road for people heading to 500 East. He said he feels it
eventually will be a Collector Class Road.
Mr. Richan said he feels that there should be some leeway for the property owner to plan for the
best kind of development. He said traffic should not always have to be shoved through people's
property.
Mr. Nielsen stated that he is appraising the property that is involved in Mr. Hatch's proposed
project.
It was discussed that at the last Planning Commission Meeting when Mr. Despain presented the
different road pattern options for the area near the Boyd Williams Annexation, the Planning
Commission recommended that either Option A or B be used in relationship to the road pattern.
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Mr. Despain pointed out that Mr. Hatch's proposed road pattern, which Mr. Despain refers to as
Option C, is not much different from Option A.
Chairman Hadfield again expressed concern about the location of the road near 100 East. He said
the way the road near 100 East is proposed is right against the property line and is 20 to 30 feet
away from oncoming traffic.
Mr. Nielsen asked Mr. Despain to ask Mr. Hatch to pull the proposed road that is near 100 East
further back.
After much discussion about Mr. Hatch's proposed road pattern, the Planning Commission
decided that it was ok with the proposal if the road near 100 East was pulled back further so that
it was not so close to the property line and it also concluded that Mr. Hatch's proposal was not
much different that Option A.
Mr. Georgeson stated that he will not be present at the September 15, 1999, Planning
Commission Meeting.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE AUGUST 18. 1999. PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING

Mr. Richan moved approval of the August 18, 1999, Planning Commission Minutes with
the following corrections:
On Page 11, Line 36 "Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Mr. Sowby offered to connect
Mr. Olson to the City water, he ever had a problem with the well" should be changed to
"Chairman Hadfield pointed out that he recalled that Mr. Sowby had offered to connect
Mr. Olson to the City water, if he ever had a problem with water quality as a result of the
sumps." On Page 15, Line 40 "fives" should be changed to "five." On Page 18, Line 26 "t"
should be eliminated.
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. Richan, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Nielsen. Mr. Baldwin
abstained from the vote because he was not present at the last meeting. The motion
carried.
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ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Hansen moved to adjourn. Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion. All voted in favor.
The meeting adjourned at 9:20 p.m.

11J~r~
Melanie Marsh
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
SEPTEMBER 15, 1999
*AMENDED - NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on September 15, 1999, in
the American Fork 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 Enterprize ~
Rent a Car located at 385 West Main Street.
Review and action on a revised commercial site plan for
Merrill Motors located at 267 East Main Street .
Review and action on the final plat of the LeBaron Office
Condominiums at 826 East Bamberger Drive.
Review and action on a revised final plat for Old Towne
Square Commercial PUD at 171 South 470 East .
Review and action on an amended final plat for Woods @
Riverwalk PUD at 475 East 700 North.
Review and action on an amended site plan for the Recreation
Modular Office to be located on the east side of 454 North
Center Street .
Continued discussion on revisions to the General Plan.
Discussion on changes to the sign ordinance.
Site Plan Committee Report .
Other business .
Review and action on the minutes of the September 1, 1999,
Planning Commission Meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 10 day of September , 1999 .

J. H. Hadfield , Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
SEPTEMBER 15, 1999
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on September 15, 1999, in
the American Fork 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 a commercial site plan for Enterprize
Rent a Car located at 385 West Main Street.
Review and action on a revised commercial site plan for
Merrill Motors located at 267 East Main Street.
Review and action on the final plat of the LeBaron Office
Condominiums at 826 East Bamberger Drive .
Review and action on a revised final plat for Old Towne
Square Commercial PUD at 171 South 470 East.
Review and action on an amended final plat for Woods @
Riverwalk PUD at 475 East 700 North.
Continued discussion on revisions to the General Plan.
Discussion on changes to the sign ordinance.
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the September 1, 1999,
Planning Commission Meeting.
Adjournment .

Dated this 7 day of September, 1999.

J.H . Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
SEPTEMBER 15, 1999

ATTACHMENTS (1)

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on September 15, 1999, at
City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chairman J.H. Hadfield, Keith
Ric han, Councilmember Juel Belmont, Ken Baldwin, and James Hansen. Staff present included
Howard Denney, Rod Despain, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included Scott Reese, Charles
LeBaron, Jason Adams, Bill Merrill, Roland Robison, Stephen Larsen, Steve Bailey, Paul
Washburn, Bart Christofferson, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
Chairman Hadfield excused Mr. Georgeson and Mr. Nielsen. He also excused Mr. Bennett and
noted that he will not be attending the Planning Commission Meetings regularly because of
another obligation that he has on Wednesday evenings.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR ENTERPRIZE RENT A
CAR LOCATED AT 385 WEST MAIN STREET
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over Scott Reese of Enterprize Rent
A Car.
Mr. Reese said they are looking at locating an Enterprize Rent A Car Business at 385 West Main
Street. He said they are not proposing to build any new buildings, but they would like to make
some improvements to the property.
Chairman Hadfield reported that Mr. Reese submitted a letter to the technical review committee
that states that Enterprize Rent A Car will occupy the existing building with little interior
renovation. He said the letter that Mr. Reese submitted also indicated that the maximum number
of cars parked at the proposed location at any given time will not exceed 20 cars. Chairman
Hadfield asked for Mr. Denney to present the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney pointed out that there is an existing pole foundation that currently has no sign on it
and there is a second pole sign that Mick' s Upholstery uses for its advertising. He raised the
issue of whether the applicant will use the existing pole foundation or whether there will be a need
for another sign location on the plan. Mr. Denney stated that currently there is an area on the site
that is unpaved. He stated that if the area that is currently unpaved is ever paved, there will be a
need to evaluate the drainage requirements. Mr. Denney said if the area that is unpaved is left
unpaved, there is a grandfather condition and there would be no change in the drainage
requirements.

1

After Mr. Denney presented the engineering concerns, Mr. Despain explained that under the
existing ordinance a new structure would be entitled to one independent pole sign. He said each
business can have a facia sign. Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission needs to decide if the
existing pole foundation is a pre-existing condition, which falls under a grandfather condition and
make that finding.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Reese if it is his intent to put a sign on the existing pole foundation.
Mr. Reese said it is his intent to put a sign on the existing pole foundation.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the commercial site plan for Enterprize Rent A Car located
at 385 West Main (1) noting that there are two existing sign poles; therefore two pole signs
are allowed on the site, but Enterprize Rent A Car must not exceed the current sign
ordinance. (2) also noting that if the unpaved area is paved, the additional drainage
requirements would need to be met. Mr. Richan seconded the motion.
Mr. Baldwin asked if the 20 parking spaces that .are proposed includes customer parking.
Mr. Reese said the 20 parking spaces includes customer parking. He said there will not be more
than 20 cars parked at the proposed location at any one time.

Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Richan, and Mr. Baldwin.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR MERRILL
MOTORS LOCATED AT 267 EAST MAIN STREET
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Jason Adams, Design Build
Contractor for the proposed project.
Mr. Adams stated that at the time the original site plan was approved the storm water was
considered for the entire lot and all the storm drainage requirements have been met. He said Mr.
Merrill would like to increase the office space and would like to have some R V and storage space.
Chairman Hadfield said the parking requirements and landscaping requirements need to be
discussed. He asked if the sign is going to be expanded.
Bill Merrill said he has rented the house to a stucco company. He said the stucco company needs
a place to store their stucco because the stucco needs to be kept at 40 degrees during the winter.
Mr. Merrill said he is proposing to build three motor home storage areas. He explained that he
will use one of the motor home storage areas and the other two will be used by the stucco
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company. Mr. Merrill said no signage is needed for the stucco company. He said he is
proposing to build a dealership office and wash bay.
Mr. Denney pointed out that Mr. Merrill is proposing to build the new structures on or close to
the lot lines so the City needs to make sure that Mr. Merrill is meeting all of the fire requirements,
which deal with no openings in the rear portion of the building and he said there is going to have
to be a parapet wall on the roof He said the drainage has to fall on their site.
Mr. Adams said when they met with the technical review committee it was decided per the UBC
Code that the parapet wall will not be needed if they can maintain a Class B grouping system,
which would be 15 pound felt with ice and water shield 3 6 inches from above the building line up
to the roof with no penetrations through the roof or the back wall within 8 feet and then they can
build that close to the property line and not have to have the parapet wall. He pointed out that all
the exterior walls are going to be a one-hour fire wall.
Mr. Denney asked Mr. Adams about drainage.
Mr. Adams said they are going to put a rain gutter along the back wall and it will run into the
storm drain.
It was discussed that the proposed site will have about 3 0 parking spaces and that it meets the
parking requirements. It was discussed that the 10% landscaping requirement was calculated on
the original site plan for the entire project and so the landscaping will be the same as what was
shown on the original site plan. It was discussed that the landscaping requirements have been
met.

Councilmember Belmont asked about the pole lights.
Mr. Merrill said there will not be any more pole lights than there already are on the site. He said
there are six pole lights on the property that are 15 feet tall.
Mr. Denney said the revised plat needs to be modified to show the parking detail and the location
of the garbage receptacle.
Mr. Richan asked if the surface water has been accounted for.
Mr. Denney said the surface water has been accounted for

Mr. Rich an moved approval of the revised commercial site plan for Merrill Motors located
at 267 East Main Street subject to (1) the building meeting all the code requirements (2)
the landscaping meeting the requirements of the ordinance (3) the site plan being modified
to include the parking detail and the location of the garbage receptacle. Mr. Baldwin
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: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Hansen, and Mr. Baldwin.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF THE LEBARON OFFICE
CONDOMINIUMS AT 826 EAST BAMBERGER DRIVE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.

Mr. Despain said he has reviewed the condominium conversion documents and is content that the
documents are consistent with the requirements.ofthe Utah State Law.
Mr. Denney stated the following engineering concerns:
1.
2.
3.

Two subdivision monuments with their associated state plane coordinates need to be
included on the final plat.
Only one section corner is shown on the plat and there needs to be two section corners
shown on the plat.
There is a three hundredths of a foot closure error, which is a larger closure error than
Utah County will allow. The closure error needs to be tightened to meet Utah County's
requirements of 200 hundredths of a foot or less.

Mr. Despain explained that the approval process for a condominium conversion is the same as it
would be for the original project. He asked if the Planning Commission would recommend that
the hearing previously held with regards to the site plan is sufficient and that no other hearing on
the conversion needs to be held. Mr. Despain pointed out that part of the hearing process is to
allow the property owners who may be displaced a chance to go before the City Council.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Mr. LeBaron is the owner of all five of the buildings.

Mr. Despain said because Mr. LeBaron is still the owner of all five of the buildings and because
the hearing on the site plan was held so recently a hearing on the conversion should not be
required.
Mr. LeBaron presented a sign that he would like to put on Bamberger and on Pacific Drive. A
copy of the proposed sign is attached as ATTACHMENT 1. He said the pedestal would be 4 feet
wide and he noted that the ordinance allows 9 feet to the point of the top of the pedestal. Mr.
LeBaron said the sign is about 1 lh foot taller than the ordinance allows, but asked if the Planning
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Commission would consider the bronze eagle as a form of art work rather than as part of the sign
and then the requirements of the sign ordinance could be met. He asked what the Planning
Commission felt about the proposed sign.
Chairman Hadfield said if the sign meets the requirements of the sign ordinance the Planning
Commission does not have a problem with it.
Mr. Richan said the eagle looks like part of the sign.
Councilmember Belmont asked how tall the eagle will be.
Mr. LeBaron said the eagle will be about 2 112 feet tall.
It was discussed that the sign will be lighted. There was some discussion about whether the
lights on the sign will go off at midnight so as not to bother the neighbors. Mr. LeBaron said the
lights will not go off at midnight and he said the lights will not bother the neighbors.

Chairman Hadfield told Mr. LeBaron that the Planning Commission thinks the proposed sign has
a lot of merit, but they do not have the authority to give an exemption to the ordinance. He told
Mr. LeBaron if he wanted and exemption to the City Ordinance, he would have to talk to the City
Council.
Mr. Despain explained that they are entitled to one pylon sign that could be 3 5 feet high.
Mr. Richan asked if the proposed sign could be called a pylon sign.
Mr. Despain said the proposed sign could be called a pylon sign. He said one of the signs could
probably meet the criteria of a pylon sign.
Chairman Hadfield said he does not want the Planning Commission to have to determine what is
art . He suggested that Mr. LeBaron have a 15-foot sign on the State Street side and have a 10foot sign on the Bamberger side.
Mr. Baldwin said he envisions the eagle landing on a rock rather than the base being square. He
said he likes that the sign brings the same picture as the words.
Mr. Despain asked if the names of the occupants will be on the sign.
Mr. LeBaron said the names of the occupants will not be on the sign.

Mr. Despain suggested that Mr. LeBaron talk to Ron Morrill to see if the proposed sign will
qualify as a pylon sign because it is too tall to qualify as a monument sign.
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Mr. Hansen moved to approve the final plats of the LeBaron Office Condominiums at 826
East Bamberger Drive subject to (1) correction of the closure error so that it meets the
County closure requirements (2) including two subdivision monuments and the associated
state plane coordinates on the plat (3) an additional section corner to be included on the
plat and (4) the Planning Commission recommends that the final plat go forward to the
City Council without an additional hearing because the condominium conversion process
follows closely on the heals of the original hearing and the owner is still a single owner. Mr.
Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Richan, and Mr. Baldwin.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED FINAL PLAT FOR OLD TOWNE SQUARE
COMMERCIAL PUD AT 171 SOUTH 470 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Stephen Larsen.
Mr. Larsen said they are proceeding with everything that was originally approved. He said the
only change is the addition of the two properties in the back, the driveway, and the bigger access
in the back.

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney to state the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said the City needs the final sign off from the American Fork Irrigation Company.
He stated that he is currently working with Mr. Larsen's engineer to try to resolve the grades and
cross section issues on 200 South.
There was some discussion that because 500 East has been raised substantially higher than 200
South and because Mr. Larsen was required to match 500 East with his new construction, 200
South is in a 18 to 24 inch hole, which causes an unsafe condition. It was discussed that Mr.
Larsen is responsible to correct half of the problem on 200 South and the City will be responsible
to correct half the problem on 200 South. Mr. Denney pointed out that he is waiting for the
engineer's estimate from Mr. Larsen's engineer before he goes to the City Council to obtain
funding for the City's portion of fixing the problem on 200 South.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain if he has reviewed the PUD documentation.
Mr. Despain said he has reviewed the PUD documentation.
Mr. Despain noted that the parking requirements have been met for lots 1,2,3,4 & 6. He stated
that Lot 5 and 7 are technically part of the final plat, but the parking requirements for Lots 5 and
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7 have not been met yet.
Mr. Larsen said it needs to be noted that all parking requirements are met with an access of extra
spaces allowing for some future site.
Mr. Despain said the reason they are noting that Lots 5 & 7 have not met the parking
requirements is because it is a note to the City that if Lots 5 and 7 are ever sold, they will be selfcontained lots or if Lots 5 and 7 are to be included as part of the project, the parking requirements
will have to be calculated again for the entire project.

Mr. Hansen noted that Lots 5 and 7 were not included as part of the original site plan, but were
identified as future sites.
It was discussed that the landscaping requirements for Lots 5 and 7 have been met.

Mr. Hansen asked Mr. Larsen how he is coming with obtaining the cross easements between
Arbys.
Mr. Larsen said he has a verbal okay on the cross easements between Arbys. He said that the
paper work regarding the cross easements between Arbys has been sent to Georgia and he has
been guaranteed that the paperwork has been signed by the Arby' s representative and is in the
mail back to him.
Chairman Hadfield noted that the cross easement between Arbys also incorporates the cross
easement in front ofHollywood Video. He said Mr. Larsen's project and Arby's property both
have two places where they can access each others property.
Mr. Denney said the cross easement in front of Hollywood Video is not shown on the plat and
suggested that it should be reflected on the plat.
Mr. Larsen said that when he came for preliminary approval he asked about obtaining a second
pylon sign on 500 East and 200 South, but he was told that due to some conflict in the ordinance
he should wait for a future date to raise the issue of obtaining a second pylon sign. He asked if
now is the time to discuss getting a second pylon sign.
Chairman Hadfield said signs will be discussed later in tonight's meeting.
Mr. Richan moved to approve the revised final plat for Old Towne Square PUD at 171
South 470 East subject to (1) the American Fork Irrigation Company's approval (2) the
correct elevation of curb and gutter on 200 South with the road being resolved with the
City Engineer and (3) noting that the parking requirements for Lots 5 & 7 will stand alone
until those lots are developed in the future.
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There was some discussion about whether the cross easement in front of Hollywood Video should
be reflected on the plat. Chairman Hadfield said he is more concerned about the concrete actually
being cut and people being able to drive through than the cross easement being shown on the plat.

Councilmember 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: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Richan, and Mr. Baldwin.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED FINAL PLAT FOR WOODS@ RIVERW ALK
PUD AT 475 EAST 700 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield stated that the amended final plat for Woods at Riverwalk PUD at 4 7 5 East
700 North has been scheduled on the agenda several times, but at the request of Carl W anlass,
City Administrator, it was taken off the agenda until the necessary signatures were obtained. He
said the amended final plat is necessary to take care of the location of the new 700 North Bridge
on Lot 4 . He asked Mr. Robison if the lot line was tweaked between lots 2 & 3.
Mr. Robision said the lot line between lots 2 & 3 was moved to the south about 10 feet.
Councilmember Belmont asked if originally there were only four lots.
Chairman Hadfield said there have always been five lots.
Mr. Denney stated that note C-11 in the curve table is still applicable to the old plat and has not
been adjusted to reflect the new plat. He said note C-11 in the curve table needs to be
corrected.
Mr. Richan asked why the derelict parcel is designated as Lot 6.
Mr. Denney said Utah County requires the derelict parcel to be a separate parcel of land, even
though the City will end up with it in title.
Mr. Richan said usually any derelict parcel is just deeded to the city. He asked if designating a
derelict parcel with a lot number is a new requirement and is something the Planning Commission
should be looking for with any derelict piece of property.
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Mr. Denney said Utah County required the derelict parcel with the Jon Scholes Project to have a
lot number. It was discussed that assigning the derelict parcel a lot number is just a cleaner way
of handling things.
Mr. Hansen moved to approve the final Plat A for Woods at River Walk PUD at 475 East
700 North subject to corrections of the curve table on C-11. Mr. Baldwin 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: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Richan, and Mr. Baldwin.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED SITE PLAN FOR THE RECREATION
MODULAR OFFICE TO BE LOCATED ON THE EAST SIDE OF 454 NORTH CENTER
STREET
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He explained that Mr. Bailey had originally presented a
plan where the modular office fronted on Center Street and it had an appropriate setback of 3 0
feet. He said the Planning Commission approved the location of the modular office, which
fronted on Center Street. Chairman Hadfield noted that when the Planning Commission approved
the location of the modular office fronting on Center Street no one was present at the meeting to
contend the location, but since the approval of the location many neighbors near the Fitness
Center have signed a petition and have gone to the City Council because they do not want the
modular office to front on Center Street. He said that since the neighbors filed a petition against
the location of the modular office fronting on Center Street, Mr. Bailey has looked at other
locations for the placement of the modular office and has decided the best location for the
modular office is immediately to the east of the pool area.
Mr. Richan asked if the modular office will be at the same level as the fitness center.

Mr. Bailey said the modular office will be at the same level as the fitness center.
Mr. Baldwin asked if the same ties that were going to be used with the modular office that was
going to front on Center Street will be used with the modular office that is going to be located to
the rear of the pool area.
Mr. Bailey said the same ties will be used. He stated that there will be skirting and landscaping
around the modular office.
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Mr. Richan moved to approve the amended site plan for the recreation modular office to be
located on the east side of 454 North Center Street. Mr. Baldwin 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: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan and Chairman
Hadfield. Those voting nay: Mr. Hansen. The motion carried.
Mr. Hansen explained that he voted nay because his original vote on the original plan was nay and
he still thinks there is a better place for the modular office to be located, but he does think the
proposed location is a better location than the location that was originally proposed.

CONTINUED DISCUSSION ON REVISIONS TO THE GENERAL PLAN
Mr. De~pain said he has made the changes to the land use plan for the south side planning district
that Chairman Hadfield requested, but Mr. Bennett reviewed the land use plan for the south side
planning district and has requested some changes be made to it. He said that Mr. Bennett would
like Page 1, the fourth paragraph where it reads "because of these physical constraints the City
has a high degree of responsibility" to read "because of the these physical constraints the City
should seek to ensure."
Mr. Despain said that because of the physical constraints on the south side of the City, there
should be a mandatory design zone approach or use by right.
Chairman Hadfield directed Mr. Despain to make the corrections that Mr. Bennett has suggested
should be made to the land use plan for the south side planning district and he will put review and
action of the revisions to the General Plan on the next agenda.
DISCUSSION ON CHANGES TO THE SIGN ORDINANCE
Mr. Despain said over the last several months, the need for some minor amendments to the
Development Code have surfaced. The follow are the three general categories in the
Development Code that need some minor amendments :
1.
2.
3.

Height of Buildings
Sign Ordinance
Fencing Ordinance

Mr. Despain said the City Council acted on the amendment to the height ordinance last night and
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it was approved.
Mr. Despain said there are possibly four amendments that could be made to the Sign Ordinance.

The following are four areas in the Sign Ordinance that could be amended :
1.

Street A-frame signs in the downtown area. (Mayor Barratt has asked that the Planning
Commission look at this issue.)

2.

Signs in the PO-l Professional Office Zone, particularly relating to small projects (those
not qualifying as Large Scale Development) The Advanced Insurance Sign on 200 North
needs to. be addressed .

3.

Project Identification Signs in-lieu of individual pole signs outside the boundaries of the
freeway sign overlay zone. (The Old Towne Sign issue is one that falls under this
category.)

4.

The notion of adding a signage plan as an additional element of any site plan. A signage
plan would be a way to more adequately link the site plan approval process with the scope
of signage used for a project. Currently, only the location of the sign is approved and
the size, style, and other features have to be worked out with Ron Morrill.

Mr. Despain said public rights of way are not intended to be used for public commerce and the
placement of public signs. He said many of the downtown merchants feel that they have to have
an A-frame sign and the only place to put it is in the public right of way. Mr. Despain said Aframe signs in the public right of way raise a lot of issues. He said one issue is the City's liability
if someone is hurt because there is an A-frame sign in the public right-of-way. Another issue with
regards to A-frame signs in the public right of way is the issue that there are trees and garbage
cans on the same right-of-way and so there is the argument of why are the signs any more
dangerous than the trees and garbage cans.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the trees and garbage cans in the public right-of-way are only
an issue on Main Street.
Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission could acknowledge that the area between 100 West
and 100 East on Main Street is a unique area and an ordinance could be made that allows limited
signs in that area. He said they could put a provision in the ordinance that says signs are not
allowed in the public right of ways except for a limited area, which would have to be defined .
Chairman Hadfield expressed concern that once signs are allowed in a designated area in the
public right-of-way it is going to be hard to control the placement of A-frame signs being placed
in other areas that are not designated as being allowed to have A-frame signs in the public rightof-way. He said it is one thing to allow signs in the public right-of-way, but what about the
merchants who want to display their merchandise in the public-right-way. He expressed concern
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about how they could limit what is placed in the public right-of-way, if signs are allowed to be
placed in the public right-of-way.
Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission needs to address the issue about whether the
ordinance should be amended to allow signs in the public right-of-way or whether it should be left
as it is.
Mr. Hansen suggested that the business owners who want to have an A-frame sign could be asked
to modify the sidewalk and to put in a planter strip that they would be required to water and keep
looking nice and the planter strip could be used to place their A-frame sign. He said people will
not walk down the planter strip and so there will not be the liability issue and there is also some
responsibility put on the business owner.
Mr. Despain said Mr. Hansen's idea is good solution for the north side of the street on Main
Street, but he did not feel it would help the problems on the south side of Main Street.
Chairman Hadfield said Mr. Hansen's suggestion of putting the sign in the planter strip may be a
good suggestion for the businesses on Main Street, but he asked what should be done with the
businesses that are in the same district and are built at the zero lot line and wish to display an Aframe sign on the narrow sidewalk.
Mr. Hansen said the ordinance will have to specify that the sidewalk has to be a certain width (i.e.
a four foot sidewalk) in order to be able to put an A-frame sign out.
There was some discussion about the issue of regulating professionally done signs in the
downtown area. It was discussed that there is no way to regulate whether a sign is professionally
done.
Councilmember Belmont said the Main Street Program is helping address some of the issues in
regards to signage in the downtown area.
The Planning Commission decided that it would not make any recommendations regarding
amending or keeping the existing sign ordinance in regards to A-frame signs in the downtown
area until it meets with the Main Street Manager and hears his recommendations.
Mr. Baldwin suggested that if the sign ordinance is amended to allow for A-frame signs, there
should be a statement that says a certain area of sidewalk has to be free and clear.
Mr. Hansen said that he has a problem with the flower pots that are placed on the sidewalk in the
downtown area because they narrow the sidewalk down.
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Mr. Baldwin suggested that the ordinance should include a guideline that there has to be a certain

amount of safe passage area on the sidewalk.
Mr. Denney pointed out that if the sidewalk is going to be narrowed down to put in a planter

strip, it needs to be considered that the doors of some of the businesses open outward and the
passage way of the doors can't be blocked.
Mr. Ric han expressed concern that if signs were placed on the south side of the street, there
would be a dangerous situation and he is concerned about the City's liability.
After Mr. Despain discussed the A-frame sign issue, he discussed signs in the PO-l Zone. He said
that under the current sign ordinance, developments in the PO-l Zone have a very limited
opportunity for signage. He said the Planning Commission needs to more clearly address signage
in the professional office zone. Mr. Despain suggested that signage in the PO-l Zone could be
increased to include that some form of monument signage be allowed . He said he does not
question whether the PO-l Zone is a place where blatant advertising should be allowed like it is at
Arbys or McDonalds, but said offices in the PO-l Zone should be allowed to have more than just
an incidental identification name plate on the building.
Chairman Hadfield said businesses in the PO-l Zone should be able to advertise their services in a
tasteful way.
Councilmember Belmont expressed concern about lighted signs in the residential zones. She said
signs in the residential zones are irritating to the people who live near them. Councilmember
Belmont did not feel that a grade school sign needed to be lit all night long. She said they need
to address the issue of lighted signs in residential zones.
Councilmember Belmont asked how long a condominium project that was built several years ago
can advertise that there are units for sale.
Mr. Despain said that the type of sign Councilmember Belmont is referring to is a project
announcement sign. He said a project announcement sign should be taken down after the
properties are sold.
The Planning Commission directed Mr. Despain to work on coming up with some proposed
changes to the sign ordinance in the PO-l Zone.
After Mr. Despain discussed signs in the PO-l Zone, he discussed project identification signs in
lieu of individual pole signs outside the boundaries of the freeway overlay zone. He stated that
the current ordinance does not anticipate significant projects outside of the freeway influence
zone. He said the Old Town project represents something that was not anticipated in terms of
the design style. Mr. Despain suggested that they look at areas that have multiple tenant projects
and in lieu of individual signs that the project be entitled to some sort of project identification
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I.
sign. Mr. Despain discussed that the Alpine Square Project was allowed a separate pole sign for
Alpine Credit Union, for the building west of the Alpine Credit Union, and a separate pole sign
for the office complex that is on 400 East. He explained that the reason the buildings in the
Alpine Square Project were entitled to separate pole signs is because the buildings have frontage
on a public street.
It was discussed that the reason the Alpine Square Project got three pole signs is because there
are thee separate lots. It was discussed that Mr. Larsen could divide his property for the Old
Towne Square Project into four parcels and then he would be entitled to four pole signs based on
the frontage of the four parcels.

Mr. Larsen said he did not want four pylon signs. He said he has a lot of frontage and just wants
another pylon sign.
There was some discussion about whether there would be some merit in having fewer individual
signs based on frontage and allowing more than one project sign. It was discussed that when
there are too many signs it is hard to find the business that you are looking for.
Mr. Larsen said he is penalized for planning for a whole block and making the project contiguous
and having easy access. He stated that if he had developed in small increments, he could have had
many s1gns.
Chairman Hadfield said the intent of the ordinance was to allow the size of the sign based on the
total frontage . He said the frontage could be cut in half so that a project could get two pylon
signs that are half has big as what would be allowed if the frontage were not cut in half
Mr. Baldwin said if signs were based on common parking access rather than strict frontage of the
lots, it would help solve the problem of penalizing someone that is trying to develop an entire
area. He said if there was a common parking area, then the businesses could be identified on one
sign and people would know they could go to the common parking area and find the business they
are looking for. He said by have common parking access, they could also control the multiplicity
of signs.
Mr. Despain said a common parking access would result in fewer, but possibly larger signs.
Councilmember Belmont said larger signs are not better. She said the business on Main Street
that has the smallest sign is doing very well.
Mr. Despain told Mr. Larsen if he would like another pylon sign, he would have to divide his
parcels into four different parcels like what Mr. West did in the Alpine Square Project.
Chairman Hadfield said the strength of the sign ordinance still has to be that the size of the sign is
dictated by frontage.
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The Planning Commission directed Mr. Despain to look at how the sign ordinance could be
amended to have project identification signs in lieu of individual signs outside the boundaries of
the freeway sign overlay area.
After Mr. Despain discussed project identification signs in lieu of individual signs outside of the
boundaries of the freeway sign overlay area, he discussed the notion of requiring a signage plan as
an additional requirement of the site plan. He suggest that a signage plan could help increase the
enforcement capability of the sign ordinance.
The Planning Commission felt a signage plan would be a good thing to include as part of the site
plan requirements. Chairman Hadfield said the signage plan could be part of the technical review
process.
After Mr. Despain briefly discussed havinng a signage plan, he discussed fencing provisions. Mr.
Despain discussed whether extraordinary fence heights for certain public facilities should be
allowed to increase safety issues. He said there are certain circumstances where the maximum 6
foot height fence is not sufficient. Mr. Despain said fences around power substations and gas
pressure stations should be higher than 6 feet. He said if the City were to have a provision that
allows fences to be higher than 6 feet, it would have to be written in a way that people have to
show some basis for why the fence needs to be higher than 6 feet and not a provision where
people just ask to have a fence higher than 6 feet and it is granted.
Chairman Hadfield agreed with Mr. Despain that the burden of proving the necessity of having a
fence higher than 6 feet falls upon on the petitioner.
Mr. Baldwin said a fence higher than 6 feet should not be granted for decorative or convenience
reasons, but should be granted based on public safety concerns.
There was some discussion about the fence that was approved for Mrs. Lillian Rea's day care
center. Mr. Despain said the fence for Mrs. Rea's day care center was approved for safety
reasons . Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Mrs. Rea's fence is higher than 42 inches out against
the front of the property. Mr. Hansen said Mrs. Rea's fence was not supposed to go higher than
6 feet. Chairman Hadfield said they will go out and measure Mrs. Rea's fence .
Chairman Hadfield said the City is anxious to keep double frontage lots from becoming a reality in
the City He said the fencing issue with regards to double frontage lots needs to be looked at.
The Planning Commission directed Mr. Despain to work on coming up with some possible
changes to the fence ordinance.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Despain said the Miller Annexation has been submitted and is in the 60-day hearing process.
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He showed the property proposed for annexation. Mr. Despain said there are many things that
need to be looked before the property is annexed into the City. He said one thing that needs to be
addressed is having a road that goes east and west. Mr. Despain said the property involved in the
proposed Miller Annexation is proposed to be developed as a gated community with an internal
road system that serves only the residents that live in the project and is proposed to have streets
that are less than the public standards. He said there will also be two accesses to the public street.
Mr. Despain said the proposal is that there would be no properties fronting on the public street.
He said the applicants are proposing to put twin homes on the property proposed for annexation.
Mr. Despain discussed the problems associated with private streets in twin home and single family
projects. He said there is the tendency for the individual lot owners who live in a project with
private streets to become upset because they pay taxes like everyone else, but they do not get the
snow removed from their street. Mr. Despain said after a while, the individual lot owners try to
convince the City to take over their private street.
Mr. Despain also discussed the issue of having substandard streets. He said if the roads are
narrow and the number of cars exceeds the occupancy load, then cars end up being parked on the
substandard street and it is hard to get down the street.
Chairman Hadfield expressed concern that the applicants have determined that the project will be
a twin home project at the annexation stage. He said a zone and the road width has not been
decided upon yet. Chairman Hadfield said the City does not guarantee a zone or road widths
until a development agreement is signed.
Mr. Despain said he understands that the City does not guarantee certain things until a
development agreement is signed, but he asked if the Planning Commission is willing to discuss
some of the development issues before the annexation process is completed or does it want to
wait until the annexation process is complete.
Chairman Hadfield stated that when Temple Meadows first came to the Planning Commission it
was proposed as a gated community and the Planning Commission did not allow it to be a gated
community. He asked why the Planning Commission should consider allowing the property
involved in the Miller Annexation to be developed as a gated community.
Chairman Hadfield said the Wilford John Property is necessary if 900 East is going to be
connected to 1100 East somewhere mid block between 300 and 600 North.
l\1r. Washburn said they are planning on providing a full street dedication for the connection of
900 East to 11 00 East.
Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission needs to decide if it is inclined to support the notion
of gated communities and substandard streets. He said the area proposed for annexation is
identified on the General Plan as being allowed to have densities at three units per acre. Mr.
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Despain said the PR-9000 Zone is the closest zone that fits with what the applicants are proposing
to develop . He pointed out that the PR-9000 Zone does exceed 3 units per acre.
There was some discussion about gated communities having one large sewer connection and one
water connection. It was discussed that the previous City Engineer had the philosophy that each
unit should have its own water and sewer connection. There was some discussion that there is a
problem with the accuracy of large meters. Mr. Denney explained that when there are small
flows, it sometimes does not trip the meter and then there are inaccurate readings. There was
some discussion about the problems associated with one utility bill for the entire association. Mr.
Denney raised the issue of what happens if there is one person who refuses to pay their portion of
the utility bill. Mr. Hansen said if there is only one utility bill, the association has to work out the
payment for that bill.
Mr. Ric han said several years ago he talked to Carl W anlass about the cost of reading a meter.
He said the little water that the City does not get paid for because of the inaccurate meter reading
is well paid for in the fact that only one meter has to be read for several units . He said over a few
years, the City can save thousands of dollars by having one meter for several units .

Chairman Hadfield expressed concern with having substandard roads because when substandard
roads are put in there is more space available to try to develop more lots.
Mr. Hansen said the number of units allowed can be taken care of with the development
agreement at the time of annexation.
Mr. Washburn said there are many pluses to private streets. He said homeowners associations
become very jealous of their streets and do not want their streets to be included in the public
sector. Mr. Washburn said they are proposing to have 28 feet of asphalt for the street. He said
the parking problems on the street can be taken care of with cut outs where people can park off
the street. Mr. Washburn said many of the units in the proposed project will have three car
garages. He said the project will be a high end project. Mr. Washburn stated that the average
price of one unit will be a quarter of a million dollars.
Mr. Washburn pointed out that in the Longmont Street Study that was just completed, it indicated
that the safest street that can be built is a 22-foot wide street and that includes parking on one side
of it. He said the trends in building streets is to make streets more narrow.

Mr. Richan said that he is very much in favor of having a gated community in American Fork.
He said they have lost many people to other communities because American Fork does not cater
to people with a higher income who want to live in a gated community.
Mr. Despain said he is not saying that he is not in favor of gated communities. He said he is just
trying to let the Planning Commission know what is being proposed by the applicants . Mr.
Despain said there are some unique areas in American Fork that might be eligible for a gated
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community, but he does not feel that everyone who comes to the City should be allowed to have a
gated community. He pointed out that there are some areas in the City where the City may need
public streets and a gated community should not be allowed . Mr. Despain said the City also has
to look at how a gated community will affect the neighbors surrounding it.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that a standard cross section is 3 6 feet of asphalt. He said
American Fork's vision is still to have a 30-foot setback. Chairman Hadfield said if a narrow
cross section is allowed in the proposed gated community, then the setbacks will be altered.
Mr. Richan asked what was sacred about a 30-foot setback. He did not feel a 30-foot setback
was sacred.

Mr. Washburn said they can come pretty close to a 30-foot setback.
Mr. Washburn showed a concept plan that they are working on. He said there will be at least 25
feet setbacks in the project, but they can work on getting the setbacks closer to 30 feet. He said
with the entire gross area, including streets and the houses, there will be 75% green space.
Mr. Despain said there will have to be some amendments made to the ordinance if substandard
streets are going to be allowed. He said if substandard streets are allowed, the practical effect is
that there is more buildable area; which in practical reality increases the density.
Mr. Richan pointed out that if narrower streets are allowed, there will have to be a place for some
off-street parking, which will take more land.

Mr. Hansen said the issue of density can be addressed at the time of annexation. He said the
density can be set at a certain amount in the development agreement and that has to be adhered
to.
Mr. Despain asked if there is already property in the City and someone wants to develop it, does
that mean they do not get the privilege of having narrower streets.
Mr. Hansen suggested that one factor that could be used to eliminate the amount of developments
that could be allowed to have narrower streets would be to require that a development has to
have a certain amount of acres before narrower streets could be considered in a particular
development.
Mr. Despain said humans have the capacity to take a really good idea that works in one condition
and really mess it up in another condition.
Mr. Despain said there are some other issues that are non-compliant with the proposed
development. He said there are many other things that need to be addressed with the proposed
Miller Annexation.
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OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Richan asked the Planning Commission Members if they felt any hesitation in him holding a
Meet-the-Candidate Night. He said he wants to do the right thing and wants to feel comfortable
that he is doing things on the proper grounds.
The Planning Commission Members did not see any problem with Mr. Richan holding a Meet-theCandidate Night.
Mr. Richan urged the Planning Commission Members to come to the Meet-the-Candidate Night
at his home on Thursday, September 30, 1999.
Mr. Despain reported that the AP A Annual Conference will be held on October 1, 1999, in Park
City.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE SEPTEMBER 1. 1999. PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING

Mr. Baldwin moved approval of the September 1, 1999, Planning Commission Minutes
with the following corrections:
On Page 1, Line 27 "need" should be change to "needed." On Page 1, Line 31 "they"
should be changed to "the City." On Page 1, Line 39 "bond, but" should be changed to
"bond engineer's estimate." On Page 2, Line 8 "detail" should be changed to "details."
On Page 2, Line 32 "can show his" should be changed to "can show it to." On Page 3, Line
32 "need" should be changed to "needs." On Page 3, Line 33 "so the plat" should be
changed to "so that the plat." On Page 3, Line 36 "need" should be changed to "needs."
On Page 3, Line 38 "need" should be changed to "needs." On Page 4, Line 19 "have not
yet been met" should be changed to "have not been met yet." On Page 4, Line 24 "of a
Lot 8" should be changed to "of Lot 8." On Page 4, Line 27 "the panels" should be
changed to "the description panel." On Page 6, Line 1 "Plat A" should be deleted. On
Page 6, Line 24 "need" should be changed to "needs." On Page 6, Line 25 "barring"
should be changed to "bearing." On Page 6, Line 33 "need" should be changed to
"needs." On Page 6, Line 38 "profile" should be changed to "profiles." On Page 7, Line 12
"need" should be changed to "needs." On Page 7, Line 20 "fasting" should be changed to
"fast." On Page 8, Line 21 "in regards to" should be deleted. On Page 8, Line 24 "with"
should be changed to "within." On Page 10, Line 3 "block wall" should be changed to
"rock wall." On Page 10, Line 6 "vision" should be changed to "sight distance." On Page
11, Lines 24-27 where it reads "there is going to have to be a place for a fire station and an
ambulance to provide adequate emergency services for the residents that are going to live
south of 1-15. He said there will have to be a city center South of 1-15, if high density is
allowed south of 1-15" should be changed to "there should be some consideration for a fire
station and ambulance south of 1-15 so adequate emergency services are provided to the
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residents that will live south of 1-15. He said there should also be consideration for a city
center south of 1-15, if high density is allowed south of 1-15." On Page 11, Line 43 "he left
an item of the legend" should be changed to "the legend was incomplete." On Page 12,
Line 32 "in" should be changed to "on."
Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, and Chairman Hadfield.
Councilmember Belmont abstained from the vote because she was not present at the last
Planning Commission Meeting. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Hansen moved to adjourn. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Richan. Voting
was unanimous. The motion carried.
The meeting adjourned at 10:30 p.m.

11J~~1~
Melame Marsh

·
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
OCTOBER 6, 1999
*AMENDED - NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on October 6, 1999, in
the American Fork 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 an amended site plan for Scott's Sports
at 716 South 500 East.
Discussion on road widths in inner block developments.
Review and action on the Land Use portion of the General
Plan.
Review and action on the Annexation Agreement for Harbor
Village Court located at 650 South 100 West a part of the
Harbor Road Annexation.
Review and action on a request by Pacific Corp to replace an
existing high tension power line on 500 East from 1500 South
to 50 South.
Site Plan Committee Report.
a.
Discussion on an annexation concept plan for the
Merrill Annexation at 40 North 1020 West.
b.
Discussion of densities consistent with the General
Plan.
c.
Discussion of other possible changes to the Development
Code.
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the September 15, 1999,
Planning Commission Meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 1 day of October, 1999.

J.H . Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
OCTOBER 6, 1999
ATTACHMENTS (2)
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on October 6, 1999, at the
City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included *Chairman J. H . Hadfield, James
Hansen, Councilmember Juel Belmont, Keith Richan, Steve Nielsen, Michael Georgeson, and Ken
Baldwin. Staff present included Howard Denney, Rod Despain, and Melanie Marsh, Others
present included Doug Warren, Chris Scott, Kelly Scott, Larry Ellertson, Harold Dudley, Lynn
Day, Karl Bunnell, Chris Hixson, the following scouts from Troop 853 : Josh Hixson, Kyle
Durfey, and Brent Pierce, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED SITE PLAN FOR SCOTT'S SPORTS AT 716
SOUTH 500 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Chris Scott, the petitioner.
Mrs. Scott said they are proposing to build an addition on their property because they need a
place where they can store there machines inside. She stated that many of the machines are
getting ruined from sitting outside and being exposed to the weather elements. Mrs. Scott
pointed out that the proposed addition will not have any plumbing or electricity.
Chairman Hadfield asked what the size of the existing building is.
Mrs. Scott said the existing building is 1920 square feet. She pointed out that the proposed
addition will be 1400 square feet.
Mr. Georgeson asked Mrs. Scott if the proposed addition will all be on their own property.
Mrs. Scott said the proposed addition will all be on their own property.
Mr. Denney asked Mrs. Scott to discuss their desire to fence the site.
Mrs. Scott said UDOT is requiring them to fence around the perimeter of their property. She
said they would like to remove the existing fence and replace it with a wrought iron fence. Mrs.
Scott stated that UDOT wants their fence to be at least six feet tall. She stated that they would
like to put up a 7-foot high wrought iron fence .
Mr. Richan asked if the fence will be sight-obscuring.
Mrs. Scott said the fence will not be sight-obscuring.
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Mr. Denney pointed out that as he compared the existing site plan with the proposed site plan, he

realized several things that have not been completed on the existing site plan. He recommended
that if the Planning Commission approves the amended site plan, it should include as part of the
motion that several of the things that were not completed on the existing site plan need to be
completed with the proposed site plan.
One thing that Mr. Denney realized was not complete is the landscaping. He pointed out that
the trees that are noted on the existing site plan are not on the proposed site plan. Mr. Denney
said the Planning Commission needs to decide if the ornamental fence is a substitute for the tree
screening or whether the petitioner still needs to plant the trees.
Mr. Denney said of the 7 parking stalls that are shown on the north side of the building on the
existing site plan, one is still in slag. He said on the proposed site plan it shows that all seven
parking spaces on the north side of the building will be asp halted.
There was some discussion that the angle of the fence on the proposed site plan may not be drawn
correctly. There was some concern that the setback from the fence line on the left hand side and
at the bottom of the property was not sufficient. Mr. Scott said the proposed addition will be a
good 10 to 15 feet away from the property line. Some members of the Planning Commission did
not feel the setback could be 10 to 15 feet away from the property line. Mr. Nielsen suggested
that the motion include that the proposed addition must meet the setback requirements of the
zone.
Mr. Denney stated that when Scott's Sports was originally approved they did not require the
sidewalk to be installed along the front of the property, but now as development occurs across the
street, the City is requiring the businesses to install the sidewalk. He raised the issue of whether
the Scotts should now be required to install the sidewalk.
Mr. Richan asked how the proposed addition would affect the drainage situation.
It was discussed that the proposed addition would not create any drainage problems.
It was discussed that there is sidewalk on the west side of the overpass pass on 500 East. Mr.
Hansen said it would be good to have the sidewalk continue.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the amended site plan for Scott's Sports at 716 South 500
East subject to (1) sidewalk being placed on the 500 East frontage (2) the landscaping being
completed (3) the wrought iron fence being installed around the perimeter of the property
( 4) the proposed addition meeting the setback requirements of the zone (5) asphalt being
completed so the parking requirements are met and(6) because of the expense of the
wrought iron fence that will be installed, the petitioner is not required to plant the trees
that were proposed on the original site plan.
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Mr. Nielsen asked Mr. Despain if he had any concerns about the parking.

Mr. Despain said since the proposed addition is for the parking of vehicles and is not for public
access, the parking requirements will not change.
There was some discussion about whether the 10% landscaping requirements have been met.
Mr. Despain stated that the 10% landscaping requirements have been met. Mrs. Scott pointed
out that they have added a lot of grass, but that they have not added more trees or shrubs. She
pointed out that they put sod on UDOT' s property to make things look nicer.
Mr. Nielsen asked if the Planning Commission can require trees and shrubs to be planted .
Councilmember Belmont said the Planning Commission can require trees and shrubs to be
planted.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.

Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
Councilmember Belmont pointed out that the reason the Planning Commission required trees and
shrubs to be planted when the original site plan was approved was to help protect the site from
the dust and sound from cars driving on the freeway. She stated that she would like to see the
landscaping that was approved on the original site plan completed.
Mr. Denney recommended that the motion include that the petitioner is encouraged to follow the
landscape plan for the 500 East Corridor, which may be adopted soon.
Chairman Hadfield explained that the Planning Commission will see the proposed landscape plan
for the 500 East Corridor on November 3, 1999.
Mr. Nielsen amended the motion to include that the Planning Commission encourages the
petitioner to follow and adopt the landscape plan that may soon be approved by the City.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the amended motion.

Chairman Hadfield explained to the Scotts that the City has hired a consultant to study the 500
East Corridor and to design a landscape plan for it. He said that David Bell is the consultant that
the City hired to study the 500 East Corridor. Chairman Hadfield said that Mr. Bell will make his
proposal to the Planning Commission on November 3, 1999.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Baldwin, Mr.
Georgeson, and Mr. Nielsen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
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Mr. Despain pointed out that there are a lot of ski-doos and trail machines in various states of
repair on the site and he said it looks like a salvage yard. He encouraged the Scotts to keep the
site maintained.
Mrs. Scott said they are going to be getting some crates from Polaris so that the machines can be
stored in the crates and are out of sight until they can be repaired. She explained that no
machines are parted out.
DISCUSSION ON ROAD WIDTHS IN INNER BLOCK DEVELOPMENTS
Mr. Despain pointed out that the City does allow streets in certain PUDs to be less than the
standard travel way width of 42 feet, if the street still provides for continuous motion and there is
adequate provision for extra off-street parking.
Mr. Despain pointed out that at the last Planning Commission Meeting Paul Washburn discussed
that he would like to be able to depart from the standard travel width of 42. He said he would
like to be able to do a 34 foot travel way width when he develops the property that is involved
with the Miller Annexation. Mr. Despain said he would like to get some feedback from the
Planning Commission on the notion of changing the standard road widths.
Mr. Despain pointed out two places in American Fork City where the road width were allowed to
be less than the City's standard road width (1) a street in part ofWoods at Riverwalk (2) a 28foot travel way on 400 East between 400 North and 700 North. He said 400 East is a problem
because there is insufficient road width and cars are now parking on the sidewalk because there is
not enough room for cars to park on both sides of the street.
There was some discussion that narrow streets in senior housing projects are usually not a
problem because there is not a great number of vehicles per household and because there can be a
clause in the CC&Rs that states that parking is not allowed on the street in front of the home.
Mr. Despain said the focus of tonight's discussion is to see if the Planning Commission is
comfortable choosing to allow the standard cross section in inner block developments to be
narrower than it currently is.
Mr. Richan said the street that he lives on, which is a 60-foot cross section, was nice 20 years
ago; but now trucks and cars park on the street and it makes it hard to safely drive down the road.
He said it makes him nervous to drive down the street that he lives on because he does not know
when someone is going to open their car door. Mr. Richan said he has driven on the street that
goes into the Riverwalk Subdivision three times and he has never had a problem getting in and
out.
Mr. Richan said if the street on 400 East is too narrow, the City should put up no parking signs so
people do not park their cars on the street and sidewalk. He said he has no problem with narrow
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roads, if parking is not allowed on the street. Mr. Richan said he feels much safer driving down a
narrow road with no cars parked on it than he does driving down a wider street with cars parked
on it.
Mr. Georgeson said he is reluctant to adopt anything formal that allows for smaller cross sections
because he feels it will then be easier to grant smaller cross sections. He said his concern with
allowing smaller cross sections is that neighborhoods change and as people's children get older,
families go from two cars per household to several cars and then neighborhoods become very
crowded because of all the cars.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE LAND USE PORTION OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Mr. Despain asked if the Planning Commission had any questions or comments on the third draft
of the Land Use Portion of the General Plan for the south side area.

Chairman Hadfield noted that the Land Use Portion of the General Plan for the south side area
was discussed at the last Planning Commission Meeting, but no action was taken because the
agenda only stated that it was going to be discussed and not acted upon.
Mr. Richan suggested that on Page 1, Paragraph 4 the word "accommodate" should be changed
to "deal with."
Mr. Richan suggested that a copy of the Land Use Portion of the General Plan should be sent to
Utah County.

Chairman Hadfield said a copy of the Land Use Portion of the General Plan can be sent to Utah
County.
There was some discussion about the land owners being required to prove to the State which is
State Land and which is private land. Mr. Richan asked what happened to the compromise point
that was established in 1983.
Mr. Despain said the compromise point did not attempt to address the ownership issues.
Mr. Bennett explained that the compromise point that was established in 1983 was to help
maintain the appropriate water level in the lake so as not to flood out the Jordan River. He said
the compromise point had nothing to with ownership issues.

Mr. Nielsen said the Planning Commission had talked about clustering. He asked if there should
be something included in the Land Use Plan about clustering and density or whether density was
going to be looked at on a case by case basis.
Mr. Despain said density and clustering is addressed in the Land Use Plan in the section that
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discusses implementation of the plan.
Mr. Richan expressed some concern about the first paragraph on Page 2 of the proposed Land
Use Plan. He asked whether the paragraph needed to be more definitive in defining the City's
position to help keep the City from assuming any liability.

Mr. Georgeson said that on Page 4 of the proposed Land Use Plan it talks about having a
sensitive lands ordinance, which he said will help address some of the issues regarding the City's
liability.
Mr. Bennett said that he does not think the proposed Land Use Plan needs any thing else added to
it. He said he has worked with Mr. Despain and they have changed some of the wording in the
proposed plan so that the City does not get into the business of insuring and guaranteeing things
with regards to development.
Mr. Despain said there are two schools of thought about the proper role of the city when it comes
to development. He said one school of thought is that if the city takes any kind of position that
acknowledges that there may be some limitation on the development of a piece of property, it has
taken on a burden that it should not have addressed. Mr. Despain said the other school of
thought is that cities have a protectionist obligation. He said cities may not be legally obligated to
have a protectionist obligation when it comes to development of a piece of property, but the fact
of the matter is that if something goes bad with a development, the property owners are going to
come to the City for help .

Mr. Despain said he agrees with Mr. Bennett that the City is not an insurance company, but he
feels that the City should help to make sure that development that occurs within the City should
not create a problem for those who occupy it. He said it all comes down to what the appropriate
role of government is.
Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend that the City Council adopt the amendment to the
General Plan for the south side planning district as has been discussed tonight with some
word changes that need to be made. 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. Richan, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Georgeson, Councilmember Belmont, Mr.
Baldwin and Mr. Nielsen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEl\1ENT FOR HARBOR VILLAGE
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COURT LOCATED AT 650 SOUTH 100 WEST APART OF THE HARBOR ROAD
ANNEXATION
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Doug Warren.
Mr. Warren said the smallest lots in the proposed project will be 70 X 100 and the largest lots will
be 120 X 160. He said the proposed development will be a higher end development. Mr. Warren
said there will only be two lots that face out onto the Harbor Road . He said it is his intent that
the preliminary plan will be in significant compliance with the concept plan.
After Mr. Warren' s presentation, Chairman Hadfield turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain explained that the proposed Harbor Road Annexation Agreement has all the standard
provisions that are usually in an annexation agreement. He said there will also be 5 exhibits with
the Harbor Road Annexation Agreement which are the following: (1) the general area to be
annexed (2) proposed plan (3) approximate location of the added street right-of-way (4) deeds
conveying the street right-of-way and (5) the deed conveying the water.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the Planning Commission has a memo that was included in the
Planning Commission Packet which discusses the proposed agreement for Harbor Road Phase
One Annexation. The memo is attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #1. Mr. Despain
read the memo .

It was discussed that the proposed plan does not meet the requirements of the PR Zone because
of the lack of open space so the property proposed for development will need to be designated as
an R1-7500 Zone.

Mr. Despain stated that the following issues need to be addressed :
1.

Drainage

2.

Access onto 240 West

3.

A proposal that meets the density requirements

4.

Natural conditions

There was some discussion that the sewer is about a mile away and so the proposed development
could not tie into the existing sewer and would have to have a meter station.
Councilmember Belmont said the natural conditions is an issue that she is very concerned about.
She expressed concern regarding the ground water and the South Hunter Slough. She expressed
concern about piping drains through easements. Councilmember Belmont said she is not
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convinced now is the time to move forward with the proposed annexation agreement until some
of the issues can be resolved.
Mr. Nielsen said he agrees with Councilmember Belmont. He said the drainage issues need to be
resolved . He said the applicant needs to bring back to the Planning Commission a plan that
shows how he is going to resolve the drainage issues.

Mr. Warren said he has a letter from Sowby Engineering, which addresses some of the drainage
issues. The letter is attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #2 .
Chairman Hadfield said the issue that needs to be addressed is what does the Planning
Commission look at relative to natural drainage sloughs. He asked if there will be a certain
setback from the slough included in the sensitive lands ordinance or will the slough be looked at
as natural open space. Chairman Hadfield said it is not fair to tell Mr. Warren that he can't
develop, but he said the engineering concerns need to be stated and then the design needs to be
done in away that all the engineering concerns are addressed and complete so that staff and the
Planning Commission are comfortable with the solutions that are going to be used to address the
concerns.
Mr. Warren said he would be glad to conform to whatever engineer policies are appropriate. He
said he feels confident that all the problems with regards to the development of the proposed
property can be addressed.
Mr. Richan was upset because the proposed concept plan did not show the size of the lots. He
asked why he should spend his time looking at the proposed concept plan when it does not mean
anything because the size of the lots are not shown.
Mr. Despain said the annexation concept plan·has usually been intended to provide some basic
parameters. He said one question that is now being raised is what level of detail should be
available at the time of annexation. Mr. Despain asked if the Planning Commission is unwilling
to approve the annexation concept plan unless it knows all the physical issues have been resolved .

Chairman Hadfield said approval of the annexation concept plat is to give the petitioner some
level of comfort as to the type of development that the City will accept. He stated that the
engineering details are resolved when the property is annexed into the City.
Mr. Hansen said that he needs greater engineering detail to feel comfortable that a standard 31-lot
subdivision can be developed on the property proposed for development. He said with the great
amount of wetlands and sloughs on the property, he is not confident that a standard subdivision
can be developed on the property proposed for development.
Mr. Nielsen asked Mr. Warren if he is going to mitigate or develop around the wetlands.
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Mr. Warren said there are only two little areas where there are wetlands. He did not answer
whether he is going to mitigate or develop around the wetlands.

Chairman Hadfield asked if there are any issues relative to water claims against the South Hunter
Slough.
Mr. Despain said he has not looked at any issues relative to water claims against the South Hunter
Slough.
Mr. Georgeson said when the Planning Commission considers approving the proposed annexation
he wants to be assured that there are practi~al solutions to the problems that are identified. He
said he would expect before a subdivision plat is approved for the property proposed for
development that adequate engineering studies be done and solutions be proposed for the issues
that are identified. Mr. Georgeson said an adequate study should be done on water rights and it
should take into account problems that may exist on adjacent properties. He said he is not
comfortable that the developer has come up with practical solutions to solve the problems that
have been identified.

Mr. Nielsen asked Mr. Warren how he is planning on sewering the property proposed for
development.
Mr. Warren said the engineering has not been done to determine how the property proposed for
development will be sewered. He said he typically has not had to do the engineering before the
property is annexed.
Mr. Denney stated that the standard process for a preliminary plan requires that an engineering
report be submitted. He said the City has a check list of studies that need to be conducted. Mr.
Denney said some of the studies that need to be conducted are the following: (1) traffic study (2)
water study (3) sewer study and an (4) environmental study. He said the studies need to be done
at the preliminary plan time. Mr. Denney explained that at the preliminary plan stage the
developer does a cursory attempt to solve the problems that are identified and then at the final
plat stage the developer has the problems that have been identified solved.
There was a great deal of discussion about what studies need to be done at the time of the
preliminary plan stage.
Mr. Baldwin said he does not see anything in the annexation agreement about the recognition of
the problems that need to be addressed. He said he is not asking for an engineering study to be
done at the time of the concept plan stage, but he does think the annexation agreement should
recognize that there are some potential unique problems that will have to be addressed further
than the concept plan addresses. Mr. Baldwin said things like what impact the proposed
development will have on the adjacent land, the wetland issues and other issues need to be
addressed.
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Mr. Hansen had some comments relative to the letter that the City received on January 26, 1999,
from Neil Christensen and some of the property owners that live near the proposed Boat Harbor
Annexation, which states that some of the sloughs have water rights claimed against them and can
be found at the Department of Natural Resources. He pointed out that in the first paragraph of
the letter it states that a comprehensive water plan should be done so that all water claims are
delivered. Mr. Hansen said studies should be done so that water flows are not interrupted,
especially when underground utilities are put in. He said the issue of people's water claims is an
important issue that needs to be addressed in the annexation agreement.
Mr. Warren said he would agree that there needs to be a provision in the annexation agreement
that deals with ensuring people's water flows .

Mr. Despain said in regards to Mr. Baldwin's concern about adding something in the annexation
agreement about the unique problems, he said Section 10 of the proposed annexation agreement
identifies that the applicant acknowledges that the annexation area has been determined to have
significant physical limitations including, but not limited to jurisdictional wetlands, liquefaction
potential, high water table, the presence of a historic drain and unstable soils. He said water
rights is an issue that could be added to the proposed annexation agreement. Mr. Despain
pointed out that in the proposed annexation agreement it states that "development of the site may
include the need for extra-ordinary studies to determine suitability for development and that the
applicant agrees that adjustment in the design of the project from that shown on the concept plan
may be required as a result of some physical limitations and that the annexation of the property by
the City shall not be construed as a determination of suitability for development."
Mr. Despain raised the question of what is the future of the South Hunter Slough in terms of its
utility for storm water removal and its continued use as a drain for underground water. He
raised the question of whether the proposal to pipe the drain is acceptable.
Mr. Warren said he feels the proposed annexation agreement covers everything, but the water
rights issues.
After considerable discussion on the proposed annexation agreement, Chairman Hadfield
suggested that the Planning Commission discuss the other Planning Commission items and then
come back to this item later in the meeting.
After the Planning Commission discussed densities, it continued its discussion on the proposed
annexation agreement. Mr. Hansen suggested that the Planning Commission direct Mr. Despain
to go back and include some of the things that have been discussed tonight in the proposed
annexation agreement and then it can be put on the next Planning Commission Agenda.
Mr. Warren said it seems like everything has been covered in the proposed annexation agreement
except the water rights issue. He asked if the water rights issue could just be added to the
proposed annexation agreement.
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Mr. Hansen said the issue with regards to the zone classification still has not been resolved. It
was discussed that the proposed annexation agreement puts the property in the PR-9000 Zone,
which was based on an earlier proposal. It was discussed that the zone classification in the
proposed annexation agreement needs to be changed to the R1-7500 Zone. It was discussed
that there currently is not a R1-7500 Zone south of the freeway.
Mr. Bennett pointed out that the issue of who will own the common open space needs to be
addressed. He said at the annexation stage is when the City needs to make sure that the things
are going to properly be taken care of.

Mr. Hansen said the City needs to receive a signed agreement from the people who have water
rights near the proposed development, which says that they agree with the developer's proposed
plan to pipe the drains.
Mr. Bennett pointed out that the developer needs to make sure that his proposed development
does not affect the people's water rights in any way. He said the people with water rights should
not receive any more or any less water than they currently receive.
Mr. Warren said the annexation stage is not the appropriate time to talk about the engineering
1ssues.
Mr. Hansen said the Planning Commission is not saying that full fledged engineering has to be
done at the annexation stage, but it is saying that there are other issues that need to be included in
the annexation agreement before the Planning Commission can approve it. He stated that Mr.
Despain needs to re-write some of the proposed annexation agreement before the Planning
Commission can approve it.
Mr. Warren asked Mr. Despain if he feels that some of the proposed annexation needs to be rewritten.
Mr. Despain said the proposed annexation agreement does need to be re-written to include some
of the issues that were discussed tonight.
Mr. Baldwin moved to defer action on the proposed annexation agreement for Harbor
Village Court and to direct Mr. Despain to make some revisions to the proposed agreement
and to have Mr. Bennett review the revised agreement.
Councilmember Belmont seconded the motion.
Mr. Hansen, who was acting as chair because Chairman Hadfield was excused after discussion on
placing an existing high tension power line on 500 East from 1500 South to 50 South, called for a
vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, Councilmember
Belmont, and Mr. Nielsen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Richan noted that on Page 2, Section 6 where it reads "a portion of both 100 East and Storrs
Avenue" should be changed to "a portion ofboth 100 West and Storrs Avenue.
Mr. Hansen suggested that Storrs Avenue should be listed as 240 West.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REQUEST BY PACIFIC CORP TO REPLACE AN
EXISTING HIGH TENSION POWER LINE ON 500 EAST FROM 1500 SOUTH TO 50
SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He explained that the reason Pacific Corp is requesting
to replace the existing high tension power line on 500 East from 1500 South to 50 South is
because American Fork is reaching maximum capacity with the existing line.
There was some discussion about why Utah Power & Light is choosing to put a new line down
500 East. It was discussed that the particular route was selected because Utah Power & Light
has an existing easement and because there is an existing line down 500 East.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the Beautification Committee is trying to make 500 East the
showplace of American Fork City. He asked if the poles could be placed on 600 East so that the
poles do not interfere with the Beautification Committee's desire to beautify the 500 East
Corridor. He said that when Utah Power & Light had a contractor put a power line up 200 East,
the poles were placed 75 to 85 feet apart and the old power poles were not removed. Chairman
Hadfield said US West and the cable companies are using the existing poles that Utah Power &
Light did not have removed on 200 East. He said the placement of the poles on 200 East was not
considered and it looks like a forest on 200 East. Chairman Hadfield asked what guarantees the
City will have that 500 East will not end up looking like 200 East.
Mr. Ellertson said US West owns the poles on 200 East, but stated that Utah Power & Light will
own the poles on 500 East.

Chairman Hadfield asked if the poles on 500 East will be replaced one for one.
Mr. Ellertson said generally speaking, the same alignment will be followed . He stated that there
will be a couple of extra poles. Mr. Ellertson pointed out that Utah Power & Light will attempt
to move poles that are in the middle of the property to the property line.

There was some discussion that the existing 55-foot high poles will be replaced with 85-foot high
poles. There was some discussion about where the lowest carrier is on the pole. It was discussed
that the lowest carrier on the pole is at 22-feet high. The reason for trying to determine where the
lowest carrier on the pole will be is to determine how high trees can grow along 500 East and not
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interfere with the lines. Mr. Ellertson said the alignment of the power poles will be behind the
planter strip, which will help with the ability for trees to grow tall.
Mr. Nielsen asked Mr. Ellertson why the power poles could not be placed on 600 East.
Mr. Ellertson said Utah Power & Light does not have the right-of-way on 600 East.
Mr. Nielsen suggested that Utah Power & Light try to get the right-of-way on 600 East.
Mr. Georgeson asked if the higher lines and the increased transmission capability will increase the
field around the lines and affect the reception of tv, radio and other electrical transmissions.
Mr. Day did not feel the higher lines and increased transmission capability will affect the reception
of tv, radio, and other electrical transmissions. He explained that his experience with tv
interference occurs when there is a loose connection in the power line.
Mr. Georgeson asked what kind of maintenance requirements there will be for the new poles. He
pointed out that the existing large transmission line has a lot of rust spots showing through.
Mr. Ellertson said the poles will be galvanized, which means the rust should not show through.
Mr. Georgeson asked if the poles will be coated. Mr. Ellertson said the poles will not be coated.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the poles will be high enough that they do not cause a sight barrier for
the traffic signal on 620 South.
Mr. Ellertson said Utah Power & Light will make sure that the poles are high enough that they do
not cause a sight barrier for the traffic signal on 620 South.
There was more discussion about how the proposed poles will affect the height of trees that may
be planted along the 500 East Corridor with the proposed landscape plan that may be adopted.
It was discussed that the pole will be behind the planter strip in the easement, but that the hangers
will restrict the height of the trees that are planted along 500 East. Mr. Despain said he has some
apprehension that any sizeable tree will interfere with the hangers.

It was discussed that the lines on the proposed power lines will not be any lower than the lines
that are currently there.
Mr. Despain expressed concern about the potential pole placement in connection with 400 South.
He said there needs to be some research done to make sure that a pole is not placed in the wrong
place in connection with 400 South. Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Utah Power & Light has
a pole on either side, but it does not conflict.
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Mr. Despain said that there needs to be some assurance that the alignment of the proposed power
poles will be able to accommodate the widening of 500 East south of the interchange area and
including the right-of-way south of Sam White Lane.

Chairman Hadfield stated that Utah Power & Light has a franchise agreement with American Fork
City and are present at the Planning Commission Meeting to dispel any concerns. He asked Mr.
Bennett if the Planning Commission can legally tell Utah Power & Light that they can't place the
power lines on 500 East because they do have a franchise agreement with American Fork City.
Mr. Bennett pointed out that in the Development Code it states that the Planning Commission
does have the ability to attach conditions to the approval. He referred the Planning Commission
to Section 2-5.18 in the Development Code. Mr. Bennett said he just received the Planning
Commission packet tonight because he has been out of town for the last several days attending
some conferences and so he is not prepared to give a legal opinion on whether the Planning
Commission can tell Utah Power & Light that it can't put new power lines down 500 East. He
said he would have to do some research to see what authority the Planning Commission has to tell
Utah Power and Light it can't put the poles down 500 East.
Mr. Nielsen strongly felt that the poles should not be placed on 500 East and felt that Utah Power
& Light should get an easement to put the poles on 600 East. He asked why money should be
spent on trying to beautify 500 East, if the large power poles are going to be placed on 500 East.
Mr. Warren asked what is the alternative to the big power poles. He said the big power lines
worry him. He asked if there is another way to carry power.
Mr. Ellertson said the use of power poles is the only feasible way to carry power at this time. He
explained that the other alternative is to bury the lines. Mr. Ellertson said if the City requires
Utah Power & Light to bury the lines, the City will be required to pay the additional costs
associated with burying them. He stated that it will cost millions of dollars to bury the lines.
Mr. Warren said the lines should be placed underground . He said it would be interesting to find
out what the alternative costs would be to place the lines underground .
Chairman Hadfield stated that it usually costs 3 times more to put the lines underground. He said
there are also greater maintenance costs associated with lines that are buried underground.
Mr. Bennett asked if the poles have to be 85 feet high. He asked if the proposed poles could be
shortened.
Mr. Ellertson said there has to be a certain amount of space between each wire for things to
function properly. He said they could possibly shorten the pole about five feet.
Mr. Hansen read from Section 2-5 .18 of the Development Code where it states that the Planning
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Commission may attach conditions to an approval which it believes may be reasonably necessary
to protect the surrounding property values and residential amenities. He asked if the Planning
Commission has any conditions that it would like to attach to approval of the proposal.
Councilmember Belmont said she would like to look at the cost of moving the power lines to 600
East and getting them off of 500 East. She would like to have this discussed at a future meeting.
Mr. Warren said the issue of burying the lines should be discussed with the legislature.
Mr. Ellertson said there is more than the aesthetic issues associated with putting power lines
underground. He said burying power lines is a whole different realm than they are accustom to
and there is a lot of technology issues that would have to be addressed. Mr. Ellertson said Utah
Power & Light is just trying to meet the power needs of American Fork City.
Mr. Georgeson stated that there are two issues that have been raised tonight (1) the location of
the proposed power poles and (2) the conflict the location of the proposed power poles may
create with the proposed beautification plan for 500 East. Mr. Georgeson suggested that Utah
Power & Light look at placing the power poles in a different location other than 500 East and he
suggested that staff review the proposed beautification plan to see how placement of the poles on
500 East will affect the proposed beautification plan.
Mr. Ellertson stated that Utah Power & Light does have some timing issues that it is trying to
meet so that the power needs of the City are met before the peak comes next year. He explained
that the maximum load has been reached and that is why they are proposing to replace the existing
poles.
Councilmember Belmont asked why Utah Power & Light did not come to the Planning
Commission last year.
Mr. Ellertson stated that Utah Power & Light has been working with staff for some time. He
said they will look at placing the poles on 600 East to see if that is a feasible option.

Mr. Georgeson moved to defer action on the request to replace an existing high tension line
on 500 East from 1500 South to 50 South for two weeks to allow UP& L to evaluate moving
the transmission line to 600 East and to allow the City some time to evaluate the impact the
proposed power poles will have on the beautification plan.
Councilmember Belmont seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Councilmember Belmont, and
Mr. Georgeson. Mr. Baldwin abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
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*Chairman Hadfield was excused and Mr. Hansen assumed the role of chairman.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
A. DISCUSSION ON AN ANNEXATION CONCEPT PLAN FOR THE MERRILL
ANNEXATION AT 40 NORTH 1020 WEST
Mr. Despain explained that the Merrill Annexation has to start over again. He explained
that the Merrill Annexation started out as a petition initiated annexation some time ago,
but it did not go completely through the process. Mr. Despain pointed out that Mr. Child,
who was pursuing the annexation for Mr. Merrill, did not like the terms so he decided not
to complete the annexation process. Mr. Despain said the Merrill Annexation will start
the process over again and will probably use the same draft annexation agreement that
was prepared for the Merrill Property.
Mr. Despain pointed out that there is a strong probability that a portion of the property
involved with the Merrill Annexation will be acquired to expand the park and ride. He
reported that the Planning Commission will see the Merrill Annexation at a future time.

B . DISCUSSION OF DENSITIES CONSISTENT WITH THE GENERAL PLAN
Mr. Despain asked the Planning Commission if the City needs a residential agricultural
zone or whether the City should just retain the current agricultural zone. He explained
that the City has two residential zones that meet the low density criteria, which is up
to three dwelling units per acre. He said the two zones that meet the low density criteria
are the Rl-15,000 and the PR-15,000.

Mr. Despain pointed out that sometimes they have the tendency to think that the
R1-9000 and the PR-9000 fall under the low density category, but the practical
densities for the R1-9000 and PR-9000 are greater than 3 units per acre. He said many
times people come in requesting to do a project under the PR-9000 Zone and the R1-9000
Zone and make a contractual commitment not to exceed 3 dwelling units per acre, which
he said is not a very good practice. He suggested that the City may want to look at
creating an R 1-11,000 Zone, which would roughly accommodate 3 dwelling units per
acre.
Mr. Despain said the City needs to start looking at defining areas for construction storage
yards and storage areas for fleet vehicles. He said the City needs to decide if the PI -1
Zone is defined the way it really should be. He suggested that the Planning Commission
should re-evaluate the uses that are allowed under the PI -1 Zone.
Mr. Despain stated the following things that need to be addressed in regards to the
zoning classifications:
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1.

Is there a need for an agricultural zone?

2.

New zones for very low density areas. (2 units per acre provision)

3.

New Zones for low density areas

4.

Additional PRD Zones to accommodate flexible design. (Currently the PRD
Zones are the R1-9000, the PR-9000 and PR-15,000) Should there be
PR Zones with different density requirements? The John Miller Annexation is an
example of an area where the developer is proposing that the City create a new
PR-8500 Zone, which will have the practical affect of increasing the density and
creating narrower roads.

5.

Sensitive Land Overlay Zone to better accommodate, evaluate, treat, and develop
in sensitive areas.

6.

Creating a zone provision that involves the transfer of development rights (TDR)
to better access the open space restricted areas and provide a mechanism for
shifting development away from non-development areas.

After Mr. Despain discussed densities and things that should be amended in the zoning
classifications he asked the Planning Commission Members to think about what kind of
changes it would like to see made to the ordinance and they will discuss the changes that
they would like to see made to the ordinance at a future meeting.
Mr. Georgeson stated that the 15,000 Zone is not used very much. Councilmember
Belmont stated that the developers do not want to use the 15,000 Zone and so American
Fork is losing people to other communities because there are people who want to build
onto their homes or want to buy a bigger home and can't do either in American Fork.
Mr. Baldwin suggested that it would be helpful if Mr. Despain would come up with some
specific recommendations on what changes could be made to the ordinance.
Mr. Despain said now that the Planning Commission has recommended that the City
Council approve the Land Use Portion of the General Plan, he feels comfortable making
some specific recommendatons about changes that could be made to the zoning ordinance
because he now has some direction.
C. DISCUSSION OF OTHER POSSIBLE CHANGES TO THE DEVELOPMENT
CODE
This item was not discussed.
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OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Baldwin said that he would like to attend the Certified Community Planner Seminar on
December 17 & 18, 1999.

Mr. Georgeson said that he has a copy of a study that Psomas did, which does a good job of
discussing the trends that are being seen towards requiring development to be consolidated with
open spaces between the development. He said he will get a copy of the Psomas Study to Rod
or Howard tomorrow so they can make copies for the rest of the Planning Commission members.
Mr. Richan pointed out that Mr. Georgeson recently received the Silver Bear Award. The
Planning Commission congratulated Mr. Georgeson for receiving the Silver Bear Award.
Mr. Hansen stated that he will not be at the Planning Commission Meeting on October 20, 1999.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE SEPTEMBER 15: 1999: PLANING
COMMISSION MEETING

Mr. Richan moved approval of the September 15, 1999, Planning Commission Minutes
subject to the following corrections:
On Page 1, Line 9 Ken Baldwin needs to be added to the minutes as being present at the
meeting. On Page 3, Line 14 "one-hour wall" should be changed to "one-hour fire wall."
On Page 3, Line 29 "lots" should be changed to "lights." On Page 4, Line 32 "dismayed"
should be changed to "displaced." On Page 12, Line 15 "held" should be changed to
"help." On Page 14, Line 12 "not one want" should be changed to "not want." On Page
15, Lines 20 and 24 "sign" should be changed to "fence." On Page 18, Line 10 "scared"
should be changed to "sacred." On Page 19, Line 5 "property" should be changed to
"proper." Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Mr. Hansen called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen. Mr. Richan, Mr. Baldwin and Councilmember Belmont.
Mr. Georgeson and Mr. Nielsen abstained from the vote because they were not present at
the September 15, 1999, Planning Commission Meeting. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Baldwin moved to adjourn. Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion. All voted in favor.
The meeting adjourned at 10:47 p.m.

-r()~ 1~
Melanie Marsh
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ATTACHMENT #1 TO THE OCTOBER 6, 1999 PC MINUTES PAGE 1 OF 2

MEMORANDUM
Date: October 6, 1999
TO: AFPC

From: Rod Despain
SUbject

Review of proposed annexation agreement for Harbor
Road-Phase One annexation.

The request for annexation of this parcel was previously reviewed
by the PC.
The earlier request was based on a proposed twin home
de~elopment format, but at a density which exceeded the proposed
general plan.
Largely as a result of the non-compliant density,
the PC took ~o action to approve continuation of the request and
the applicanc was unwilling to reduce the number of units to
number of which conformed.
The Applicant has now submitted a substitute proposal and
requested that the PC reconsider the earlier request.
As before
the primary role of the PC is to determine whether the proposal
complies with the terms of the proposed general plan and, at such
time as they are content that the proposal complies with the
general plan, make a recommendation to the Council.
The written draft of the agreement provided to you was actually
prepared earlier and some of the detail may be inapplicable with
the current proposal.
However, it is submitted in its present
form to serve as a basis for discussion on the various issues
thac will need to be resolved.
It is not intended as
recommendation for adoption by the PC as written.
We have reviewed the proposed Annexation Concept Plan and offer
the following:
1.

DENSITY - The development is proposed as a typical
subdivision.
The proposed density appears to conform with
the general plan density criteria (31 lots / 10.55 ac = 2.94
du/gross / acre) .

2.

LAYOUT - The layout provides a variety of lot sizes, but
appears to be designed in conformance with the criteria of
the current R-1-7500 zone (75 ft. frontages and 7500 square
feet of area) . However some of the lots approach 9000
square feet and a few along the top edge of the cul-de-sac
approach 15,000.
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Although the design includes two small water detention
basins, these are isolated parcels and the design for the
main body of the project does not provide any common open
space area, thus the design flexibility typically a part of
Planned Residential (PR) zones is not applicable. The plan,
as shown, will require designation of the area into the R-17500 Zone.
3.

ACCOMMODATION OF NATURAL CONDITIONS -A rev iew of the
natural resource maps for the area indicate that the
Annexation Area contains significant natural resource
limitations, including: (1) a potential jurisdictional
wetland issue, (2) a significant drainage and groundwater
condition, and (3) is part of the headwater area of the
South Hunter Slough, a major drainage channel for the area.
The Annexation Concept Plan provides an indication of the
condition, buc appears to suggest that the appropriate
treatment is to pipe the drains through easements along rear
lot lines.
One question for the PC is how much detai l on these issues
is needed in order to buy-off on the proposed concept plan,
and are the conditions so significant as to require a
development format which requires the retention of the
resource limited areas as common open space.
In effect, is
the subdi v ision format an acceptable form of de v elopment in
this area , or is a PRD approach required .
I acknowledge that these are issues that the PC has not
addressed in the past. Howe v er, the y are v ery much t y pical
of what we will hav e to deal with in the future.

~-

ROAD DEDICATI ONS -The concept plan includes two important
streets.
100 West is intended as a Major Collector and the
annexation includes onl y a small portion o f 240 ~est - not
enough to accommodate the City's one / half plus street
improvements and make it useable as an access route to the
project. Attachment 3 indicates the probable need for
additional right-of-way on both streets. A better notion of
just how much wi l l be required should be determined.

5.

WATER AND SEWER - as I understand an adequate water suppl y
is a v ailable at the north boundary.
Howe v er, sewer will
require a substantial off-site extension.
Is this an issue
that needs to be addressed as a part of the annexation
process.

Other more typical issues such as the water rights and control of
the proposed storm water detention areas are also unresolved at
the present.
These will need to be addressed prior to formal
action on the annexation.
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~OWBY

& BERG CONSULTANTS, LC
Civil Engineering & Land Planning

MEMO
TO:

DOUG WARREN

FROM:

STEPHEN SOWBY,

DATE:

October 4, 1999

SUBJECT:

HARBOR ROAD ANNEXATION PLAT ""A,,
& HARBOR VILLAGE COURT P.U.D.

P.E~~

As this annexation is considered, I have heard second hand that some people think that there are
unsolvable major problems v.;ith the site, high groundwater, wetlands, liquified soils, etc. that
should preclude this site from being annexed . I just wanted to give my professional opinion on
these matters and dispel the alarm .
1.

There is a small area on the site that may be considered to be wetlands originating in a
drain line on the north portion ofthe property . This can be handled in a normal manner
by proper delineation, mitigation, channeling, and/or obtaining a nationwide permit. It is
not an area of alarm or an unsolvable situation.
There are areas on the property of high groundwater However. this is nothing out of the
normal in this area of town and can be handled with drains, stabilization, and/or limiting
the depth of basements. It is not an area of alarm or an unsol vable situation. The
geotechnical report will outline these solutions.

...,
J.

This may be an area where soils are subject to liquefaction. This is also true of much of
the low lying areas in Utah Valley and other nearby areas in American Fork . Again, it is
not an area of alarm or an unsolvable situation. The geotechnical report will outline
solutions to address this normal situation.

4.

Although there is not a sewer line serving the area now, another sewer collection line can
be constructed southerly to connect with the main TSSD outfall line.

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
OCTOBER 20, 1999
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on October 20, 1999, in
the American Fork 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 the final plat of Broadstone IV a
Commercial PUD at 290 South 360 East.
Review and action on the preliminary and final plat of
Broadstone v a Commercial PUD at 852 East State Street.
Review and action on the final plat of Village Green
Condominiums Plat A at 17 North 700 East.
Review and action on a commercial site plan for Deseret
Industries at 185 North West State Road.
Review and action on the Annexation Agreement for Harbor
Village Court located at 650 South 100 West a part of the
Harbor Road Annexation.
Review and action on a request by Pacific Corp to replace an
existing high tension power line on 500 East from 1500 South
to 50 South.
Review and action on the parks and trails element of the
General Plan concerning the South Side Planning District
Area.
Review and action on the Annexation Agreement for the Max
Searle Annexation at 600 West 1000 North.
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the October 6, 1999,
Planning Commission Meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 11 day of October, 1999.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERIC~"1\J FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
OCTOBER 20, 1999

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on October 20, 1999, at
City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chairman J.H. Hadfield,
Councilmember Juel Belmont, Ken Baldwin, Steve Nielsen, and Michael Georgeson. Staff
present included Howard Denney, Rod Despain, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included
Steve Pruitt, Tere Garrido, Ken Briggs, Rulon Dutson, Guy Hatch, Kyle Spencer, Steve Sowby,
Doug Warren, Larry Searle, Ann Searle, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the press.
Chairman Hadfield excused Keith Ric han and James Hansen.
/~'

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF BROADS TONE IV A COMMERCIAL
PUD AT 290 SOUTH 630 EAST
'-~-

Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Guy Hatch.
Mr. Hatch said the proposed building' VI has been moved to the west as was suggested by the
Planning Commission. He said building V] will be identical to building V.
Mr. Denney stated the engineering concerns. He said the applicant needs to be make sure the lot
split works. He said the curb and gutter still needs to be installed by the Chevron Station.
Another thing that needs to be completed is installation of the sidewalk by Auto Zone. Mr.
Denney also pointed out that the refuse containers were supposed to be screened, but they are
currently sitting out in the parking lot. He stated that the parking requirements need to be met
and the water rights need to be satisfied.

Chairman Hadfield stated that the site plan has not been followed as previously approved. He
pointed out that there is landscaping where there should be asphalt. He then turned the time over
to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain said the proposed building 6 is 10 parking spaces short. He said assuming the walls
are gong to be fixed, 89 parking spaces are required and the applicant has proposed 79 parking
spaces.
Mr. Despain explained that when the preliminary plan for building VI was approved by the
Planning Commission it was approved subject to several conditions. He said one of the
conditions was that the preliminary plan would not go forward to the City Council until the
outstanding tasks were completed, but the applicant requested that the City Council approve the
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preliminary plat before all the outstanding items were completed. Mr. Despain pointed out that
at the request of the applicant, the Mayor and City Council independently went forward with the
hearing and acted to approve the preliminary plan with some subject to items. He said that since
approval of the subdivision plat is the only action left, he assumes all subject to items need to be
completed prior to action on the final plat.
Mr. Despain said one issue that needs to be resolved before the final plat is approved is in regards
to the deficiency in the number of parking spaces that are proposed for building 6. He said the
applicant is proposing to make up the shortage in parking spaces for building 6 on the two pad
sites for the proposed restaurants. Mr. Despain said the applicant does not own the property that
the two restaurants will be on and he said he is not sure if the owners of the property that the two
restaurants will be on know that the applicant is proposing to use some of their property to meet
their parking needs.
Mr. Despain discussed the water rights conveyance requirements. He said the water rights for
building 5 were established at 3. 95 acre feet, which he does not believe have been satisfied yet.
Mr. Despain stated that 4.10 acre feet of water is required for building 6.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the circulation routes for building 5 have not been completed. He
pointed out that what is supposed to be a driveway is landscaping. He stated that the curb on
860 East needs to be repaired, the sidewalk at the north west corner needs to be installed, and the
waste disposal that is located in the Taco Time area needs to be screened. Mr. Despain said the
Planning Commission could send the proposed final plat forward to the City Council subject to
the various conditions or this item could be tabled until the outstanding issues are completed.
Mr. Hatch said the water rights for building 5 were already given to the City. He stated that he
has never been given the amount of water shares required for building 6 until tonight. Mr. Hatch
said if they could complete the entire project at once that would be ideal, but it is impossible to
complete the entire project until they have buyers for each part of the project. He said that he
does not own or control the front two pieces of property, but he is working with the owners of
the front two pieces of property and they are aware that a cross easement for parking exists. He
said there will not be a deficit in parking for building 6 with the parking cross easement. Mr.
Hatch said the owners of the front two parcels are going to try to build their restaurants so that
they tie in nicely with the Broadstone Subdivision.

Mr. Hatch said he is aware that the curb on 860 East needs to be repaired, which he said is easy
to do . He said the problem with the irrigation ditch was not really his problem, but they fixed the
problem, which cost him about 30 thousand dollars. Mr. Hatch said he would like to get
reimbursed for fixing the problem with the irrigation ditch.
After much discussion about the outstanding issues that need to be completed on the proposed
project, Councilmember Belmont said she would like to see the outstanding issues completed
before it goes forward to the City Council.
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There was some discussion about whether a bond should be required to help make sure that the
things that have not yet been completed will be completed.
There was some discussion about whether the proposed cross easement for parking on the front
two pad sites is similar to the Alpine Court Project where the applicant proposed off-street
parking and had to make a deed restriction that the off-site parking was restricted for parking
only.
Mr. Despain explained that cross easements are for the purpose of giving adjacent patrons of
adjacent properties the right to park in their parking spaces. He said cross easements are not
generally intended to provide the mechanism whereby one parcel makes up the deficiencies of
another. He suggested that there should be some acknowledgment from the property owners that
part of their surplus parking spaces associated with their particular project are committed for the
purpose of making up for a deficiency in parking for building VI.
Mr. Nielsen said that he would like to see some commitment from the people who own the front
two pad sites that they are willing to participate in helping Mr. Hatch meet the parking
requirements for building VI.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the final plat of Broadstone VI a Commercial PUD at 290
South 360 East subject to (1) a letter submitted to the City by the owners of the front two
pad sites that states that they are willing to participate in allowing their parking to be used
to help make up for the deficient number of parking spaces for building VI (2) repair of the
curb and gutter along 860 East near the Chevron Station (3) the sidewalk by Auto Zone
needs to be installed and ( 4)the refuse container by Taco Time needs to be enclosed. Mr.
Georgeson seconded the motion.
Mr. Baldwin asked if the approval should be subject to conveyance of the water rights.

Mr. Nielsen amended his motion to include subject to the water rights requirements being
met. Mr. Georgeson seconded the amended motion.
Mr. Despain pointed out that Mr. Hatch indicated that he has provide the water rights for
Building V, but the water requirements for building VI have not been met.
Chairman Hadfield stated that some of the survey monuments need to be tweaked to meet the
City requirements.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any discussion on the motion.
There was no further discussion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Georgeson, and Mr. Nielsen. Those voting nay: Councilmember
Belmont.

Mr. Baldwin said that he is still not sure whether or not there should be a bonding requirement.
Mr. Hatch said they have a bond in place.

Chairman Hadfield said the proposed plat is to be approved subject to the above stated items.
Mr. Baldwin expressed concern about there being no mechanism in place to enforce the
compliance of the outstanding issues.
Mr. Denney explained that the subject to items are met with a bond. It was discussed that there
are sufficient monies in the bond to complete all the subject to items. It was also discussed that
before the bond monies are released, the City will make sure that all the conditions of the approval
are met.

Mr. Baldwin said with the understanding that the bond monies will not be released until all
subject to items are complete, he will vote in favor of the motion. The motion carried.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLAT OF BROADSTONE
VA CO:MMERCIAL PUD AT 852 EAST STATE STREET
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Hatch.
Mr. Hatch said he is representing Dave Clove and Lonnie Clove of St. George, who wish to put
two restaurants on the remaining two sites. He stated that Shoneys will be on Building Site 3 and
Fazzoli's, an Italian restaurant, will be on Building Site 4.

After Mr. Hatch' s presentation, Mr. Denney stated the engineering concerns. He stated that the
applicant is proposing a different access on State Street and will now need to get approval
from Karen Baker ofUDOT that the proposed location for the access onto State Street is ok.
Mr. Spencer stated that the new proposed location for the access onto State Street has not been
submitted to UDOT yet.
Mr. Denney said he still needs the drainage calculations. He stated that he also needs the
documentation for the proposed phase. Mr. Denney stated that he is not satisfied with the
placement of the dumpster. He also had some comments relative to the landscape plan. Mr.
Denney said it looks like there are some places where the applicant could place some trees in the
large landscape areas.
After Mr. Denney stated the engineer concerns, Mr. Despain stated his concerns. He said the

(Planning Commission Minutes - October 20, 1999)

4

Shoneys will be required to have 64 parking spaces based on 160 seats and Fazzoli' swill be
required to have 44 parking spaces based on 114 seats, which means that a total of 108 parking
spaces are required for both restaurants. Mr. Despain stated that the proposed plan for the two
restaurants shows that there will be a total of 123 parking spaces (71 parking spaces for Shoneys
and 52 parking spaces for Fazzoli' s) .
Mr. Despain said if the surplus of parking spaces for the two pad sites is to make up the difference
in the shortage of parking for Building VI, the City needs to receive documentation that reflects
this .
Mr. Despain discussed the water rights requirement for Shoneys and Fazzoli' s. He said he
contacted Provo City and found out that the Shoneys in Provo used 14 acre feet of water last
year. He said unless the proposed Shoneys is a lot different from the Shoneys in Provo, 14 acre
feet of water will be required. He said he does not know what the characteristics ofFazzoli's are
and so he has not determined what the water rights requirements will be. It was discussed that
Fazzoli' s is a fast food type of restaurant and that fast food restaurants require less water than
single serve restaurants. Mr. Despain stated that fast food restaurants typically require 4 to 6
acre feet of water per year.
Mr. Hatch asked how the water rights requirements are determined. He stated that developers
are being charged large sums of money to buy water. Mr. Hatch said the water rights
require~ents should be attached to the user more than the developer.
Mr. Despain explained that the City has a standard water rights requirement for most uses. He
said the standard water right requirement is typically 3 acre feet per acre unless the actual usage is
determined.
Mr. Hatch asked Mr. Despain how he determined that the proposed Shoneys will be required to
provide 14 acre feet of water.
Mr. Despain explained that the water requirement of 14 acre feet of water is based on actual
usage of a Shoneys located in Provo. He also explained that he has not determined the water
rights requirements for Fazzoli's because he does not know what a similar Fazzoli's location
actually uses. Mr. Despain stated that the water rights requirements need to be clarified.
Mr. Hatch expressed some concern that Denny's was only required to provide 3 acre feet of
water and Shoneys is going to be required to provide 14 acre feet of water. He said it does not
seem to be equal.
Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission needs to make sure the water rights are met.
He told Mr. Hatch that he could talk to Mr. Despain about the water rights requirements, if he has
further questions. Chairman Hadfield said that Mr. Despain researches and finds like
establishments in other communities in order to determine what the water rights requirements will
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be. Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission has been comfortable with Mr. Despain' s
research.
After much discussion about the water rights requirements, Mr. Despain said any action on the
proposed plan should be subject to the final determination of the water rights and conveyance
thereof
Chairman Hadfield stated that there needs to be a stop sign and a street sign installed on 860 East
290 South. He asked if sumps will still be used to contain the on site storm water.
Mr. Spencer said that sumps will be used to contain the on site storm water.
Mr. Denney asked if any of the sumps are in the right-of-way.
Mr. Spencer said none of the sumps are in the right-of-way.

Councilmember Belmont expressed concern about the lighting on the proposed corners. It was
discussed that the lighting is deflected down rather than out.
Mr. Denney suggested that some additional parking lights be added on the area south of Building
IV.
Councilmember Belmont asked why there is more landscaping put around the buildings than there
is along State Street. She stated that for several years the Planning Commission has been working
to get more landscaping along State Street so it does not look so stark.
Mr. Hatch said the reason the landscaping was not placed along State Street is because the
restaurants owners did not want their buildings blocked by trees or other types of landscaping.

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that some trees could be planted and some other landscaping
could be done in the detention areas.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the preliminary plat of Broadstone V, a commercial PUD at
852 East State Street subject to (1) the installation of a stop sign on 860 East (2) the access
permit being granted from UDOT for the right-of-way off of State Street (3) meeting the
drainage calculations on the drainage requirements per the City engineer (4) relocation of
the dumpster (5) meeting the water rights per use (6) review of the PUD documentation (7)
additional parking lights being added on the area south of Building IV and (8) submission
of the parking documentation indicating that the owners of the front two pad sites are
willing to share proper cross easements for Broadstone Phase IV and (9) the applicant
looking at the placement of more trees in the drainage areas. 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: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Baldwin, and Mr.
Nielsen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Nielsen moved to table action on the final plat of Broadstone V, a commercial PUD at
852 East, until the subject to items are completed. 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. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Georgeson, and Councilmember
Belmont. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE FINAL PLAT OF VILLAGE GREEN CONDOMINIUMS
PLAT A 17 NORTH 700 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Ken Briggs.
Mr. Briggs said the proposed condominiums will be maintained by a homeowners association
under the condominium association, which is a little more stringent than what is under a
homeowners association. He explained that the condominium association makes it so all the
amenities have to be provided at the beginning. Mr. Briggs said the proposed development will be
built in four phases.
Mr. Briggs said that they will be unwinding a plat. He said they are taking out Mr. Smith's
property and making it so his property is part of the Woodridge Association.
Mr. Briggs said they will maintain all of the buildings from the paint out. He said they are going
to maintain the pond to the north. He stated that he is giving the City an easement over the pond
so that if for some unknown reason the condominium association fails to keep it clean and
maintain it, the City can clean the pond and bill the condominium association.

Mr. Briggs said he has talked to the City about some street signs at the corner of 50 North and
700 East. He said there has also been some discussion about a four-way stop sign or traffic signal
at the intersection of 50 North and 700 East. Mr. Briggs said if a traffic signal can't be installed,
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then at a minium a four-way stop sign needs to be installed.
Mr. Denney said he will be submitting a memo to the City Council that a 4-way stop sign needs to
be installed at the intersection of 50 North and 700 East. He said that the City needs to talk to
Burrell Concrete about installing curb and gutter along their property so that people are forced to
follow the controlled intersection and not cut through their property.
Mr. Denney pointed out that there has to be some unwinding of the public right-of-way on
Woodridge Plat C. He said it is a major thing to unwind the restrictive covenants to record a new
boundary and get all the homeowners in Woodridge Plat C to concur and sign the plat.

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the preliminary plan went to the City Council, but the City
Council did not take any action on the proposed zone change until it could have a final plat to tie
to the zone change. He said the proposed final plat will now need to go forward to the City
Council for its approval along with simultaneous approval of the zone change.
Mr. Despain discussed the procedure for unwinding the road on Woodridge Plat C. He stated
that the role of the Planning Commission is to approve the replacement plat. Mr. Despain said the
proposed plat appears to comply with the preliminary and also with the requirements of the final
condominium plat approval. He said 24.8 acre feet of water is required. Mr. Despain stated that
the documentation needs to be provided, which he and Mr. Bennett will need to review.
Mr. Despain said the property proposed for development was originally promised to the City for a
park several years ago when Panda Homes developed Woodridge Plat C, but for a variety of
reasons the property was not developed as a park. Mr. Despain said the person who offered the
property to the City for a park changed his mind. He said that if the City can't have a park, the
proposed use is the best that the City is going to get.

There was some discussion that there were some things that Panda Homes did not complete when
it developed Woodridge Plat C years ago. Mr. Briggs said that the outstanding issues like
installation of the sidewalk down to Mr. Smith's fence has now been completed. He said that he
made sure all the outstanding issues with regards to Woodridge Plat C were completed before he
began the process for the proposed development.
Councilmember Belmont asked if the large trees on the north side of the property near the pond
are included in the landscape plan.
Mr. Briggs said it is their intent to save the trees, if possible. He said he meet with Alan
Christensen, a professional landscaper, who told him that he was not sure if the trees could be
saved. Mr. Briggs said that Mr. Christensen said that the trees are at a point in their life that they
probably need to be replaced. He stated that the trees are not shown on the landscape plan
because they are not sure if they can be saved, but he said if they can be saved they will try to save
them.
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Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the final plat of Village Green Condominiums Plat A at
17 North 700 East subject to the approval of the zone change and preliminary plan by the
City Council. Mr. Nielsen 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. Baldwin, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Nielsen, and Mr.
Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR DESERET INDUSTRIES
AT 185 NORTH WEST STATE ROAD
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Steve Pruitt.
Mr. Pruitt said they are asking the Planning Commission to consider a modification to the existing
site plan for the GFI American Fork Subdivision Plan with respect to Parcel 2, which presently
has provisions for 25,300 square foot of retail space.

Mr. Denney said many of the concerns with regards to the proposed plan have to deal with
drainage. He said the proposed landscaping and curbing will prohibit S & L Construction' s
access. Mr. Denney said there needs to be some provision made for S & L Construction' s access.

After Mr. Denney stated the engineering concerns, Mr. Despain stated his concerns. Mr. Despain
pointed out that there is more than one way in and out of the proposed project. He stated that the
City should check to see if there are required cross easements. Mr. Despain said he thought the
cross easements were addressed when the four-lot subdivision was approved, but he said it should
be checked into .
Mr. Pruitt said there was a declaration of condition that was recorded when the subdivision was
recorded, which tied all four parcels together relative to ingress and egress.
There was some discussion about whether the proposed development will be part of the lift
station that is currently there. Mr. Pruitt said the proposed development will be part of the lift
station.
Mr. Despain asked if the proposed facility is significantly larger than the one that is currently in
operation in American Fork.

(Planning Commission Minutes - October 20, 1999)

9

Mr. Pruitt said the proposed facility is a larger facility than the current facility that operates in
American Fork, but he said with regards to water usage it will be the same.
Mr. Despain suggested that the Planning Commission not fix the number of water rights required
until the City does some further research into the amount of water that will be consumed.
Mr. Despain stated that he does not see a proposal for signage.
Mr. Pruitt stated that RB & G was supposed to indicate a sign on the strip at the north end of the
property where there is a landscape area along the front for an individual pylon sign.

There was some discussion that the size of the sign is based on how much frontage the property
has on a public street.
Councilmember Belmont stated that Deseret Industries will not need a pylon sign because
everyone will know where it is located.
Mr. Pruitt stated that Welfare Services will make a separate application to the City for a pylon
s1gn.
Mr. Georgeson stated that he recalls that at one point in time there was a considerable amount of
concern relative to drainage and the suitability of soil in the area proposed for development. He
asked if the same concerns relative to drainage and the suitability of the soil still exist or has the
entire area been filled.
Mr. Pruitt stated that the entire footprint that is now vacant was filled at the time Kmart was
developed. He said all the on-site drainage was sized to accommodate the amount of hard surface
area.

Mr. Georgeson moved to approve the commercial site plan for Deseret Industries at 185
North West State Road subject to (1) accommodation of access for S & L Construction (2)
verification of the cross easements (3) the lift station capacity ( 4) water rights conveyance
(5) concerns relative to signage will be postponed for future consideration. Mr. Nielsen
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. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, and Councilmember
Belmont. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
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Mr. Despain stated that the proposed plan now goes forward to the City Council. There was
some discussion about whether a public hearing would be needed on the proposed plan. Mr.
Pruitt was told to contact Richard Colborn, City Recorder, to determine whether a public hearing
was needed.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR HARBOR VILLAGE
COURT LOCATED AT 650 SOUTH 100 WEST APART OF THE HARBOR ROAD
ANNEXATION
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Doug Warren.
Mr. Warren said he is now proposing to develop 28 lots, instead of 31 lots. He said the lot size
has increased so that all the lots are 9000 square feet or greater. He said he is proposing to put
in a park that is 45 X 300, which will be maintained by the land owners association.
Mr. Despain said that in his memo that was included in the Planning Commission Packets
regarding the Phase One Annexation in the third paragraph where it reads "Common open space
areas and HOA' s are not typical of a standard subdivision but the provisions of the R1-9000 Zone
do prohibit them either" should read "but the provisions ofthe R1-9000 Zone do not prohibit
them either."

Mr. Despain pointed out that Section 4 of the proposed annexation agreement has been changed
to reflect that the property will be annexed under the R1-9000 Zone instead of the R1-7500,
which was previously proposed. He pointed out that there is some question with regards to
Section 6 in the proposed annexation agreement. Mr. Despain pointed out that Section 6
addresses the question of any additional rights-of-way that will be required to be deeded to the
City in order to make the road system work. He said there is some question about how much of
240 West would have to be developed in order for the proposed plan to function.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the issue regarding how much of 240 West needs to be developed
could be addressed at the preliminary plat stage.
Mr. Denney and Mr. Despain both explained that the taking of a right-of-way is usually addressed
at annexation time. Mr. Denney pointed out that a minimum level of service has to be provided
at the annexation stage. He stated that at this point in time access is not provided for Lots 28 and
29. Mr. Denney asked the Planning Commission if it felt that access to Lots 28 and 29 is a
minimum service that needs to be provided at annexation time.
Mr. Despain pointed out that another issue that needs to be addressed is where would the
waterline go.

Mr. Georgeson pointed out than in Section 6 of the proposed annexation agreement where it
reads " 100 East State Street" should be changed to " 100 West State Street."
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Mr. Despain said in Section 7 where it reads "convey to the City 30 acre feet" it should be
changed to "convey to the City 29 acre feet." He pointed out that when it is determined what the
water rights requirements will be the blanks in Section 8 need to be filled in before the proposed
agreement goes onto the City Council.
Mr. Despain pointed out that Section 10 has been changed the most since the Planning
Commission looked at the proposed annexation agreement. He read Section 10. Mr. Despain
explained that the purpose of Section 10 is to state that the applicant may have a concept plan and
preferred layout, but that there are still a number of things driven by physical facts that they are
not sure about and so some changes to the concept plan may need to be made. Mr. Despain said
there is some concern about the North Hunter Slough. He said some studies have indicated that
the slough is fed from the east by several drains, but it has not been determined if the drains are
active. Mr. Despain raised the question of what will be the future role of the North Hunter
Slough. He raised the issue of whether the North Hunter Slough will be eligible to be piped or
should it remain open. Mr. Despain said the City has talked about the notion that some of the
sloughs are going to have to be maintained as flood control facilities, not just drainage facilities .
Mr. Georgeson stated that Section 10 satisfies his concerns with regards to being able to modify
the plan if conditions are found that affect how the property proposed for development can be
developed. He pointed out that there was some reluctance to approving the proposed
annexation agreement because in depth engineering studies were not required prior to annexation,
but he feels Section 10 satisfies his concerns.
Mr. Baldwin said on Line 5 in Section 7 it should be changed from "to constructed" to "to be
constructed." He stated that at the last Planning Commission Meeting there was some
discussion about springs in the area proposed for development and how the proposed
development will affect the people's water rights in the area. Mr. Baldwin suggested that there
should be some mention of people's water rights in Section 10.

Mr. Despain said Mr. Baldwin's comment about including something in Section 10 about people's
water rights is a good point. He said it was just an oversight on his part and said he can include
something in Section 10. Mr. Despain said he did look at the State Records with regard to water
rights on the North Hunter Slough and he has identified them. He pointed out that there are
approximately 10 points of diversion directly on the slough itself Mr. Despain said he has been
told that some of the points of diversion are actually controlled by the applicant and so some of
those may be a moot issue.
Councilmember Belmont said that in Section 10 where it says "may include the need for extraordinary studies" should be changed to "shall include the need for extra-ordinary studies." She
said that shall is a more stringent word.
Mr. Sowby said it has not yet been determined if extra-ordinary studies will be needed . He said if
the word shall is used, the City may be requiring something that does not need to be done.
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Mr. Baldwin said the word "may" is appropriate because it means that something will have to be
addressed.
Mr. Despain discussed that it needs to be determined whether the sloughs should be piped or not.
If the sloughs should be piped, should it be all the sloughs or which ones.
Chairman Hadfield said there are people that have water claims so studies need to be done before
decisions on whether to pipe or not to pipe the sloughs are made.
Mr. Nielsen suggested that the annexation agreement not require the applicant to provide the total
29 acre feet of water based on 3 dwellings per acre because he said the applicant may not be able
to get 3 dwellings per acre. He suggested that the proposed agreement be written so that the final
amount of water is based on the final plat and is provided prior to recording of the final plat.
Mr. Despain said that if the applicant does not develop 3 units per acre, the requirement for water
would be less and a credit will be given by the City.
Chairman Hadfield said if the water is taken at annexation time, then the City still has the option
of crediting back the water if the 29 units are not developed because of limitations on the
property.
Mr. Despain said he could add a statement in Section 7 that states if the applicant does not
develop all 29 units, some of the acre feet of water could be credited back to the applicant. He
pointed out that there is also some uncertainty about what the State Engineer will require and
there could be more water rights required from the State Engineer.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Warren to go with him to look at how the sloughs have been left
open at the North Pointe Business Park and to see how there is a constant source of water, which
adds to the open space.
Mr. Nielsen said that he would like it included in the annexation agreement that the applicant
needs to acquire the 18 feet on 240 West. It was also discussed that the annexation plat needs to
be increased to include the additional 18 feet.
Mr. Sowby suggested that in Section 10 where it reads "may include the need for extra-ordinary
studies" be changed to "in depth studies." He said he did not feel the studies will be extraordinary
studies because such studies are done all of the time.
Chairman Hadfield said without Mr. Bennett's counsel, he did not feel that the Planning
Commission could direct Mr. Despain to change "extra-ordinary studies" to "in depth studies."
Mr. Sowby said that in Section 11 where it talks about extension of the sewer and water lines offsite he would like a statement added that if the applicant is required to oversize those lines that

(Planning Commission Minutes- October 20, 1999)

13

the City will reimburse the applicant or that there will be some cost participation.
Mr. Despain explained that when over sizing utilities is required by the City, it is done by
ordinance.
Chairman Hadfield said the proposed project should require an 8-inch water line and an 8-inch
sewer line. He said if the City expects the lines to be oversized, the ordinance regarding over
sizing will be followed.
Mr. Despain explained that it is the general practice of the City to participate in the cost if it has
required over sizing of the utilities.
Chairman Hadfield said the issue of reimbursing the applicant for the over sizing of utility lines, if
required is something that should be addressed with the City Council. He said the Planning
Commission is in no position to commit funds for the cost of over sizing.
Mr. Despain said that he could add a statement in Section 11 that states that if the applicant is
required to oversize the utilities, the City may participate in the cost or may reimburse the
applicant.
After a great deal of discussion on the proposed annexation agreement, Chairman Hadfield asked
the Planning Commission if it is comfortable with the proposed agreement with some changes that
have been discussed tonight or would it like Mr. Despain to make the changes to the proposed
agreement and have it put back on the agenda.
Councilmember Belmont said that she would like to see the proposed agreement again after the
changes have been made.
Mr. Baldwin said he feels the Planning Commission has adequately covered the proposed
agreement and has addressed the changes that need to be made to agreement. He said he feels
comfortable that staff can make the proposed changes to the agreement without the agreement
needing to come back to the Planning Commission for its review.

Mr. Despain stated that the issues have been resolved pretty well. He said the Planning
Commission could 1 approve the proposed agreement subject to the changes that have been
discussed and subject to Chairman Hadfield's review.. He said that if Chairman Hadfield reviews
the revised proposed agreement and does not feel comfortable with it, he has the discretion of
putting it back on the Planning Commission Agenda.
It was discussed that it would also be wise to make the motion subject to Mr. Bennett and
Councilmember Belmont reviewing the revised proposed agreement along with Chairman
Hadfield's review and if they are not comfortable with the agreement, then it could come back to
the Planning Commission.
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Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend to the City Council approval of the Annexation
Agreement for Harbor Village Court located at 650 South 100 West, a part of the Harbor
Road Annexation, with the revisions discussed tonight and upon the favorable review of
Chairman Hadfield, Kevin Bennett, and Councilmember Belmont. Mr. Nielsen 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: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin and Mr. Georgeson.
Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Warren expressed his appreciation for Mr. Despain's work on the proposed annexation
agreement.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REQUEST BY PACIFIC CORP TO REPLACE AN
EXISTING HIGH TENSION POWER LINE ON 500 EAST FROM 1500 SOUTH TO 50
SOUTH
This item was withdrawn at the request of the petitioner.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PARKS AND TRAILS ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL
PLAN CONCERNING THE SOUTH SIDE PLANNING DISTRICT AREA
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Rulon Dutson.
Mr. Dutson explained that the real key with trails in terms of funding and getting them pushed
through is to identify a corridor that can be mutually beneficial to adjacent communities and can
actually be part of a larger trail network. Mr. Dutson showed a map of the proposed trails for
American Fork City.
Mr. Dutson pointed out that he has reviewed some of the work being done by Swaner Design,
which he said meshes nicely with the trail element of the General Plan.
Mr. Denney pointed out that the City has now applied for the American Fork River Trail, which
will start at the Art Dye Ball Park and be brought down the American Fork River. He said the
funds for design of the American Fork River Trail became available August 1, 1999. Mr. Denney
said the trail will be designed in the next couple of years.
Mr. Dutson pointed out where the old sewer outfall line is on the map and said that has been
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proposed as a trail. He said there could also be a trail along the new sewer outfall line. Another
proposed trail is one along the 345 KV Power Line, one along the American Fork River, and
another along the Spring Creek Corridor.
Mr. Baldwin said he likes the proposed trails that follow the natural things like the river beds or
the lake shore line. He suggested that the City look at having some appropriate trail heads with
some parking and access.
Mr. Dutson stated that sometimes it is not necessary to have formal trail heads. He said when a
trail runs through a neighborhood it is not necessary to have a trail head. Mr. Dutson said there
are a couple of formal trail heads, but he said most of the trails will tie into a cul-de-sac or an
existing park where there are some parking amenities already provided.
There was some discussion about having some type of buffer between the pedestrians using the
trail and the street. Mr. Georgeson pointed out that there are many different things that can be
used for a buffer. He said that when he jogged on a trail in San Diego, the trail was separated
from the road by a parking lot bumper.
Mr. Dutson said it is good to identify the uses of the different trails because that will affect how
the trails are designed.
Mr. Baldwin said that he has seen trails where Scout Groups can walk along the trail and identify
the native plants. He suggested that the trail along the lake shore could be an opportunity for
Scouts to identify some of the native plants in that area.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that a trail could be placed somewhere south of Auto Mall Drive
and continued to the south.
There was some discussion about the sloughs on the property south of I -15 . It was discussed that
if it is known that the City will not allow building within 25 feet of a slough, then the open water
ways have some potential for future use as trails.
Mr. Dutson explained that trails can enhance developers projects. He stated that trail building is
contagious. He said the City needs to reserve the corridors that it would like to see developed
as a trail or the trails will not happen.
Mr. Dutson said the Spring Creek Trail is currently designated as a multipurpose trail for
equestrian use, bicycling, and walking. He pointed out that the American Fork River Trail is also
designated as a multipurpose trail. Mr. Dutson asked the Planning Commission if it was
comfortable with the designation of the Spring Creek Trail and the American Fork River Trail as a
multipurpose use trail. The Planning Commission is comfortable with the designation of the
American Fork River Trail and the Spring Creek Trail as a multipurpose trail.
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After the Mr. Dutson showed the Planning Commission the proposed trails and discussed some of
the proposed uses for the trails, he asked which trails the Planning Commission would like to
recommend to the City Council.
Councilmember Belmont stated that she likes the American Fork River Trail and the Spring Creek
Trail. She asked if the Planning Commission could recommend all the proposed trails, but
suggested that the City choose to focus on one trail at a time.
Chairman Hadfield said he feels all the trails could be incorporated.
Mr. Dutson explained that very few people will get on a trail and go all the way to the end of it, if
it is really long. He said that trails are usually designed in loops. Mr. Dutson said if the loops
are small enough, then the trail will be better utilized. He said if trails are too long, then they are
not used by as many people as they could be. Mr. Dutson asked the Planning Commission to
think about how the proposed trails could be cut into smaller segments.
Mr. Baldwin said he likes the idea of the corridors that are already there with the trails at right
angles between them.
Chairman Hadfield said the location of the 345 KV power line, the location of the two sewer
lines, and the American Fork River Corridor are things that are not going to change. He
suggested that because the above mentioned things are not going to change, the City should put
some stipulations on the development that occurs in those areas so that the property is used for
trails.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Dutson if he thought that the trails that are proposed on the south
side ofl-15 are too many.
Mr. Dutson stated that he would much rather like to have one trail that works well, then to have
15 trails that do not work. He said he likes the alignment of the proposed trails. Mr. Dutson said
if the City decides to have all the trails that are proposed, all the trails will have to be taken
seriously.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that the trail by the power line should possibly be for pedestrians
and not for equestrian and that there could be a linear park in that area.
Mr. Georgeson said the trail by the power line will not be as attractive as the trail that is closer to
the lake and may not be used as much as the trail along the lake. He said the trail by the power
line would probably be used by bicyclists and people who roller blade.

Mr. Baldwin said if the railroad right-of-ways are abandoned, they could be developed as
excellent trails.
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Mr. Denney said he is very supportive of trails, but he is very concerned about three trails in one
corridor. He expressed concern about the City being able to financially maintain all the trails
that are proposed and to also be able to build additional trails . Mr. Denney said if the City wants
to have the number of trails that are proposed, the trails should be prioritized in the order that
they should be constructed.
Councilmember Belmont said the trails needs to be identified now so that when developers come
in, the City can show them where the trails are already planned so that they are required to follow
the City's trail plan.
Mr. Dutson said that he would much rather go to the public hearing on the Trails Element of the

General Plan with many options rather than just a couple of options. He said after the public
hearing on the Trails Element the Planning Commission can study the citizens comments and
make changes to the Trails Element as needed.
Mr. Despain said he feels the proposed trails are redudant. He pointed out that the sewer
easement can really be accomodated in backyards, if development occurs. Mr. Despain said in
looking at the proposed trails on the map, he feels there are too many trails too close together.
He said the trail along the power easement is natural.
In discussing which of the proposed trails the City should focus on, Mr. Georgeson said the trail
closest to the lake is the most attractive. He said the City should focus on the trail by the lake. It
was discussed that the American Fork River and the Spring Creek Trails are trails that the City
should focus on.
Mr. Dutson said it would be very helpful to overlay the trails plan over the drainage plan because
some things with regards to trails would be very obvious.
Chairman Hadfield stated that from 500 West on, one of the trails could be eliminated.
The Planning Commission directed Mr. Dutson to refine the proposed trails plan and to put it in
with the Parks and Trails Element for the south side planning area and then come back and
present the plan.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION FOR THE MAX SEARLE ANNEXATION
AT 600 WEST 1000 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He explained that the proposed annexation is a City
innitated annexation. Chairman Hadfield explained that the City has been working for some time
to try to annex the Alan Hunter Parcel, which is adjacent to Mitchell Hollow. He further
explained that the City needs to annex the Alan Hunter Parcel to protect the City's interest in
Mitchell Hollow. He said the City would like to develop the Alan Hunter Parcel as a regional
park. Chairman Hadfield stated that annexation of the Max Searle Property will become the City's
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hinge to help in being able to annex the Alan Hunter Parcel.
It was discussed that the proposed Max Searle Annexation is about 19.29 acres.
Mr. Denney pointed out that the proposed annexation will also help with the road plan to get
1120 North connected to 900 West.

Mr. Despain pointed out that in the first paragraph, third line where it reads "Peterson
Annexation" he said should be changed to "Searle Annexation." He said under Section 5 where it
reads "a health care facilty" should be deleted.
Mr. Despain said the Searles have not request to do anything with the property except to farm it
so an annexation concept plan is not required. He said the conveyance of the water rights to the
City has been delayed until a future time. Mr. Despain stated that the Searles do not intend to do
anything with the property in the near future. He said the property proposed for development will
be placed in the RA-1 Zone. Mr. Despain pointed out that Section 6 of the proposed annexation
agreement deals with the future extension of 1120 North.
Ann Searle expressed concern that the future extension of 1120 North may affect where she
would possibly like to build a home in the future. She asked if the road could go around where
she would possibly like to build a home.

Chairman Hadfield said the City does not want to disrupt where she would like to have a home .
He stated that the engineering has not been done to the point that there is a preferred aligment for
the road.
Larry Searle asked what it cost if they would sometime in the future like to rezone the property.
Mr. Depsain said the cost for a zone change request is $250.
There was some discussion about whether the City could waive the zone change application fee if
the Searles ever decided that they wanted to rezone the property. It was discussed that the
Searles would have to ask the City Council if it would be willing to waive the zone change
application fee .
Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend to the City Council approval of the proposed
annexation agrement for the Max Searle Annexation at 600 West 1000 North with the
corrections as noted tonight. Councilmember 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: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, and Mr.
Nielsen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Despain had nothing to report.

OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Denney said tommorrow evening is the report on the Psomas Study at 7:30p .m. He said that
he has to attend the Mountainlands Association Open House tommorow evening and will not be
able to attend the meeting on the Psomas Study. He said the City Council will be tied up with the
public hearing on the bond. Mr. Denney asked if any of the Planning Commission Members
would be willing to attend the meeting on the Psomas Study.
Mr. Baldwin said he will attend the meeting on the Psomas Study.
Mr. Denney asked if the Planning Commission had any ideas that it would like presented at the
Mountainlands Association Open House.
Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission is still concerned about transportation and
UDOT's plan to close the two overpasses at Proctor Lane and Sam White Lane. He asked Mr.
Denney to state that American Fork City is already 12,000 trip ends short.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE OCTOBER 6 1999 PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING

Councilmember Belmont moved approval of the October 6, 1999, Planning Commission
Minutes subject to the following corrections:
On Page 4, Line 1 "lot ski-doos" should be changed to "lot of ski-doos." On Page 4, Line 6
"site" should be changed to "sight." On Page 4, Line 6 "that they no" should be changed
to "that no.s' On Page 5, Line 41 "one a" should be changed to "on a." On Page 6, Line 31
"discussion" should be changed to "discussed." On Page 7, Line 9 "insignificant" should
be changed to "in signficant." On Page 7, Line 39 "stationing" should be changed to
"station." On Page 8, Line 21 "fills" should be changed to "feels." On Page 9, Line 19
"how is" should be changed to "how he is." On Page 9, Line 26 "concept plan" should be
changed to "preliminary plan" On Page 9, Line 30 "concept plan" needs to be changed to
"preliminary plan." On Page 9, Line 35 "concept plan" needs to be changed to
"preliminary plan." On Page 10, Line 26 "it" should be changed to "its." On Page 12,
Line 25 "a part" should be changed to "apart." On Page 16, Line 34 "R1-1100" should be
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changed to "R1-11,000." On Page 16, Line 36 "look" should be changed to "looking." On
Page 17, Line 28 "loosing" should be changed to "losing." On Page 18, Line "Keith"
should be changed to "Ken." Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Nielsen, and Mr.
Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Councilmember Belmont moved to adjourn. Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Nielsen, and Mr.
Georgeson. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
The meeting adjourned at 11 :26 p.m.

Melanie Marsh
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
NOVEMBER 3, 1999
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on November 3, 1999, in
the American Fork 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.

David Bell will present the landscape plan for the 500 East
corridor.
Bill Baranowski of Sear Brown will report on the Park & Ride
Study completed for American Fork City.
PacifiC~rp will present a plan to replace the high tension
powerline on 500 East from 50 South to 1500 South.
Review and action on a Road Dedication plat for the North
Shore Corporate Center from approximately 1000 South 500
East to 620 South 100 East.
Review and discussion of the annexation agreement for the
Gary Miller Annexation at 425 North 1100 East .
Review and discussion of the annexation agreement for the
L.W. Hansen Annexation at 385 East 620 South.
Review and action on an amended Annexation Agreement for
Harbor Village Court located at 650 South 100 West a part of
the Harbor Road Annexation .
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business .
Review and action on the minutes of the October 6, 1999,
Planning Commission Meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 25 day of October, 1999.

J.H . Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
NOVEMBER 3, 1999

The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on November 3, 1999, at
the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chairman J.H. Hadfield, James
Hansen, Councilmember Juel Belmont, Keith Richan, Michael Georgeson, and Ken Baldwin.
Staff present included Howard Denney, Rod Despain, and Melanie Marsh. Others present
included Reed Bromley, Guy Hatch, Bob Ballantyne, Lael Ballanytne, Don Bartholomew, Richard
Magleby, Dave West, Diane Wilson, Joyce Snow, Paul Kitchen, Stan Kitchen, Ted Kanno,
Wendell Hansen, John Hansen, Sandra Hansen, Donna Larsen, Tod Smith, Krystal Smith, Paul
Washburn, David Bell, Mary Fox, Bill Baranowski, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the
press.
Chairman Hadfield excused Steve Nielsen.
DAVID BELL WILL PRESENT THE LANDSCAPE PLAN FOR THE 500 EAST CORRIDOR
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mary Fox.
Mrs. Fox stated that David Bell is helping the Beautification Committee develop a landscape plan
for the 500 East Corridor. She then turned the time over to Mr. Bell.
Mr. Bell stated that the proposed landscape plan has been presented to the City Council and it
recommended that the Planning Commission look at the plan. He said the proposed plan is to
help beautify the 500 East Corridor. Mr. Bell explained that the landscape scheme needs to be
flexible in order to accommodate the various property owner's situations. He pointed out that the
plan is informal and that there is enough variation in the plan to be flexible. Mr. Bell said the plan
proposes that a variety of trees be used.
Mr. Bell discussed the estimated costs of what it would cost the property owners, if the proposed
plan is adopted. It would cost property owners about $7.00 a lineal foot. He said the $7 .00 a
lineal foot does not include the cost of grass and irrigation systems. It is proposed that the shade
trees be an inch and a half caliper, the flowering trees be in a IS-gallon container, and the
evergreen trees be five or six feet high. Mr. Bell explained that the unit cost for an inch and a
half caliper shade tree installed by the contractor is about $280 .
Mr. Bell presented two plans to the Planning Commission. One plan showed the landscaping on
both sides of the street along 500 East and the other plan showed the landscaping on both sides of
the street along 500 East and also showed a planted median down 500 East.

Mr. Bell said the planted median down 500 East is a separate issue that could be considered. He
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suggested that the City adopt the landscaping plan that just shows landscaping on both sides of
the street along 500 East and that the City further investigate if it would like to put in the planted
median on 500 East. He said the City would also have to see ifUDOT would approve a planted
median on 500 East.
Chairman Hadfield said that if the proposed landscaping plan is approved, the City may at some
point in time look at using it as the standard for all of the arterial class streets.
Mr. Bell said the Planning Commission needs to decide if it wants to pursue the planted median.
He said that UDOT has approved planted medians in some places. Mr. Bell said if the Planning
Commission wants to pursue the planted median on 500 East, he would help the City prepare a
presentation to explain to UDOT why the City would like the planted median.
Mr. Richan asked if the proposed plan includes figures on how much it would cost to maintain the
planted median.
Mr. Bell said the proposed plan does not include figures on how much it would cost to maintain
the planted median. He said he did do a cost estimate on how much it would cost to put it in. He
said it is expensive to put in because asphalt has to be taken out and curb and gutter put in. Also
top soil has to be brought in and irrigation lines have to be put under the street.
Mr. Hansen stated that Utah Power & Light is proposing to change a major power line on 500
East and asked Mr. Bell if he is aware of how the proposed power line will affect what trees can
be planted along 500 East.
Mr. Bell said that he has had some conversation with representatives from Utah Power & Light
and he is aware of what Utah Power & Light is proposing to do. He said Utah Power & Light is
going to get him the clearance distance that is needed so that he will know which trees can and
can't be planted. Mr. Bell said if the proposed landscape plan is adopted, it will help take a lot
of the visual interest off of the power lines.
Mr. Richan expressed concern that because of the number of trees proposed along 500 East it
would create a tunnel and one would no longer be able to see the mountains or anything for that
matter.
Mr. Bell said the amount of trees proposed along 500 East will not create a tunnel. He said 500
East is a very wide street and the proposed plan does not come even close to creating a tunnel.
He said people will still be able to see various things as they travel along 500 East. He said the
proposed plan will help make 500 East look a lot nicer than it currently does.
Mr. Georgeson stated that there are a number of businesses located on Main Street that have
complained about the trees in front of their businesses. He asked what things have been done to
overcome some businesses's objections about trees in front of their businesses.
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Mr. Bell said nothing has been included in the proposed plan to overcome businesses' s objections.
He stated that the proposed plan should be adopted as a guideline and if a particular business has
a concern about a tree interfering with it's visibility, the business should submit to the City a plan
that revises the landscaping plan and then the City can consider whether the plan should be
revised. He said if there are problems with some of the trees, they can be pruned or taken out.
Mr. Bell suggested that if the proposed plan is adopted, the City should not give in to the
businesses; but should "hang tough" and not give in to the businesses. He said landscaping will
help the business whether they want to believe it or not.
Mr. Bell said they need to get people out of their cars on Main Street because it is the people
walking down the sidewalks that spend the money, not the people who drive through the town in
their cars. He said the entrance into American Fork ought to be beautiful and ought to say
something about American Fork and not the Chevrolet dealer.
Councilmember Belmont said she appreciates the proposed plan that shows the median. She said
she has been places that have a planted median and they look so nice.
Mrs. Fox stated that when the Beautification Committee was working with Mr. Bell on creating a
landscaping plan it discussed that development will take place in segments and so it might not be
as pleasing to have all the same kinds of trees together because one tree might be planted several
years before another tree is planted and it would look somewhat disproportionate. She said the
proposed plan takes into account that development will occur in segments and that the trees will
not be planted at the same time. Mrs. Fox said there is a lot of variation in the proposed plan so
one does not notice when a new tree is planted near some trees that have been in place for some
time.
Mrs. Fox said the Beautification Committee recommends that the Planning Commission adopt the
proposed plan as a standard for the 500 East Corridor.

Councilmember Belmont moved to recommend to the City Council that the proposed
landscaping plan for the 500 East Corridor be adopted. Mr. Georgeson seconded the
motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Richan said he has a real problem with the proposed plan. He expressed concern about
whether the proposed plan was practical. Mr. Richan said the proposed plan looks like it would
help improve the appearance along 500 East, but if he owned a business along 500 East; he would
not want a row of trees in front of his business because he would want his business to be seen.
He said that at one point in his life he spent three weeks traveling in the south on freeways and
several different streets and all he saw was trees and nothing else. He said when he was traveling
in the south, he wanted to see something more than just trees.
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Mr. Bell said there will be trees at all levels, but he said most trees will be pruned up high and the

trees will not block the businesses.
Mr. Richan said that if he had a business along 500 East, he would want people to be able to see

his business. He said it concerns him that over time, the only thing that people will be able to see
along 500 East is trees. He said he likes trees, but he does not want them to dominate.
Chairman Hadfield stated that there are a different variety of trees proposed. He pointed out that
the last four businesses who built on 500 East all agreed to comply with the proposed landscaping
plan for 500 East.
Mr. Richan expressed concern that the people who recently built businesses along 500 East have
not seen the proposed landscaping plan.
Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission explained to the people who recently built on
500 East what the City was proposing to do along the 500 East Corridor and he felt the people
well understood what they were expected to do .
Mr. Georgeson said that he did not feel UDOT would accept the proposed planted median
because 500 East is not wide enough to accommodate it.
Councilmember Belmont said a lot of people keep asking when the City is going to help make the
entrance into American Fork look better.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Hansen, and Mr. Georgeson. Those
voting nay: Mr. Richan. Mr. Richan stated that he is voting against the proposed plan
because he does not know enough about it to vote in favor. The motion carried.
Chairman Hadfield asked Councilmember Belmont to report to the City Council that the Planning
Commission recommended adoption of the beautification plan for the 500 East Corridor.
BILL BARANOWSKI OF SEAR BROWN WILL REPORT ON THE PARK & RIDE STUDY
COJVIPLETED FOR AMERICAN FORK CITY
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Bill Baranowski.
Mr. Baranowski said Mr. Denney, Chairman Hadfield, Mr. Despain and himself are part of an
advisory committee that was set up to look at two different locations for a park and ride lot in
American Fork. He pointed out that Mountainland Association of Governments has a long range
plan that shows funding for a new park and ride in American Fork. Mr. Baranowski presented a
map that showed two locations where a park and ride could be located. One of the proposed sites
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for the park and ride lot is referred to as Site A and the other proposed site is referred to as Site
B.
Mr. Baranowski said the advisory committee' s job was to decide which of the two locations in
American Fork would be the best place for the park and ride. He said the advisory committee
evaluated both locations in terms of the various people that it could serve i.e. people who ride the
bus, people who car pool and like to have easy access to I-15, and how it could serve people who
will eventually use commuter rail. He said the advisory committee looked at Mountainland Plans
for a park and ride facility in American Fork and also looked at American Fork's General Plan.
Mr. Baranowski said Site A on the map corresponds to the North Shore Development and Site B
corresponds to the North Pointe Development. He said the advisory committee has met with the
developers of North Shore and North Pointe and have discussed how a park and ride lot would
fit with each of their developments.
Mr. Richan asked if Site B, which is not very close to the freeway, a very practical site for a park
and ride lot.

Mr. Baranowski said Site B is not as close to the freeway as Site A, but they have talked to UTA
and they are comfortable with Site B. He said that Site A may be more visible from the freeway,
but neither of the sites are right next to the interchange. Mr. Baranowski pointed out that the
price of property near an interchange is really high. He said Site A is a good option because they
would like to make the park and ride an intermodal facility and Site A is close to the railroad
tracks and could also be used as a location for a future rail station.
Mr. Baranowski said the advisory committee used certain criteria to determine which site it would
recommend for a park and ride lot. One criteria looked at was how close the sites were to
an interchange, which Site B was ranked as superior. He said the reason Site B was ranked
superior was because the proposed Pleasant Grove-Lindon Interchange is going to have a lot of
capacity.
It was discussed that Site A creates some problems for 500 East because it is already congested
and if the park and ride lot is placed on Site A it will make it so more people use 500 East to get
to other communities. It was discussed that Site B provides an opportunity for people to go
directly to Pleasant Grove and Lindon. It was discussed that if Site B is used for a park and ride
lot, it will keep commuter traffic out of American Fork.

Mr. Denney pointed out that Site B will help spread the congestion out and not keep it all on 500
East.
Mr. Baranowski said another criteria used to evaluate the two sites was in regards to UTA
suitability, which the two sites ranked pretty much equal. Another criteria used was in regards to
railroad suitability, the two sites ranked equally on. Safety was another criteria used, which
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Option A had a better safety ranking than Site B because it is a little closer to American Fork' s
Police Station. Ability to expand the lot was another criteria used . Site B was determined to
have more potential for expansion and the developer near Site B is willing to expand if necessary.
It was discussed that the 500 East Interchange will be more congested than the new Pleasant
Grove-Lindon Interchange. Mr. Denney said the proposed Pleasant Grove-Lindon Interchange
will be a six-lane intersection and will be much wider than the 500 East Interchange. He stated
that the proposed Pleasant-Grove-Lindon Interchange will have a lot more capacity than the 500
East Interchange.

Mr. Baranowski said there has been a lot of discussion about if and when the proposed Pleasant
Grove-Lindon Interchange will be built. He said that based on discussions that he has had with
Mountainland Association of Governments and UDOT, the Pleasant Grove-Lindon Interchange
will be built within the next three years. He stated that design for the interchange will be
completed by next August and construction of the interchange will depend on the funding
available. Mr. Baranowski said Mountainland Association of Governments has 8 million dollars
earmarked for the interchange, but the 8 million dollars does not include the cost of the roads that
will connect to it. He said the soonest the interchange could be built is 2003.
Mr. Denney stated that the two sites were also rated on the developer's, who are proposing
development near the potential park and ride sites, willingness to incorporate the park and ride lot
into their plan.

It was discussed that Site B is about 7 acres. Mr. Baranowski said the committee decided that
the park and ride should be built on a piece of property where there is some room to expand in the
future. He said the Site B is cheaper than Site A and the developer of Site B is more cooperative
than the developer of Site A.
Mr. Baranowski said the advisory committee is recommending that Site B is the best site for
another park and ride lot in American Fork and that if site B falls through that Site A be used.
He stated that he does not have a concept plan for the park and ride yet because the first step was
to pick the best site.

Mr. Richan asked if Pleasant Grove and Lindon has seen the proposed plan for the park and ride.
Mr. Baranowski said he has discussed the proposed park and ride with Pleasant Grove and shown
the proposed sites to Lindon ..
Mr. Richan said it looks like the majority of users of the park and ride will be Pleasant Grove and
Lindon residents and so he expressed concern that Pleasant Grove and Lindon should be involved
in picking the site.
Mr. Hansen said if commuter rail goes in, there could be just as many American Fork Residents
that use the park and ride lot.
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Mr. Georgeson said the advisory committee has done a good study of the two sites, but he ~oes
wonder how much other entities have been contacted to see if the traffic projection agrees with
what the other entities are projecting in regards to traffic.

Mr. Baranowski said they used studies conducted by Horrocks when they were looking at the
traffic projections. It was discussed that the numbers could be a little outdated, but that the
numbers should be accepted.
Mr. Denney asked if the Planning Commission has a preference of whether Site A or Site B
should be used.
Councilmember Belmont said she is concerned about the congestion by 500 East and feels that
Site B is the site that should be used for the park and ride.
Mr. Hansen said the only concern that he would have with Site B is if the proposed Pleasant
Grove-Lindon Interchange does not occur.
Mr. Richan said that before tonight's presentation he questioned whether Site B should be looked
at for a park and ride, but now that things have been explained to him he is comfortable with Site
B being used.

Chairman Hadfield said as one looks at the potential for traffic and the impact on congestion it is
easy to see that Site B is a better choice for the park and ride than Site A.
Mr. Baranowski said he will now work on preparing a site plan for the park and ride and bring it
back to the Planning Commission.

Chairman Hadfield said he will put approval of the site plan for the park and ride on the next
agenda.
P ACIFICCORP WILL PRESENT A PLAN TO REPLACE THE HIGH TENSION POWER
LINE ON 500 EAST FROM 50 SOUTH TO 1500 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield said that the representatives from Pacificcorp has asked that this item be put
on a future agenda until they can complete their studies. He said Pacificcorp is seeing if it can
obtain a right of way along 600 East. Chairman Hadfield said this item will be on a future
agenda.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A ROAD DEDICATION PLAT FOR THE NORTH SHORE
CORPORATE CENTER FROM APPROXIMATELY 1000 SOUTH 500 EAST TO 620
SOUTH 100 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Guy Hatch.
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Mr. Hatch told the Planning Commission to not plan on using Site A for a park and ride because
he has designed a building to be built on Site A.
Mr. Hatch stated that the issues in regards to retention have been addressed with a little river. He
pointed out that there is an existing stream that handles a lot of the waste water and also the
stream water that comes through the Kelshaw Property. He said they are leaving the existing
stream open wherever it is currently open. Mr. Hatch said the river will act as retention and allow
them to control the flow of water.
Mr. Hatch said he is proposing to build a campus with 500,000 feet of professional office space.
He stated that most of the proposed buildings will be glass. Mr. Hatch compared the proposed
project to Union Park, but on a smaller scale.

Mr. Despain stated that the annexation agreement was approved by the Planning Commission last
month subject to some things being resolved. He said there are three unresolved issues that need
to be resolved. One issue has to do with water rights. Mr. Despain said the data relative to the
water rights has been provided to him; but it needs to be evaluated. He said it appears that the
water rights on the property are sufficient, if granted approval by the State Engineer. Mr.
Despain said it is unsure how much water will really be required because in a business park they
do not know what the uses are going to be. He stated that in a general office building that is one
or two stories usually 3 acre feet per acre will be sufficient.
Mr. Despain said the water rights that have been provided consist of two wells and one drain
facility. He said that the City has never really taken water based on a right in a drainage condition
and so he is not sure if the State Engineer will accept the drainage facility as part of the water
rights.

*Ken Baldwin arrived.
Mr. Despain said the second item that needs to be addressed has to do with conveying the roads
that are required in order to accommodate the proposed project. He showed the road alignment
that the developer is proposing and said that if the proposed road alignment is unacceptable, the
Planning Commission needs to address that tonight. Mr. Despain stated that the applicant is
proposing to convey the roads in the form of a dedication plat, rather than a deed; which is the
same technique that was used for North Point Park.
Mr. Despain said the annexation agreement primarily defines the known drainages, but it does not
fully address the drainage channels. He stated that the annexation agreement does not preclude
the City from getting the drainage channels incorporated into the City through an easement in the
future. He said part of what the Planning Commission is looking at tonight is a plat that gives the
road and also the easements for the drains. He said the City needs to have a dedication plat for
both the road and the known easements. Mr. Despain said at this point, the drainage easements
are not in form that will allow the title to pass to the City.
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Mr. Despain stated that the applicant is wanting the Planning Commission to move forward and
take action on the site plan, but the Planning Commission can't take action on the site plan until
the annexation has been completed.

Chairman Hadfield asked if the Planning Commission was satisfied with the proposed road
alignment.
Mr. Hansen said to his recollection the proposed road alignment is the road alignment that was
adopted by the Planning Commission when Mr. Despain presented Option A and Option B.

Chairman Hadfield said that when the road alignment was discussed he expressed concern about
the road being adjacent to the freeway because he did not want the headlights from the freeway
and the headlights from the frontage road to be competing for some distance.
Mr. Hansen said the proposed road alignment does conform with what the Planning Commission
adopted.

Chairman Hadfield asked what is the need for building footprints on a road dedication plat. He
said all the Planning Commission wants on the road dedication plat is the outline of the road, the
radiuses, and the tangents.
Mr. Georgeson asked if the proposed road alignment does conform to the decision the Planning
Commission made earlier.

Mr. Hansen pulled out the Planning Commission Minutes when the road alignment was discussed
and said the proposed road alignment does conform with the decision the Planning Commission
made at an earlier meeting.
After discussion about whether the proposed road alignment conforms with what was earlier
approved by the Planning Commission, Mr. Denney stated the engineer concerns.
Mr. Denney said there is a description error that needs to be changed from 7 degrees to 37
degrees. He stated that on the northeast side of the road there is a 30-foot utility easement and
drainage landscaping. Mr. Denney said the applicant needs to make sure that he maintains enough
easement through the northeast side of the road to get the utilities between the freeway area and
the private property and the road. He said another problem on the plat is that the drainage
easements and the public utility easements are tied to a physical outside boundary of the
subdivision, but there are no call numbers, no distances, and no bearings; they just out in free
space at this point in time. Mr. Denney said the bearings and distances have to be tied down so
that the drainage easements are defined . It was discussed that if the drainage is going to be
retained on site, the drainage ponds should be identified on the plat.
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Mr. Denney said the proposed plat is a road dedication plat and not a site plan; therefore, the
buildings should not be shown on the road dedication plat. He stated that there needs to be a
statement added to the ownership dedication which states that the road is dedicated for perpetual
use by the public as a public street and for installation and maintenance of the utilities. He said
the ownership dedication needs to include a statement about the landscaping.
Mr. Denney explained that the roundabout came about because there was almost three straight
blocks of road and they needed something to slow the traffic down so that the road would not
become a raceway. It was discussed that the dedication needed to be enlarged to accommodate
the roundabout. Chairman Hadfield explained that staff asked Mr. Hatch to not have all the
parking lots empty onto the collector class road and asked that the roundabout be put in the
middle so that it would accommodate the access from the parking lots onto the road.

Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Hatch why he chose to put a 30-foot easement on the northeast and
a 10-foot easement on the south.

It was discussed that the 3 0-foot easement on the northeast is needed to accommodate the stream.

Chairman Hadfield stated that landscaping could help so that people traveling on the southbound
freeway lane and the northbound frontage road do not have headlights in each others eyes.
There was some discussion about the property that UDOT owns. Mr. Denney stated that he was
not sure if the utilities could be put through the property that UDOT owns, but he said there is
still enough room to accommodate the utilities with the property that is under private ownership.
There was some discussion about whether the 3 0-foot easement on the north was wide enough to
accommodate the utilities. Mr. Denney said the 30-foot easement is wide enough to
accommodate the utilities.
There was some concern that if the curvature of the road has to be changed to accommodate the
utility easement, the road will no longer have the proper curve. Chairman Hadfield said the issue
is that if the curvature of the road is agreeable with UDOT and the utilities fit, then the alignment
of the road should not be changed because there is sufficient width to handle the utilities and the
plan should be tweaked to fit the requirements of UDOT.
Mr. Hatch said he has contacted UDOT, but he has not heard back from them yet.

Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend to the City Council the proposed road dedication plat
for the North Shore Corporate Center from approximately 1000 South 500 East to 620
South 100 East with the corrections that Mr. Denney mentioned, which are the following:
(1) roundabout area enlarged (2)correction of the description error (3) utility easement
correction where connects down near the freeway (4) defining the drainage easements (5)
remove the buildings from the plat (6) add a statement to the ownership dedication about
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the road being for the perpetual use of the residence in American Fork City and (7) allow
staff to review the details and attach the annexation concept plan and forward it to the City
Council. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Mr. Denney said the ownership dedication needs to included the landscaping in it.

Mr. Georgeson amended his motion to include that the ownership dedication needs to
include some landscaping language in it. Mr. Hansen seconded the amended motion.
Mr. Baldwin said the landscaping language should include that the landscaping needs to take into
consideration the approaching traffic from I -15 at the curve.
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, Mr. Richan, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, and
Councilmember Belmont. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND DISCUSSION OF THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE GARY
Mll..LER ANNEXATION AT 425 NORTH 1100 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Paul Washburn.
Mr Washburn said there were a number of issues raised by residents at the last City Council
Meeting. He said he is in the process of trying to have meetings with the residents near the area
proposed for annexation and he noted that he will try to revise the plans, if possible, to meet the
concerns of the residents. Mr. Washburn stated that there are some issues relative to R V parking
and guest parking that need to be worked out.
Mr. Despain said the public hearing was held at the last City Council Meeting. He stated that

some of the requests by the applicant are inconsistent with the General Plan. He noted that the
City does not have a zone for what the applicant is proposing and that the applicant is requesting
that the City create a new zone that would allow more density and narrower streets.
Mr. Despain referred the Planning Commission to the memo that he has prepared. He said in the
memo he talks about some of the issues that need to be addressed. One issue that needs to be
addressed is the accommodation of flows from the Evans Property. He noted that there is a
spring on the Evans Property, which Mr. John has filed a claim demanding the rights to some
portion of the spring. Mr. Despain stated that the spring does not always flow, but some
provisions do need to be made for the water flows .
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Mr. Despain pointed out that there is a pioneer cemetery on the property proposed for
development, but he is not sure if the remains have to be removed or the other details associated
with the pioneer cemetery. He stated that Mr. Colborn is more aware of the details that need to
be addressed in regards to the pioneer cemetery.

Mr. Despain said the amount of water rights will vary depending on the final development. He
said another item that needs to be addressed is the impact the road pattern will have on the
adjacent properties. He pointed out that the need for an east-west road along the northern
boundary has been identified.
After Mr. Despain discussed some of the issues that need to be addressed, he said he is looking
for some direction from the Planning Commission.
Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission needs to decide how comfortable it is with the
proposed plan in relationship to the General Plan. He said he is having a little problem with the
proposed plan because some time earlier, the Planning Commission was asked by a different
developer to accept a less than standard street and in return the City would be given a trail. He
said the Planning Commission really wanted to have a trail so it was willing to buy into several
things to get the trail. Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission accepted a 28-foot street
with no parking on one side of the street and numerous parking spaces were provided on a lot on
the City side of the property in this particular subdivision. He said the parking spaces in the lot
are now full of boats, R VS and trailers because the people live on narrow street and there is no
parking. Chairman Hadfield said what the Planning Commission felt like was good for the City at
one point in time has not turned out to be a good situation. He said the Planning Commission
needs to look at what the City standard is.
Chairman Hadfield said Layne Henage, developer of Temple Meadows, wanted to have a gated
community with narrow roads and the Planning Commission told him that he could not have a
gated community with narrow roads. He expressed concern about allowing Mr. Washburn to
have a gated community with narrow roads when the Planning Commission did not allow Mr.
Henage to have a gated community. Chairman Hadfield asked if the Planning Commission was
going to be like a green willow and lean which ever way the wind blows. He asked the Planning
Commission if it has enough faith and fortitude in the General Plan that it wants to follow it.
Mr. Washburn said that things change, noting that the 11 00 East is a changing area. He asked the
Planning Commission to think about ways that 1100 East could still be a first class residential
area, but with some changes to the way development is done in that area. Mr. Washburn
encouraged the Planning Commission to look at different ways of designing things.
Mr. Washburn said the proposed project is different than what is in that area. He said he realizes
that there has to be some dedicated RV parking. Mr. Washburn said that he thinks that he can
learn from projects that have not worked in the past and can do a better job. He asked the
Planning Commission to not throw things out that could be positive. Mr. Washburn said that he
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is willing to spend the time to find something that he can build that he and the City will be proud

of.
Mr. Hansen pointed out that the General Plan in the area proposed for development identifies that
development should be low density, which is defined as one to three units per acre . He said that
until the Planning Commission recommends an amendment to the General Plan, the density needs
to stay within what the General Plan has identified for the area proposed for development. Mr.
Hansen also expressed concern about allowing narrower streets than the City standard allows
because today people have too many cars, boats, and recreational toys and there is no place to
park them and if narrow streets are allowed there could be some dangerous situations.
Councilmember Belmont said the proposed proJect has a long way to go before it can be
approved. She said she will not vote against thf General Plan because the Planning Commission
worked so hard to get a General Plan that peopl~e feel comfortable with. She said people should
feel safe in their neighborhood knowing that things are not going to change drastically.
Councilmember Belmont encouraged Mr. Washburn to spend a lot of time with the residents to
see what they would like to see developed. Councilmember Belmont again stated that she will not
vote against the General Plan. She stated that the density proposed is too high.
Mr. Georgeson said that he agrees with what Mr. Hansen previously stated. He said that one
thing he has learned is that standards are standards for a good reason i.e. standard road widths
keep the right-of-way available for emergency vehicles and traffic. Mr. Georgeson said it would
take a long process to change the densities of the General Plan.
Doug West said he is one of the immediately affected property owners on the north side of the
property proposed for development. He said that he and the rest of the neighbors near the
property proposed for development have lived in their homes for a long time. Mr. West said the
area proposed for development is one of the fe-w undeveloped areas between 3 00 North and
Queens Drive. He said he is not opposed to his property eventually being annexed into the City .
He encouraged the Planning Commission to look at development of the entire piece of property,
referring to the entire piece from 900 East to 11 00 East to 3 00 North and Queens Drive, because.
there are a lot of one acre lots in the area and there will be a lot of people adversely affected.
lVlr. West said if the entire area is not considered there will be a huge mess. He said he is willing
to talk to Mr. Washburn and Mr. Miller about the property proposed for development.
Chairman Hadfield expressed concern about having an east-west road connecting 900 and 1100
East somewhere above 3 00 North and south of 600 North.
Mr. John I-Iansen said that he concurs with what Mr. West said and what Councilmember
Belmont said. He said the reason that the area proposed for development has not developed is
because people are interested in.maintaining the integrity of the area.
Sandra Hansen said that she is concerned about· the density that is proposed .
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Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission has to address the issue of density. He
explained that if less than a standard width street is allowed, there will be more developable
ground which will increase the density.

Mr. Despain stated that when the Mount Timpanogos Temple was announced, overnight many
people made a lot of money. He said that progress and change are not the same. He said many
people have the tendency to think that change is progress. Mr. Despain said progress and change
are not synonymous.
Chairman Hadfield explained that the area proposed for development will likely have densities
greater than one-acre lots, which the neighbors surrounding the proposed development are
accustom to, because the General Plan does allow for density greater than one-acre lots. He said
the Planning Commission has to take into account the impact the proposed development will have
on the surrounding neighbors. Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission realizes that
good planning needs to be done and it also appreciates the citizens encouragement for good
planning.

Mr. Despain was directed to not prepare an annexation agreement until Mr. Washburn has a
chance to meet with the neighbors and comes back with a concept plan.
Diane Wilson said she is one of the property owners near the area proposed for development.
She said maybe she is old fashioned, but she does not see the necessity in building houses on
every piece of property there is. She said it is not necessary to annex the property and build on
it right now. Mrs. Wilson said the idea that more is better is not right. She said she drives along
the roads in Brigham City and she sees people planting trees instead of houses, which restores her
faith in humanity.
Chairman Hadfield explained that part of the Planning Commission's job is to respect people's
rights for their property. He said that the Planning Commission is very aware of the neighbors
concerns and said it has a copy of the petition the neighbors signed.
REVIEW AND DISCUSSION OF THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE L.W.
HANSEN ANNEXATION AT 385 EAST 620 SOUTH

Mr. Despain said the proposed annexation consists of a little over 5 acres. He stated that it is the
request of Mr. Alvarez, the anticipated purchaser of the Hansen Property, to develop a multiple
family project. Mr. Despain pointed out that the property proposed for development is a
repository at the end of the Matt Ditch for all the drainage that spills.

Mr. Despain explained that the General Plan identifies that the property proposed for
development is identified as medium density, which is 3 to 6 units per acre. He pointed out that
the proposed development is for high density. Mr. Despain said the proposed project approaches
about 15 units per gross area, which is greater than any zone classification that the City currently
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has. He said the applicant is requesting to change the General Plan and also to increase the
density levels that are allowed in American Fork City.
Mr. Despain asked the Planning Commission for some guidance on what his next step should be
in regards to the proposed development.

Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the applicant is proposing 10 eight-plexes. He asked the
Planning Commission to think about what the importance of 400 East is. It was discussed that
400 East could go through to 620 South.
Mr. Hansen said the General Plan needs to be followed. He said when discussing density of one
to three units it does not have to be all single family dwellings. Mr. Hansen said there could be
some attached housing and some single family housing.

Mr. Georgeson also said that the General Plan needs to be followed in the area proposed for
development. He said that he has had some experience with high density housing in adjacent
communities and it is difficult for people living in high density areas to have a place for their kids
to play and it also creates problems in a neighborhood when people live to close together.
Chairman Hadfield said that when density gets beyond a certain point, the family is no longer the
issue and the issue then gets into an apartment house mentality where the homes are no longer
owner-occupied and the integrity of the operation is no greater than the manager of the apartment
complex.
Chairman Hadfield said the issue of the wetlands is an issue that needs to be worked out with the
Army Corp of engineers.
Mr. Despain said if the General Plan is to be followed in the area proposed for development, the
annexation may not occur because Mr. Alvarez wants a higher density than the General Plan
allows. He stated that technically the annexation is Mr. Hansen, not Mr. Alvarez. Mr. Despain
said he does not know what Mr. Hansen's point of view is. He stated that regardless of the
density issue, the extension of 400 East has to be addressed.

Chairman Hadfield said the applicant could change the plan and put in a commercial development.
He suggested that the applicant could develop the first 280 feet that faces 620 South as
commercial and the back 200 feet or whatever faces 500 South as residential.
Tod Smith said he lives on 330 East so he would prefer to keep as much traffic off that road as
possible. He showed a map, which highlighted all the rental properties near the area proposed
for development. Mr. Smith said there are a lot of rental properties in the area proposed for
development. He said the neighbors that live near the property proposed for development feel
that their neighborhood does not need any more low-income housing. Mr. Smith urged the
Planning Commission to consider an owner-occupied zone to help the community.
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Mr. Hansen said one can never guarantee whether a single family house will be owner-occupied.
Councilmember Belmont said if the homes are single-family, there is a better chance that they will
be owner-occupied.
Mr. Smith asked the Planning Commission to consider what the proposed development will do to
the neighbors property values.
Councilmember Belmont asked the neighbors if they have talked to Mr. Alvarez.
The neighbors stated that they had talked to Mr. Alvarez and he only want to do low-income
housing. The neighbors said that he wants to put 80 units on 5.28 acres.
Councilmember Belmont said American Fork City is not ready for 80 units on 5.28 acres.

Mr. Smith said their neighborhood is saturated with rental properties. He said when Maple
Village was put in, the City Council assured the neighbors that another complex like that would
not be put in their area.
Mr. Kitchen said he understands that Mr. Hansen just wants to get a reasonable profit out of his
property. He said that he does not discount the need for affordable housing, but there should be
a good mix. Mr. Kitchen said the City officials need to determine the right mix of where and how
much affordable housing should be in the community. He said perhaps the neighbors near the
proposed development have their fair share of affordable housing.
There was some discussion about Pennylane and how it is turning out to be a good project. Mr.
Kitchen said that when Pennylane was first proposed he signed a petition because he had a lot of
conerns about it; but he said Pennylane is a nice complex with a nice mix of people. He said
Pennylane allows some potential for owner-occupied units. Mr. Kitchen said the neighbors would
not mind having another project like Pennylane in their neighborhood. He said the neighbors
work together and he hopes the neighborhood can continue to work together.
Mrs. Larsen said she feeds about 15 pheasant all winter and it is so enjoyable. She said she likes
the breathing area. She expressed concern about what will happen to her property and her
father's property, if high density is allowed. Mrs. Larson said she would like to see single-family
units put in.
Councilmember Belmont stated that overcrowding causes problems.
Chairman Hadfield stated that there is diversity in every neighborhood in American Fork. He said
there is not a poor and rich side of American Fork. Chairman Hadfield said there is a good mix
in every neighborhood.
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Ted Kanno said the neighbors near the proposed development do not have to worry about
parking for their R VS because not many people who live near the proposed development have
R V' s. He said their wards are already having a difficult time taking care of the people who live
near the area proposed for development. He said if they could get more people like the people
who live in Pennylane that would be great because those people are willing to serve. Mr. Kanno
said he is in favor of having another project like Pennylane.
Mr. Despain said it sounds like what the Planning Commission is saying is that regardless of the
other issues that need to be addressed, the proposed density is inconsistent with the General Plan.
He said that he will pass the Planning Commission's comments and feelings on to Mr. Alvarez.
Chairman Hadfield encouraged the resident's to encourage the elected officials to follow the
General Plan, if that is the residents desire.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR HARBOR
VILLAGE COURT LOCATED AT 650 SOUTH 100 WEST A PART OF THE HARBOR
ROAD ANNEXATION
Chairman Hadfield said he reviewed the amended agreement briefly and it covers all the things
that were discussed at the last Planning Commission Meeting.
Mr. Bennett said that he has not received a copy of the amended agreement. Mr. Despain said he
would get a copy to Mr. Bennett.
Mr. Despain said the amended agreement includes a high level of text changes, but the concepts
are consistent with the Planning Commission's motion at the last meeting.
Chairman Hadfield said the reason he put this item on the agenda is because when he put the
agenda together, he had not seen the amended agreement yet. He suggested that the plan that
was proposed at the last meeting be followed . Chairman Hadfield said Mr. Bennett and
Councilmember Belmont will review the amended agreement and if everything is acceptable, the
agreement will be forwarded to the City Council.
Chairman Hadfield asked if Mr. Warren has seen the agreement.
Mr. Despain said he gave Mr. Warren a copy of the amended agreement tonight.
Mr. Despain said the annexation agreement is two-fold (1) addresses the water rights and (2) the
level of detail that is required for the proposed development. Mr. Despain explained that Mr.
Warren does not have water rights on his property and will have to acquire them. He said Mr.
Warren has requested that the actual time of conveyance of the water rights be delayed until the
time of development. Mr. Despain said the water rights will have to come to the City already
approved for municipal purposes as opposed to accepting them unapproved by the State Engineer
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without an approved Change Application.
Mr. Despain asked how the ditch, meaning the South Hunter Slough, should be accommodated.
He said he believes there is going to be a road where the slough currently is, which will require
the location of the slough to be moved. Mr. Despain said if the slough is moved, a channel will
have to be provided for it and it will probably be piped. He said he has some concerns about
piping the slough.

Mr. Despain expressed concern about the proposed development setting a precedence. He stated
that he has tried to build as much benefit for the City in the proposed agreement. He said he is
real concerned about the water rights issued.
Mr. Georgeson said it is entirely the developers responsibility to find an acceptable solution for all
the parties involved with the water rights. He said piping of the sloughs may not be an
acceptable solution.
Mr. Hansen expressed concern about piping the sloughs because he said it would restrict the
ability of the natural flow of the springs.

Councilmember Belmont asked if the agreement can require the developers not to pipe the
sloughs.
Mr. Despain explained that the development agreement has some flexibility in it so that as
development begins, the City can require some changes if necessary.
It was discussed that the annexation agreement has to be very general.

Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposed annexation agreement is somewhat unique because
generally the annexation agreement says that there must be strict conformance to the concept
plan, but the proposed annexation agreement preserves the right to depart from the concept plan,
if necessary because of the physical limitations of the property.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Despain said he is getting constant inquiries about the notion of increased density. He said
there is an individual who wants to come with a proposed amendment to the ordinances, which
would provide a bonus feature that would allow up to 50 percent bonuses for very specific kinds
of amenities. An amenity being superior design. He said he would like some instruction from
the Planning Commission. Mr. Despain asked if he should take a neutral stance with those people
who come to him seeking higher density than is allowed.
Mr. Hansen said the Planning Commission should tell the developer that if he is willing to buy 10
acres of property and give to the City, it will allow the developer certain development rights,
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which he said facetiously . Mr. Hansen said if the developer is required to purchase other
property in order to do what he would like to do, he might decide that it is not worth more money
to get what he really wants. He said it is all a matter of economics.
Chairman Hadfield said he is not willing to entertain new ordinances.
Mr. Georgeson said the Planning Commission should listen to whoever wants to make a proposal
to them.
Chairman Hadfield said the General Plan talks about x number of units per acre and there needs to
be a zone that is conducive with the number of units allowed per acre.
Mr. Despain said some changes that need to be made to the General Plan require more ordinances
to be developed. He said the City has some density criteria that it does not have zones to
support. He said the City may want to change the way it calculates density. Mr. Despain said
the City may want to calculate density based on gross area rather than on net area.
Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission is getting close to the hearing process on the General
Plan amendments and then he will move forward with creating the implementation phases. He
said he will try to generate a zone system that closely emulates the densities in the General Plan.
Mr. Hansen expressed concern about generating a new zone system because he is afraid there will
be pressure to create higher density zones. He said that if the zone system is left alone, the
Planning Commission could continue with fixing the number of residences in the annexation
agreement.
OTHER BUSINESS
Mr. Baldwin discussed the meeting that he attended on the Psomas Study regarding the proposed
interchange. He stated that he received the Psomas Study about 20 hours before the meeting and
he was not in a position to make the detailed comments that the people at the meeting were
looking for. Mr. Baldwin said he told the people at the meeting that it would not be acceptable to
eliminate the two overpasses. He also stated that he told the people at the meeting that the study
was not adequate if it is planned that the proposed interchange will connect to the Legacy
Highway. Mr. Baldwin said the proposed interchange impacts American Fork more than it does
the other cities. He said he did not feel the committee that was formed at the first meeting has
made much progress. He said Lindon City has talked to some property owners in regards to a
potential right-of-way.
Mr. Georgeson asked if there is a way that he could be informed of issues or agenda items that are
coming up so that he can be better informed when his neighbors or other people ask him questions
about what is going on in regards to development issues.
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Chairman Hadfield congratulated Councilman-Elect Storrs, Councilman-Elect Hunter, and
Councilman-Elect Blake and wished them well.
REVIEW ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE OCTOBER 20; 1999; PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING

Mr. Baldwin moved approval of the October 20, 1999, Planning Commission Minutes
subject to the following corrections:
On Page 1, Line 17 "Broadstone VI" should be changed to "Broadstone IV." On Page 1,
Line 18 "360" should be changed to "630." On Page 1, Line 36 "VI" should be changed to
"6". On Page 1, Line 40 "VI" should be changed to "6". On Page 2, Line 8 "VI" should be
changed to "6." On Page 2, Line 9 "VI" should be changed to "6." On Page 2, Line 16
"V" should be changed to "5." On Page 2, Line 17 "VI" should be changed to "6." On
Page 2, Line 19 "V" should be changed to "5." On Page 2, Line 26 "V" should be changed
to "5." On Page 2, Line 27 "VI" should be changed to "6." On Page 2, Line 32 "VI"
should be changed to "6." On Page 2, Line 33 should be changed from "to building" to
"to build." On Page 3, Line 20 and 21 where it reads "It was discussed that the Planning
Commission Agenda noted that action was going to be taken on Broadstone IV, but it
really should have been noted as Broadstone VI" should be deleted. On Page 4, Line 32
"Fazzolies" should be changed to "Fazzoli's." On Page 5, Line 5 "Fazzolies" should be
changed to "Fazzoli's. On Page 5, Line 9 "Fazzolies" should be changed to "Fazzoli's."
On Page 5, Line 20 "sit down" should be changed to "single serve." On Page 5, Line 40
"Denneys" should be changed to "Denny's." On Page 6 "there or' should be changed to
"thereof." On Page 6, Line 38 should be changed from "852 East Street" to "852 East
State Street." On Page 7, Line 1 "Phase 4" should be changed to "Phase IV". On Page 7,
Line 40 "walls in" should be changed to "paint out." On Page 9, Line 28 "SS & L" should
be changed to "S & L". On Page 9, Line 29 "SS & L" should be changed to "S & L." On
Page 10, Line 34 "SS & L" should be changed to "S & L." On Page 13, Line 40 "they
studies that are" should be changed to "such studies are." On Page 12 "I" should be
deleted. On Page 18, Line 26 "Sring" should be changed to "Spring." Mr. Georgeson
seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Baldwin and Chairman
Hadfield. Mr. Richan and Mr. Hansen abstain because they were not present at the
October 20, 1999, Planning Commission Meeting. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Georgeson moved to adjourn. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion. All voted in favor.
The motion carried.
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The meeting adjourned at 10:45 p.m.

~~11~
Melanie Marsh
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AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
NOVEMBER 17, 1999
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on November 17, 1999, in
the American Fork 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.

Appeal of a decision by the Zoning Administrator denying the
construction of an overhead lattice structure over a
driveway in a residential zone.
Review and action on the revised subdivision plan for
Roberts Estates at 891 North 150 West.
Review of the proposed plans for the Development Center Park
at 875 East 700 North.
Bill Baranowski of Sear Brown will present a concept plan
for the future American Fork Park & Ride.
Mr. Rulon Dutson of Bear West Associates will present the
Parks, Trails, and Open Space element of the General for
review and action.
Review and action on the annexation agreement for the L.W.
Hansen Annexation at 385 East 620 South.
Review and action of PacifiCorp's plan to replace the high
tension powerline on 500 East from 50 South to 1500 South.
Presentation by Vic Deauvono.
Site Plan Committee Report.
Other business.
Review and action on the minutes of the November 3, 1999,
Planning Commission Meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 8 day of November, 1999.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
NOVEMBER 17, 1999
ATTACHMENTS (2)
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on November 17, 1999, at
the City Hall, commencing at 7:04p.m. Those present included Chairman J.H. Hadfield, James
Hansen, Councilmember Juel Belmont, Keith Richan, Steve Nielsen, and Ken Baldwin. Staff
present included Howard Denney, Rod Despain, and Melanie Marsh. Others present included
Mark A. Hutchings, Harold Dudley, Mike Turner, Ron Turner, Carolyn Bunker, Kyle Bunker,
Jean Kanno, Gifford Briggs, Glen Wagstaff, Denise Pedersen, Brent Goodsell, Gordon Goodsell,
Rulon Dutson, Bill Baranowski, Jim Cates, Armando Alvarez, David Clock, Larry Ellertson, Tod
Smith, Donna Larsen, Doug Warren, Vic Deauvono, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the
press.
Mr. Georgeson was excused.
APPEAL OF A DECISION BY THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR DENYING THE
CONSTRUCTION OF AN OVERHEAD LATTICE STRUCTURE OVER A DRIVEWAY IN
A RESIDENTIAL ZONE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain referred the Planning Commission to the memo regarding overhead lattice structures.
The memo is attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT # 1.

After Mr. Despain discussed the memo, Mr. Hansen asked where in the ordinance it states that
lattice structures can't cover a driveway.

\

\

Mr. Despain stated that the map defines the landscape area and shows where it is pertinent to the
dwelling. He pointed out that the driveway is pertinent to the garage and said that it is not
included in the landscape area. In talking about the driveway, Mr. Despain directed the Planning
Commission to page 2-15-19 of the Overhead Lattice Structure Ordinance where it reads
"overhead lattice structures are permitted within the primary and secondary landscape areas,
except that no portion of said structure shall be located closer to an interior side property line than
the forward extension of the required side setback line for the main buildings." Mr. Despain said
his interpretation of the ordinance would not allow the proposed lattice structure under any
circumstance, but he said it is the Planning Commission' s decision.

Mr. Turner, the property owner, said it is not his intention to create a structure for the sake of a
structure. He said the reason for the lattice structure is to create something that adds length to his
house. Mr. Turner said his house is on a lot that is only 50-feet wide. He said he has a very
narrow lot. He said that he attempted to use the lattice structure to give some width to his home
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and to plant a vine on top of it. He said the reason for the lattice structure is to create some
softness and beauty to his home.
Mr. Turner showed some pictures of the lattice structure. He said his neighbor is very concerned
about the overhead lattice work because it is near their common property line. He asked why the
ordinance is written so that landscape items have to stop at the driveway.
He said his lattice structure goes over the driveway for aesthetic beauty. Mr. Turner stated that
he is not interested in a carport.

After Mr. Turner's comments, Mr. Hansen said that the Planning Commission has to determine
whether the proposed structure is covered by the ordinance and is in the landscape area or
whether it is not in the landscape area. He stated that if the proposed lattice structure is not in
the landscape area, then it is not covered by the ordinance regarding lattice structures. Mr.
Hansen said the lattice structure is not in the landscape area because it sets the landscape much
further forward on the property.
Mr. Richan stated that Mr. Turner is just trying to improve his property and is not hurting anyone.
He asked if there is some reason to turn down the proposed structure.
Mr. Despain raised the issue of whether the proposed structure is a practical extension of the
primary dwelling. He said the purpose for not allowing the structure to go to the property line is
based on the notion that setbacks are for setback purposes.

After much discussion about whether the proposed structure is in the landscape area, Mr.
Hansen moved that for purposes of defining the boundary of the primary landscaped area,
the rear limit of the primary landscaped area should be at the front of the main building
and not at the front of the entry way. Councilmember Belmont seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Baldwin asked for some clarification on the motion. He asked if the proposed lattice
structure would fall under the landscaping.
Mr. Hansen said with the proposed amendment to the ordinance, the ordinance would apply to
the proposed lattice structure because it would be in the landscape area. He said he is proposing
that the landscape area is not from the front of the addition, but is from the front of the main
house. He stated that anything that is in the front yard is landscape regardless of how the
dwelling fits in the front yard.

\
\
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Mr. Nielsen said that he would rather have the applicant go to the Board of Adjustments to get a
variance based on the fact that his lot is only 50-feet wide, which is atypical for most single-family
homes. He said he thinks they will "open up a can of worms," if they allow the applicant to build
in the setback area.
Mr. Hansen said the first question that the Planning Commission has to define is the landscape
area. He said he thinks the current ordinance deals with the fact that all homes are straight in the
front, when in reality not all homes are straight in the front. Mr. Hansen said he feels that the
landscape area is anything in front of the structure of the home regardless of the jogs. He said just
because there is a jog does not move the landscape and it does not allow a lattice in an area that
happens to be within an area of a jog. Mr. Hansen stated that the only thing his motion
addressed is that the preliminary landscape is any area in front of the building regardless of the
jogs in the building.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, and
Councilmember Belmont. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
Mr. Despain asked the Planning Commission if it wanted to instruct him to amend the ordinance
regarding lattice structures over driveways.
Mr. Hansen said that he is not prepared to make a motion that allows the applicant to have the
lattice structure over the driveway. He said if the applicant wants to revise the lattice area, he
would be willing to include the lattice area to the driveway, but not over the driveway.
Mr. Baldwin said he did not want to make a motion to amend the ordinance to allow lattice
structures over driveways, but he would move to allow a variance because of the size of the lot
and recognizing that the lattice structure was built within 3 Y2 feet of the property line because of
the narrowness of the lot.
Mr. Nielsen said the applicant needs to go to the Board of Adjustments for a variance.

Councilmember Belmont said she sees someone trying to approve the situation of the dwelling.
She said it is like a pergola, which is not part of the building.
Mr. Baldwin said he does worry about having the proposed structure in the setback area because
of fire hazards, but he did not feel the structure has enough material to cause a fire hazard. He
stated that the proposed structure looks like it is high enough that it will not obstruct the
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neighbor' s view.
Mr. Baldwin moved to grant a variance in this instance as presented as being in the spirit
of the ordinance to protect the interests of the property owners in the neighborhood and
also noting the size of the lot.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the Planning Commission can grant a variance.
Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission has the power to modify and amend the ordinance.
He said the Planning Commission needs to make a decision. He said if the applicant is not
satisfied with the Planning Commission's decision, he can appeal to the Board of Adjustments.
Mr. Despain said the Planning Commission is acting in an administrative capacity whether it is
moving to grant a variance or authorizing approval.
Mr. Hansen expressed concern about allowing the lattice structure over the driveway because he
felt that if it is allowed in this case, it will have to be allowed for other people. He said if the
Planning Commission wants to allow the lattice structure to go over the driveway, the ordinance
needs to be amended.

Mr. Baldwin said he is just recommending a variance because the lot is only a 50-foot lot, which is
not a standard lot.
Mr. Nielsen said the applicant should be sent to the Board of Adjustments to be granted a
vanance.
Mr. Baldwin was asked to restate his motion.
Mr. Baldwin moved to grant the variance in this instance based on the size of the lot and
noting that the criteria regarding protecting the interests of the neighbors appears to be
met. Councilmember Belmont seconded the motion.
Mr. Nielsen again said he would rather see the Board of Adjustments grant the variance because
he thinks the Planning Commission is opening the doors to trouble.
Mr. Hansen said he also believes the Planning Commission is opening the doors to trouble. He
said all the training that he has attended has indicated that when the Planning Commission grants
something outside the ordinance it is asking for lawsuits. He said the current ordinance clearly
does not state that the landscape areas exists over the driveway. Mr. Hansen said if the driveway
was not an issue, he believes that because of the size of the lot the Planning Commission could
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allow the applicant to put the structure closer to the lot line.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Councilmember Belmont and Mr. Baldwin. Those voting nay: Mr.
Nielsen, Mr. Hansen and Mr. Richan. The motion failed.
Chairman Hadfield asked what the Planning Commission does now.
Mr. Despain said the applicant can appeal to the Board of Adjustments or the Planning
Commission can instruct him to modify the ordinance.

Mr. Despain said if the Planning Commission likes what the applicant is proposing, then why
shouldn't the ordinance be changed.
Mr. Nielsen said he does not like the idea of building into the setback area. He said because of
the lot size, the applicant needs to go the Board of Adjustments for a variance.
Mr. Hansen asked if the applicant would be allowed to have the lattice structure, if the driveway
was included in the landscape area.

Mr. Despain said there would have to be two amendments to the ordinance in order for the
applicant to be allowed to have the proposed structure ( 1) include the driveway in the landscaping
and (2) remove the provision that does not allow the structure to go into the side yard.
Mr. Hansen moved to instruct Mr. Despain to amend the ordinance to include the
driveway in the landscape area and to also include the side setback area as shown in the
example. Councilmember Belmont seconded the motion.
There was some discussion that there is some discrepancy between the example and the text in the
current ordinance that needs to be clarified. Mr. Despain stated that the ordinance is not
inconsistent. He pointed out that the ordinance deals with two issues: ( 1) lattice structures and (2)
privacy walls. He explained that the ordinance is more limiting when it comes to lattice
structures as opposed to independent privacy walls.
Mr. Nielsen expressed concern about people being allowed to build lattice structures all the way
to the side yard .
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Councilmember Belmont, and Mr. Richan. Those voting
nay: Mr. Nielsen. Mr. Baldwin abstained from the vote. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE REVISED SUBDIVISION PLAN FOR ROBERTS
ESTATES AT 891 NORTH 150 WEST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He explained that when the Planning Commission
approved the proposed subdivision plan on August 18, 1999, it was approved with 82.15 foot
frontage for Lot 2 and a 90-foot frontage on Lot 1. He said the Roberts are now requesting that
they be allowed to have a 90-foot frontage on Lot 2 and an 82. 15 foot frontage on Lot 1, which is
just the opposite of what was earlier approved. He said the Board of Adjustments approved the
proposed variances at their meeting last night.
Mr. Briggs pointed out that revised subdivision plan helps to make Lot 1 more developable.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineer concerns.
Mr. Denney recommend that the driveway designations and the 30-foot setback be removed from
the plat. He also recommended that the same subject to items that were attached to the August
18, 1999, approval be attached to the approval tonight. The following is a list of subject to items
that should be included with the approval ( 1) the existing home needs to be connected to the
sewer and water (2) the closure error needs to be corrected (3) conveyance of the water rights (4)
rear lot setback was viewed as non-conforming ( 5) drainage on the lots must remain on the lots
and Mr. Denney is to meet with Mr. Ikebush to review the drainage on the curb because the curb
flows in two directions.
Mr. Denney stated that he is satisfied with the location of the subdivision monuments. He also
stated that the boundary line agreements are in place.
Mr. Briggs stated that he did not remember the drainage issues. Chairman Hadfield gave Mr.
Briggs a copy of the August 18, 1999, Planning Commission Minutes.
Mr. Hansen moved to approve the revised subdivision plan for Roberts Estates at 891
North 150 West subject to the conditions previously outlined above. Mr. Nielsen seconded
the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, and
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Mr. Baldwin. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW OF THE PROPOSED PLANS FOR THE DEVELOPMENT CENTER PARK AT 875
EAST 700 NORTH
Chairman Hadfield stated that he thought a representative from Swaner would be present tonight,
but he stated that Mr. Despain showed him the memo, which stated that Swaner will be present at
the November 23 , 1999, City Council. He apologized to the citizens for the delay in the
discussion of this item and then turned the time over to Mr. Despain to discuss the proposed
plans.
Mr. Despain discussed the proposed plans. He stated that the preferred plans are based on
surveys and the public input sessions. He said one issue that has surfaced is that the current road
from the Beehive Ball Park Complex would not continue. He stated that access would come to
the park from the west along 980 North Street and south along 500 East and then east ultimately
through the Developmental Center and 900 East.
Mr. Despain discussed the east-west route. He said at this point in time if someone wants to get
from Highland to Lone Peak High School, they have to take American Fork's 700 North or
Highway 92. He said there seems to be some reluctance in Highland to look at alternatives for an
east-west road.
After Mr. Despain discussed the proposed plans, Chairman Hadfield asked for any comments.
Councilmember Belmont said it is unfortunate that Swaner was not present tonight because she
saw four people in the audience that she assumes were here to discuss the proposed plans. She
stated that she has been to every one of the meetings and listened to the citizen's suggestions for
changes to the plans, but Swaner has made no changes to the plans. Councilmember Belmont
stated that she is concerned that all the people that were present earlier in the meeting to discuss
the proposed plans have left.
Mr. Despain asked if Swaner has been instructed to make changes to the proposed plans.
Councilmember Belmont said that she has instructed Swaner to make changes to the plans. She
stated that she has heard many citizens express concern about the wildlife on the east side of the
property. She said many people want to see the wildlife remain.
Councilmember Belmont expressed some concern that the proposed plans do not show the park
as being passive use, which is what 70% of the people wanted. She also stated that she is
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concerned about providing an access from 980 North to Lone Peak High School.
Mr. Hansen pointed out that the General Plan does call for 980 North to be completed with 200
East and 900 East. It also calls for 500 North to connect in. He said the proposed road system
has taken into consideration what the General Plan says.
Mr. Despain said the road is an essential element of the proposed plan and to suggest that the
road be eliminated is contrary to the General Plan that has been in place for over 15 years.
Mr. Despain stated that the Planning Commission does not have the authority to approve or
disapprove the proposed plans, but said it is appropriate for the Planning Commission to review
the proposed plans.
Councilmember Belmont said the Developmental Center Property was purchased as open space
and is the only open space left. She said that when she looks at the proposed plan it does not
look like a serene place.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the proposal is the end result of competing interests. He stated that
the City Council will ultimately be the adopters of the proposed plans.
Mr. Wagstaff said he thinks there was poor communication tonight amongst the Planning
Commission and City staff He said many of the citizens in attendance tonight were present to
discuss the proposed plans, but they left because they thought this item had been canceled. He
pointed out that Mr. Goodsell was present, but left because he thought this item had been
canceled. He stated that 980 North will come within 400 feet of Mr. Goodsell's property.
Mr. Wagstaff said if the proposed plan is approved, three silos and barn will have to be torn
down. He read a Deseret News Article that discussed that American Fork's new road at 11200
North, which is being finished south ofTri-City Golf Course, is too far south to really provide
much of a solution for Highland City's problem regarding an east-west road. Mr. Wagstaff
stated that the east-west road should go through Adventure Land Learning Park, but Highland
City is having trouble getting the road to go through there. He said if Highland wants and eastwest road they should put it through, but not through his subdivision.

Denise Pedersen said one of the lady's that was present tonight was here because she is concerned
about the wildlife area. She stated that many of the citizens who were present to discuss the
proposed plans for the Developmental Center Park Property thought this item had been canceled
so they left. She expressed concern about the proposed road and the trail head affecting the
wildlife area.
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Mrs. Pedersen said that the citizens were told that their input was welcome, but they keep seeing
the same plan time and time again without any changes. She pointed out that 33% of the people
responded that they wanted equestrian trails and they are not proposed on the plan and only 25%
of the people responded that they wanted tennis courts, yet there are tennis courts proposed on
the plan.
Mrs. Pedersen stated that 74% of the people responded that they want the Development Park to
be passive use. She said what is proposed is not passive use. She said whoever the nebulous
committee is has picked and chose what is in the park. She asked what comments the committee
is really looking for . She expressed concern about paying for the development of the
Developmental Center Park Property. She asked if development of the Developmental Center
Park will be paid for all at once.
Chairman Hadfield told Mrs. Pedersen that when it comes to bonding and paying for development
of the park that is out of the realm of the Planning Commission.
Mr. Hutchings also talked about the fact that the tennis courts are included in the proposed plans,
but equestrian trails are not proposed. He said he would like to see more open space included in
the plan. Mr. Hutchings said the residents who live near the Developmental Center Park Property
do not want any more lighting. He said the citizens are not really being heard because the results
of the questionnaire are not reflected in the proposed plan.
Mr. Hutchings expressed concern about the garbage dump and sewage treatment plant on the
property that is going to have to be cleaned up. He said it is going to cost thousands of dollars to
clean up the site. He said the City needs to slow down on development of the park and start
looking at the cleanup issues. Mr. Hutchings said the neighbors who live near the Developmental
Center Park Property want nice trails and do not want all ball fields put on the property.
Mr. Hutchings discussed the proposed road on the north side of the property. He said there is not
enough room to put a road where the road is proposed let alone get the easements that go with
the road. He said there is discussion about putting an equestrian trail around the proposed road
on the north side of the property, and he is concerned about the safety of people riding horses and
also the people's safety who walk it.
Mr. Hutchings asked how much it will cost to develop the proposed Developmental Center Park
Property.
Chairman Hadfield said it will cost around 5.5 million dollars to develop the Developmental
Center Park Property.
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In response to Mr. Hutching' s concern about cleaning up the site, Chairman Hadfield said when
the City bought the Developmental Center Park Property it knew the history of the site. He said
cleaning up the site is not an alarming issue to him. He pointed out that there will be two more
public hearings before there is any action on the proposed plan.
Mr. Hutchings again stated that development of the park needs to be slowed down.
Chairman Hadfield said he appreciated the citizens' comments.
BILL BARANOWSKI OF SEAR BROWN WILL PRESENT A CONCEPT PLAN FOR THE
FUTURE AMERICAN FORK PARK & RIDE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Baranowski.
Mr. Baranowski said they would like to have the design of the future American Fork Park and
Ride completed by August 15, 2000. He stated that the property proposed for the park and ride
is a 7-acre lot. He said the proposal is for 300 parking stalls for Phase I and 200 stalls for Phase
II. He said the number of stalls proposed is based on a study that was done by Mountainlands
Association of Governments in 1996.
Mr. Baranowski said that in coming up with the proposed concept plan, circulation of the buses
was a major concern. He said the bus access and the car access are separated on the proposed
concept plan. Mr. Baranowski stated that the bus turnouts were designed at a certain angle to
facilitate buses coming and going. He pointed out that the proposed locations of the bus shelters
are not definite.
Mr. Baranowski pointed out that proposed design will accommodate the Trails Element of the
General Plan.
Mr. Baranowski discussed the proposed roundabout. He stated that the roundabout will enable
the intersection to function better than a four-way stop. He then showed a video on roundabouts.
After the video presentation on roundabouts, Mr. Richan asked why UTA is not involved.

Mr. Baranowski said there is some potential that UTA might be involved in helping to pay for the
park ride. He stated that UTA has been involved in the planning process.
Mr. Denney said the City is trying to put UTA in the forefront because there are some federal
transportation monies that could be available through them. He explained that American Fork is
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the sponsor of the project.
Chairman Hadfield stated that UTA had a planner involved with the planning process.
Mr. Richan said that it seems that UTA is the one that will benefit the most from the proposed
park and ride.

It was discussed that UTA preferred another site closer to the freeway interchange.

Mr. Hansen moved to recommend approval of the concept plan for the proposed park and
ride to the City Council. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Councilmember Belmont, and
Mr. Hansen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
MR. RULON DUTSON OF BEAR WEST ASSOCIATES WILL PRESENT THE PARKS;
TRAILS AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN FOR REVIEW AND
ACTION
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Dutson.
Mr. Dutson said that he has visited with representatives from neighboring communities,
PacifiCorp, and Timp Special Service District to determine whether the Planning Commission' s
recommendations were really feasible. He said that he has been pleasantly surprised at some of
the things that he has learned from the different representatives.
Mr. Dutson stated that one element that has changed significantly since 1996 is Mill Creek and
Spring Creek. He pointed out that most of the area south of the Mill Pond was unincorporated.
He said the challenge that American Fork faces is to have cooperation from not only Utah
County, but also from Lehi. Mr. Dutson explained that the General Plan involves Mountainlands
Association of Governments, as the regional agency that will help coordinate the cooperation
among all three entities (American Fork, Lehi and Utah County). He said trails can't just be
planned at the American Fork level or the trail system will not function. Mr. Dutson said there is
going to have to be some cooperation from the surrounding communities.

Mr. Dutson pointed out that the General Plan identifies that development will not take place
below the sewer outfall line. He stated that they recognize the valuable wildlife areas; therefore,
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the proposed Trails and Open Space Element of the General Plan recommends that a
multipurpose trail go along the sewer outfall line, rather than running it along the shoreline; which
tends to break up the habitat.
Mr. Dutson said the old sewer line and UP&L High Power Transmission Line have been identified
as two corridors where minimal development can take place and would be good places for parks
and trails. He said UP&L is very favorable to parks and trails in the aforementioned corridors.
He pointed out that one challenge with the UP&L Corridor that has to be addressed is whether
the easement is being used .
In discussing the proposed trail corridors that are identified, Mr. Dutson pointed out that most of
the proposed implementation strategies relate to the lower corridor. He stated that the lower
corridor would be the most feasible one to do.
Councilmember Belmont asked if the trail spurs need to be identified.
Mr. Dutson said it would be premature to identify where the corridors should take place. He said
it would be good to include types of experiences that they would like people to have.
Mr. Dutson stated that the proposed Parks, Trails and Open Space Element of the General Plan
reflects a comprehensive view of the things that the Planning Commission has been discussing in
its past meetings. He asked if the Planning Commission had any questions.
Councilmember Belmont said the proposed Parks, Trails and Open Space Element of the General
Plan is very comprehensive and seems very good.
Chairman Hadfield asked for comments from the public.
There were no comments from the public.

Mr. Baldwin moved to recommend approval of the proposed Parks, Trails, and Open
Space Element of the General Plan to the City Council. Councilmember Belmont seconded
the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, and
Mr. Baldwin. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE L .W. HANSEN
ANNEXATION AT 385 EAST 620 SOUTH
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Armando Alvarez and Dave
Clock.
Mr. Alvarez said that he received a memo from Mr. Despain a couple of days ago and said in the
interest of time, unless some things can be resolved he feels they would be better served by talking
to the City Council. He said the two things that need to be resolved are in regards to the density,
which the annexation agreement states that only 6 units to the acre would be allowed and also the
continuation of 400 South. He said the continuation of 400 South and the density of only 6 units
to the acre would destroy their proposed project.
Mr. Alvarez asked if the Planning Commission could move the proposed project forward to the
City Council so it could make a determination on the zoning that will be allowed. He said he
realizes that the proposed density exceeds the R-4 Zone.

Mr. Alvarez stated that there is not much affordable housing in Utah County. He said they have
talked to Mayor Barratt about affordable housing and he realizes that there is not enough
affordable housing in American Fork. He pointed out that it is a State mandate that all cities
must have an affordable housing plan in place, which should have taken place last July.
Mr. Alvarez said their company does good work. He said they have a project at 11800 South
State Street in Draper that is very similar to the proposed plan. He invited the Planning
Commission to go see his project at 11800 South State Street in Draper. Mr. Alvarez stated that
their project in Draper has 16 units to the acre and 53% open space.

Chairman Hadfield said the Planning Commission has to follow the General Plan, which calls for
medium density in the area proposed for development. He said medium density is somewhere
around 6 units per acre or less, not 18 dwelling units per acre. Chairman Hadfield again stated
that the Planning Commission has to stand behind the General Plan.
Mr. Alvarez said that the company he is working for has been developing apartments since the
early 1970s and is has determined that in order to provide proper management, which is the key
to multi-family housing, the property has to be large enough to be able to provide salaries for a
full-time manager, assistant manger, and a full-time maintenance person on site. He said the
reason they are asking for a certain number of units is to be able to provide salaries for the proper
on-site management team and to make the project viable.
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Mr. Alvarez said they are proposing 16 units to the acre on a 5.3 acre site. He talked about the
wonderful amenities that will be provided i.e. recreation building, swimming pool, tot lots, etc.
He stated that there will be 54% open space.

It was discussed that the most density the City will allow under the General Plan is 13 units per
acre.
Councilmember Belmont said the proposed project does not fit in with the General Plan. She said
the Planning Commission can't change the zone. She said she would never vote in favor of the
proposed project.
Mr. Alvarez said that he does not want to take up any more of the Planning Commission's time.
He said that he hopes that the City Council will be willing to increase the density in the area that is
proposed for development so that he can build 16 units to the acre.
It was discussed that the units will all be rental units. It was also discussed that the project will
have two-story garden style apartments that are slab on grade.
Mr. Alvarez stated that their project is not subsidized. He explained that they will be using federal
tax credits. He explained that by taking tax credits to build the project, they will be able to
provide rents that are any where from 3 5% to 60% of the average median income. He said the
project will have a number of one bedroom apartments that will rent for $274. Mr. Alvarez stated
that the rent will be paid by the renter, not subsidized.
Mr. Nielsen said he believes some affordable housing is needed in American Fork.
Councilmember Belmont said it seems American Fork already has enough affordable housing. She
asked what percentage of affordable housing does American Fork need.
Mr. Nielsen said he assumes that American Fork has a lot less affordable housing than other cities.
He said American Fork probably does not meet the requirements in regards to the amount of
affordable housing that is required by the State.
The neighbors near the proposed project said they have enough affordable housing in their
neighborhood. Some of the neighbors asked Mr. Nielsen how many rental units and how much
affordable housing he has in his neighborhood.
Mr. Nielsen told the applicants that ifthey need 16 units per acre, the City does not have an
ordinance that allows that many units per acre so there is nothing that the Planning Commission
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can do until there is an ordinance in place that allows for 16 units per acre.
Donna Larsen recommend that the property be developed as a single-family project. She said
they have their fair share of rental units.
Mr. Despain stated that at the last Planning Commission Meeting he was instructed to prepare a
draft annexation agreement that is consistent with the current General Plan. He said if the
Planning Commission is content with the draft annexation agreement, it should approve it and
send it onto the City Council. He said the City Council can accept the proposed annexation
agreement or not. Mr. Despain pointed out that typically the City Council has not overridden the
Planning Commission.
Mr. Richan asked Mr. Alvarez if he has any projects that have operated under his ownership for at
least 10 years.
Mr. Alvarez said he does not have any projects that have operated under his ownership for 10
years. He said he has some projects that have operated under his ownership for 3 years.
He said if it will make the Planning Commission feel more at ease, he will get letters of
endorsement from the Utah Housing Authority, the Olene Walker Trust Fund, from Mayor
Callahan of Salt Lake County, and Randy J epperson, who is over Economic Development for Salt
Lake County and John Patterson, Manager of West Valley City. Mr. Alvarez said the above
mentioned people are very pleased with his company's work.
Mr. Richan said there is no legal way the Planning Commission can make a positive
recommendation on the proposed plan; therefore, he moved to deny the applicant's
application.
Chairman Hadfield said the proposed project is not consistent with the General Plan. He stated
that the nucleus of higher density is in the center of downtown and the density gets less and less as
it goes out in concentric rings. He explained that the General Plan talks about wide streets that
are tree lined and places where kids play. He said families are the key to American Fork's
General Plan and when he sees high density housing that is all rental, it concerns him because it
does not help embrace families like the General Plan suggests.
Mr. Alvarez said all the citizens of American Fork should be taken care of, not just the ones that
can afford to buy an expensive home.
Chairman Hadfield told Mr. Alvarez that American Fork has adequate affordable housing.
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Mr. Hansen read from 10-9-307 of the Utah State Code, which states 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 said that in 1998 when the Planning Commission was
working on the affordable housing element of the General Plan, American Fork was 227 in excess
ofthe 80% median income. He said that based on 10-9-307 of the Utah State Code, American
Fork does not have a shortage of affordable housing. He also pointed out that it is projected that
in 2003 American Fork will still have a surplus of 11 units when it comes to affordable housing .
Mr. Alvarez stated that there is a huge difference between 60% and 80%.

Mr. Hansen agreed that there is a huge different between 60% and 80%, but he pointed out that
the current State Code only requires 80%
Councilmember Belmont seconded the motion.
Mr. Richan said that he wants to make it clear that he is not against the proposed project, but he
sees no way that the Planning Commission can do anything but what he has stated in the motion.
He stated that the proposed management style for the proposed project is something that is a very
positive thing for the proposed project.
Chairman Hadfield suggested that if the applicant bought two adjoining pieces of property, the
units per acre would be greatly reduced.
Mr. Alvarez said he would need to look at the economics of the per unit cost. He said there is
always a trade off He said they just want to do a project that they can be proud of
Chairman Hadfield said that the Planning Commission is concerned about getting 2200 acres of
affordable housing south of the freeway. He said currently American Fork has a lot of diversity in
regards to the types of housing that are in the neighborhoods throughout the City. He said the
diversity is what makes American Fork great.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
Those voting aye: Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Richan, and
Councilmember Belmont. The motion carried.
Mr. Hadfield told the applicant that he has every right to appeal the Planning Commission's
decision to the City Council. He said the Planning Commission has to follow the General Plan.
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Mr. Despain asked if the Planning Commission would like to discuss the details of the proposed
annexation agreement.

Chairman Hadfield said he does not think it would be pertinent to discuss the proposed
annexation agreement when Mr. Alvarez has just told the Planning Commission that there are two
main issues that need to be resolved and has stated the things that he needs to make the project
work. He said he realizes that Mr. Alvarez is not the property owner and that Mr. L.W. Hansen
should probably be the one addressing the Planning Commission and telling it what he would like
to see happen as far as annexation goes.
Mr. Clock submitted a letter to the Planning Commission from Mr. L.W. Hansen that says he
supports the proposed project and it also discusses his concerns about 400 South going through
the property. The letter is attached to the minutes as ATTACHMENT #2 .

Mr. Despain said that he will prepare a memo for the City Council that discusses what has taken
place tonight.
Mr. Alvarez suggested that when the Planning Commission is planning the commercial area for
American Fork, it should set aside 5 to 7 acres for senior housing. He said it is important to have
senior housing close to shopping. Mr. Alvarez stated that senior housing is badly needed.

Tod Smith said he has no idea of what the content of Mr. Hansen's letter is, but he said Mr.
Hansen has moved out of American Fork. He said Mr. Hansen is just interested in selling his
property for the highest profit possible.
REVIEW AND ACTION OF P ACIFICORP' S PLAN TO REPLACE THE HIGH TENSION
POWERLINE ON 500 EAST FROM 50 SOUTH TO 1500 SOUTH
Mr. Ellertson said that at the last Planning Commission Meeting the Planning Commission asked
him to look at locating the power line on 600 East and to see how the proposed high tension
power line would impact the beautification plan on 500 East, if the high tension power line was
placed on 500 East.
Mr. Ellertson said he has talked to Mr. Bell about how the high tension power line would affect
the beautification plan. He said they are willing to work in conjunction with the 500 East
Landscaping Plan.
Mr. Ellertson said they would like to have the high tension power line in place by June 2000
because the load will exceed what the substation can handle.
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Mr. Ellertson said they have looked at putting the power line on 600 East and have determined
that it will cost the City between 600 to 750 thousand dollars if it wants the line to be placed on
600 East. He said the line on 500 East will not be removed if the line is put on 600 East because
the line on 500 East is still needed. Mr. Ellertson said the City has to look at what would be
accomplished if the proposed line was put on 600 East. He again stated that the existing line on
500 East will not go away.
Mr. Ellertson pointed out that there will be a reduction of 9 poles on 500 East with the proposed
high tension power line.
Councilmember Belmont said placing the high tension power line along 500 East is a terrible thing
to do to the entrance of American Fork City. She asked if the poles along 500 East will ever be
removed.
Mr. Ellertson did not comment on whether the poles would ever be removed, but he did say they
are not proposing that the poles will increase in size.
It was discussed that the proposed poles on 500 East would give about a 42% larger potential for
the growth of the landscape strip. It was discussed that the lower cable lines are at about the 27
to 29 foot high range. It was discussed the trees do not interfere with cable lines like they do with
power lines.
Mr. Hansen asked if there was a way to make it so cable would not be allowed on the poles on
500 East.
Mr. Ellertson said that Mr. Hansen's question about restricting cable is something that the City
could possibly restrict, but he said that is a legal question that would have to be answered by an
attorney.

Mr. Denney said the telecommunications law is very fragile with what can be done. He said the
City will have to pose Mr. Hansen's question to Kevin Bennett.
Councilmember Belmont said the proposed landscaping will not hide the poles. She said it is like
saying "Do not look over at that elephant that is standing there."
It was discussed that the landscaping will not hide the height of the proposed power lines, but it
was also pointed out that the landscaping will not hide the current power lines that are already on
500 East.
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Chairman Hadfield said he would rather have the power line on 500 East and see fewer poles than
have more poles and have the line on 600 East.
It was discussed that the incremental costs to place the poles on 600 East would be between 600
hundred thousand dollars and 700 hundred thousand dollars. It was also discussed that it would
cost around 2 Yz million additional dollars to place the lines underground, which the City would
have to pay for, if that was the City' s desire.
Chairman Hadfield said he asked staff to talk to Mr. Wanlass about the costs associated with
placing the power line on 600 East. He asked Mr. Denney to report what Mr. W an1ass thought
about the City paying to have the poles place on 600 East.
Mr. Denney said he spoke with Mayor Barratt and Mr. Wan1ass and they were not too favorable
about the idea of spending between 600 hundred thousand dollars and 700 hundred thousand
dollars to place the poles on 600 East. Mr. Denney said he did not know if there were even
funds available to spend on paying for the costs associated with moving the poles to 600 East.
Mr. Denney expressed concern about how the proposed power line will impact the area south of
I-15. He said the City needs to plan on 500 East being a five lane facility from the freeway on
ramp to Sam White Lane or 1100 South down to 1500 South. He said hopefully the City can
work with PacifiCorp on their proposed pole project so that the poles will not affect the City from
being able to have its five-lane facility.
Chairman Hadfield said when Highland Woodworking was developed, the City planned on the 66foot cross section, but now they have realized the road needs to be wider. He asked Mr. Ellertson
if the City can anticipate working with PacifiCorp on taking some of their easement and move the
poles over 15 to 18 feet in order to align the poles to fit the road cross section that the City has
planned for the west side of 500 East.
Mr. Ellertson said now is the time to discuss the alignment of the poles.
Councilmember Belmont said the proposed plan for the power lines on 500 East is a hideous plan.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the submitted site plan by PacifiCorp for a high tension
power line replacement on 500 East subject to working with the City engineer on future
alignments. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.
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Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, and Mr. Baldwin. Those voting
nay: Councilmember Belmont. The motion carried.
Mr. Ellertson briefly discussed PacifiCorp's preparation for Y2K.

PRESENTATION BY VIC DEAUVONO
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Vic Deauvono .
Mr. Deauvono said they are looking at developing the Boat Harbor area with the same
importance that some of the natural mountains were developed as ski resorts i.e. Alta, Snowbird
& Park City. He said the Boat Harbor Area is a wonderful resort amenity for the whole north end
of Utah County and he does not think people have really taken a good look at what the Boat
Harbor area could mean to American Fork.
Mr. Deauvono said they think what they are doing makes good sense in planning. He said the
development agreement can help address issues like the quality of the structure, the quality of the
project, and the mixed land use of the project to protect the project and the existing area that has
wetlands and wildlife on it. He said they have identified the wetlands and the wildlife that is
currently in the area near their proposed development. He said the Army Corp. of Engineer's
certification is on record at the City's Development Services Department. He pointed out that
they have had test holes dug in multiple places. He said they have identified the soils. Mr.
Deauvono said they are not proposing doing any basements in the proposed project. He said
they are proposing slab on grade.
Mr. Deauvono said there are areas where there will have to be some retention. He said all the
retention areas have been identified. He stated that they have had soils classified as well as tested .

Mr. Deauvono showed the area proposed for annexation. He said they have done the research to
know what needs to be done to have a safe and beautiful project. He stated that the proposed 50acre water park will be a tremendous addition to American Fork and all of North Utah County.
Mr. Deauvono talked about a study conducted by Echo Northwest. He said the study shows that
between 1960 and 1975, there were almost 5 children per family in Utah County. He said today
there are about 2.7 children per family. He said, "the developers did not impregnate everyone."
Mr. Deauvono said about 93 percent of the projects in Utah County are for "our" kids that have
grown up. Mr. Deauvono said the kids that were born between 1960 and 1975 have all grown
up and have families of their own and he is trying to figure out where the housing is for these kids .
He said that they can build housing for the kids that were born between 1960 and 197 5 and also
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for retirees.
Mr. Deauvono talked about their preparation for reserving land for an LDS Stake Center, for a
school, and for a future Public Safety Building in part of their proposed project. He talked about
the possibility of having trails for horses. He said that Mel Frandsen is one of the people involved
with the proposed project and he loves horses.
Mr. Deauvono showed pictures of various homes that could be built in the proposed project. He
said they are proposing to use a majority of brick, stucco, and rock on the homes and said they
would be willing to sign an agreement that they will do 60% to 80% of brick, rock, and stucco in
their project.
Mr. Deauvono said that they have a choice. He asked the Planning Commission if"we are going
to plan and do this correctly or wait for five years and have someone else develop the project and
there be 80% aluminum homes like there are in other communities." He said all the partners
involved with the proposed project want to do a quality project.
Mr. Deauvono said they realize the proposed concept is a new concept for American Fork, but it
is not a new concept in other areas in the world. He said the proposed concept has worked
beautifully in other areas.
Mr. Deauvono talked about the current housing situation in American F ark. He said he asked a
realtor to pull the multiple listings in American F ark for October and to his surprise he learned
that there were some . 15 and .5 lots available for 44 thousand dollars. He showed some of the
current listings in American F ark. He said he was trying to see the half acre lots that are for sale
in American Fork. He said the market in American Fork right now is for a .16 lot, a .42 lot, a .15
lot, etc. He said people can't afford the half acre lots.
Mr. Deauvono said that when they are talking about the densities for their proposed project they
are not way out in left field . He said they are talking about densities with quality and
attractiveness where there can be beautiful, mixed affordable housing. Mr. Deauvono said he
would like to see where the half acre lots are in American F ark. He said that more population
means more houses.
He pointed out that American Fork's average density for 1998 was 4.34 units per acre.
Mr. Deauvono said they have already gone through the 60-day process that is required by the City
ordinances. He said they have met with the City Planner, City Engineer, and Chairman Hadfield.
He stated that they have had open houses where they have invited the citizens to come and
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express their ideas and concerns. Mr. Deauvono said all 28 plus landowners have signed the
annexation agreement. He said they have completed all the studies. He said that he is just trying
to figure out what else they need to do. Mr. Deauvono said his mother and kids can't afford to
buy a half acre lot in American Fork and can barely afford to pay $44,000 for a lot that is . 18, . 19,
etc. He asked how anyone else can afford to buy a half acre lot. He said he has shown what
American Fork' s current product is.
Mr. Deauvono said that he read two newspaper articles in American Fork's local newspaper that
asked where the nice housing is in American Fork. He said he is trying to figure out where the
nice housing in American Fork is. He said they are offering a whole different village concept in
American Fork. He said that he understands that American Fork is trying to amend the General
Plan. He suggested that the Planning Commission put a PRD or PUD overlay zone for 20 to 30
acres in the area south of I-15 . Mr. Deauvono said, "you do not open a whole can of worms by
putting a PRD or PUD Overlay Zone on some of the land south of I-15 . That means that
everyone has to come in here and show why they want a PRD or PUD." He said if there is a
good development agreement it does not matter who develops the property, because they have to
follow what is in the development agreement.
Mr. Deauvono said if the builders are not following the development agreement, the City does not
have to issue a building permit. He said there is no way the people who own land in the
southwest quadrant of the City are going to allow the City to designate their land as trails and
parks when that was not done in the northeast or northwest part of the City. He said he is trying
to figure out what the Planning Commission wants. Mr. Deauvono said that they have not been
able to come before the Planning Commission for three to five months and talk with them, which
he expressed concern about because they are working on amending the General Plan now. He
said he is amazed that the City is doing the planning now for the land south of I -15 and there is
talk about the 2000 acres south of I -15, which they own 660 acres of and they have not been part
of the discussions on the Master Plan change. He said he is amazed that they have not been in
talking with the Planning Commission 10 times or more and trying to work things out with
regards to the General Plan changes. He said, "it does not make sense to me. I do not care who
has been doing the planning on the General Plan changes, but I thinks it is shameful. When I do
something wrong, I am willing to stand up and say that I have done something wrong, but you do
not stop someone from annexing 2000 acres into the City when they have wonderful ideas and
professional people. It is not right that they have not been able to talk to the Planning
Commission. It is shameful."
Mr. Deauvono said they have tried to identify all the areas that they would have problems with.
There are adaptions that will have to be made. He said they would like to participate with the
City and develop something wonderful. He said he believes the proposed plan is the direction that
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the City should go. Mr. Deauvono said they would like to get a vote on the proposed concept
plan and move on. He said they would like to be part of the Master Plan change. He suggested
that a 20 to 30-acre overlay zone be included in the General Plan for some of the land south ofl15 . Mr. Deauvono said they would like their proposed plan to be considered with the General
Plan update and not be an afterthought.
Mr. Deauvono said they are talking about a quality product. He said they feel comfortable with
their proposed project and are ready to move forward . Mr. Deauvono said they would like to
have some cooperation and assistance and compromises from the Planning Commission. He said
it has been really tough working with the Planning Commission for the last eight and nine months .
Mr. Deauvono said, "if the Planning Commission does not want to consider something like this
then they are willing to move forward to the City Council."

Mr. Richan expressed concern about voting in favor of the proposed project and putting his name
on the approval of the project because he still has concerns about the water table, liquification,
and various other things. He asked what assurance the developers can provide him that if he puts
his name on the approval of the proposed project, people will not come to him in ten years and
ask him why he approved the proposed project.
Mr. Deauvono said that liquification occurs right at the head of the mountain. He said there are
problems with soils all over the place and soilliquification is not unusual. He said they will be
building on slab on grade, which helps a lot. He said they can bring in off-site soils that will help
"mute" a lot of the problems. He said it would be different if they were going to put in
basements, but they are not proposing that the homes will have basements. Mr. Deauvono said he
feels comfortable with what they have done so far.
Mr. Richan said that he has to be convinced that if he puts his name on the approval of the project
that it will be a good project and that all the concerns that have been identified have valid
solutions.
Mr. Deauvono said he does not know what more to do. He said he has had core drilling and
samples of the land taken.

Mr. Richan said he has not seen the results of the tests.
Mr. Deauvono stated that the test results have been at the City Engineer's office for some time.

Mr. Warren said he wanted to ask a candid question so that he does not waste their time and the
Planning Commission's time. He said "you have come up with a Master Plan and have voted the
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Master Plan through with what you wanted. It seems watching the body language and some other
things that have gone on, there is not much interest in their project as it stands. If you are against
the project, send them onto the City Council and let us get out of here and see if they can get a
better reception from them. We have been here for 1 Y2 years. I have listened to Mr. Richan
about the business of the soils."
Mr. Warren talked about a beautiful project that they wanted to put in years ago, but the City
would not let them do it so they sold the property to W oodburys. He stated that 20 years ago
they started working on the Boat Harbor Project, which they knew was as important as Alta or
Snowbird. He said they just want to do a nice project. Mr. Warren said that when he talked to
Chairman Hadfield about the project, he wanted to know when they could get started. Chairman
Hadfield told Mr. Warren not to put words in his mouth. Mr. Warren said that is what Chairman
Hadfield said. Chairman Hadfield said Mr. Warren is misquoting him.
Mr. Warren said they do not have to play games with them. He said let's have things out in the
open and if the Planning Commission does not think the proposed plan is what they want to do
and is not what they think the City should have, then "send them onto the City Council and forget
about it ."
Mr. Warren said they can bring in the best architects in the country. He said, "hopefully when
you are gone and I am gone, there is enough out there to take advantage of the road that comes
into the Harbor and that some other Planning Commission will see the value and the importance
of the recreational area." He said there have been thousands of dollars and a great deal of time
spent trying to develop the proposed property into a beautiful area.
Mr. Warren said they have built out at Saratoga Springs and it is beautiful. He said the density
should be around the harbor. In referring to the Planning Commission, he said; "there are more
visionary people than you, I am sorry to say, that will see the value of what needs to be done on
the Boat Harbor and they will do it. I have been before people who have been obstructionist's,
who have some things fixed in their mind i.e to keep it rural, but it is not out at the Boat Harbor "
He said there needs to be gas stations, launching pads and storage units, but he said facetiously,
"that does not sound like American Fork so lets not have it here. It sounds like the American Fork
to me. Seeing you own it, you have a responsibility to the people of the State to examine it. I am
appalled at what took place tonight. You have given no consideration for the Boat Harbor Area
and it is a tremendous asset to American Fork, none. I hate to say it, but I feel like you have been
giving me a song and a dance, many of you and I do not want to wait any more. Send us on and
get rid of us and we will not have to look at you again until they come back, if they get approval
from the City Council. I think the City Council may have enough vision to see how important
this is."
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Mr. Richan pointed out that the agenda does not call for any action.

Chairman Hadfield said under the current General Plan no action can be taken. He said they are
working on modifying the General Plan to allow for greater density than one dwelling per acre.
Chairman Hadfield told the developers that he appreciates their presentation and said they are
experts at the jobs that they do, but he told them not to show him real estate listings of Val Vista.
He told them to look at how much of Val Vista is in park.
Mr. Deauvono said that he is just showing what the current listings are.

Chairman Hadfield said that he does not care what listings he is showing. He told Mr. Deauvono
that he is misrepresenting things.
Mr. Deauvono said that he is not misrepresenting anything. He told Chairman Hadfield that the
problem is that he wants to make things a personal issue.
Chairman Hadfield thanked Mr. Deauvono for his presentation and the Planning Commission
went onto the next item.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Despain had nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
There was no other business.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE NOVEMBER 3; 1999 PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING

Mr. Hansen moved approval of the November 3, 1999, Planning Commission Minutes
subject to the following conditions:
On Page 1, Line 8 "Steve Nielsen" needs to be deleted as being present. On Page 1, Line 33
"feet" should be changed to "foot." On Page 1, Line 34 "$700" should be changed to
"$7.00." On Page 3, Line 6 "into" should be changed to "in to." On Page 3, Line 11
"people drive" should be changed to "people who." On Page 5, Line 43 "which the two
sites ranked equally on" should be changed to "the two sites ranked equally." On Page 8,
Line 27 it should be noted that Ken Baldwin arrived. On Page 9, Line 13 "the same"
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should be changed to "some." On Page 9, Line 38 should be changed to " bearings to they
just out in free" to" bearings; they are just out in free." On Page 11, Line 4 "included"
should be changed to "include." On Page 12, Line 41 " dome" should be change to "some."
On Page 14, Line 41 "pointed at" should be changed to "pointed out that." On Page 15,
Line 12 "to all" should be changed to "to be all." On Page 15, Line 38 " traffic off that
road" should be change to "traffic off that road as possible." On Page 16, Line 22 "where
and" should be changed to "where and how." On Page 16, Line 35 "said likes" should be
changed to "said she likes." On Page 17, Line 4 "RVS" should be changed to "RV's." On
Page 17, Line 12 "onto" should be changed to "on to." On Page 17, Line 15 "residents"
should be changed to "resident's." On Page 18, Line 1 "water rights will have to come to
the City already approved for municipal purposes as opposed to general policy" should be
changed to " water rights will have to come to the City already approved for municipal
purposes as opposed to accepting them unapproved by the State Engineer without an
approved Change Application." On Page 18, Line 4 "North Hunter Slough" should be
changed to "South Hunter Slough."
Mr. Richan seconded the amended motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Hansen, Councilmember Belmont, and Mr. Baldwin.
Mr. Nielsen abstained from the vote because he was not present at the November 3, 1999,
Planning Commission Meeting. The motion carried.
ADJOURNMENT

Councilmember Belmont moved to adjourn. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion. All voted in
favor. The motion carried.
The meeting adjourned at 11 :45 p.m.

itJ~ 77/~
Mefanie Marsh

(
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ATTACHMENT#l TOTHENOVE:rvffiER 17, 1999PCMINUTES-PAGE 1 OF7

MEMORANDUM
Date: November 15, 1999
To: AFPC

From: Rod Despain
SUbject:

Overhead lattice structures ordinance

Item 1 on the agenda is an appeal relating to a overhead lattice
structure currently under construction. The Zoning Administrator
has reviewed the project and concluded that the construction does
not meet the current ordinance. The ordinance assigns the PC as
the appropriate appeal body and the matter has been referred to
them.
1.
A portion of paragraph
ordinance was codified. A
attached with the formerly
the change does not impact

C was inadvertently left out when the
copy of the complete ordinance is
missing language underlined.
However,
the issue before us.

2.
The first question is whether the proposed structure is
considered as a Lattice Structure. The structure is entirely to
the rear of the "addition" and does not extend into the minimum
front setback area. The question rises as to where the defined
"Landscape Area" is as it relates to the dwelling?
Secondly, should the structure be considered as an extension of
the primary dwelling or just some ornamental appendage?
If it is
considered part of the primary building, the side setback
provisions for the zone (8') would apply.
If not, no approval is
required.
3.
If the proposed structure constitutes a Lattice Structure,
the introductory language to Paragraph C establishes the area in
which Lattice structures are permitted. This area includes the
territory shown on the illustration as "Landscape Area", but
specifically excludes: (1) the territory within the side setback
area and (2) the driveway area.
As I understand, the current request proposes that the lattice
cover territory outside the "Landscape Area" including both the
side setback area to the property line and also the driveway
area.
I have attached a map showing what appears to be the areas
of conflict.
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If the structure is determined to be subject to the Lattice
Structure requirements, it appears that approval of the project
as shown would require amendment to the illustration to allow
such structures to cover driveways and also permit them to extend
into the side setback area.
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'1.30

Landscape Structures in Front and Side yard Areas
Adjacent to the Streets

A.

Landscaoe Area Designated
The provisions of this section shall apply to those
portions of the front and side yard designated on the
following diagram as the primary and secondary
landscape area.

B.

Privacy Screens
Structural privacy screens will be permitted within the
primary landscape area, subject to the conditions and
criteria hereinafter set forth; provided that said
screens may be extended into the secondary landscape
area where it can be shown that all base plantings
proposed to be placed closer than twelve (12) feet to
the property line abutting upon the street will be of a
type which will not grow to a height of greater than
forty-two (42) inches. Vegetative privacy screens will
be permitted within both primary and secondary
landscape areas, subject to the conditions and criteria
hereinafter set forth.
1.

2.
3.

No portion of the screen shall exceed six (6) feet
in height as measured from the finished grade;
provided that this height limitation shall not
apply to flag poles, light poles, occasional
--~~a.-~9i9_n_s necessary for the support of overhead
lattice structures, or to similar incidental
vertical structural elements.
The screens shall be so situated that all the
landscape area shall remain open and accessible.
No portion shall be enclosed.
The screen shall not be continuous, but shall be
divided into independent sections in accordance
with the following criteria.
(a) Openings between individual screen
sections shall be provided as set forth in the
following schedule.
Total Length of All
Screen Sections
15 feet
15 - 30 feet
30 feet

2-5-18

Minimum Number of
Openings Required
0
1

Orte opening for each
additional 15 feet
or portion thereof
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(b) Any opening between screen sections which
is less than two and a half (2 1/2) feet shall be
considered as a continuation and shall not be
considered as satisfying the above requirement.
(c) The walkway opening may be considered as
one of the required openings-; however, the
required separation between a screen section and
an adjacent fence; the opening at the terminal end
of a screen project; or the driveway opening shall
not be considered as a required opening.
(d) The maximum length of any screen section
shall not exceed fifteen (15) feet~
4.

C.

No portion of a screen shall extend into the clear
view area of a corner lot, as required under
section 2-5.10.

Overhead Lattice Structures
Overhead lattice structures are permitted within the
primary and secondary landscape areas, except that no
portion of said structure shall be located closer to an
interior side property line than the forward extension
of the required side setback line for the main
buildings. Said overhead lattice structures shall
conform to the following conditions and criteria.
1.

2.
3.
4.

5.

No portion of the overhead lattice structure shall
have an opaque or closed-in roof (i.e., covered
patio) .
No lattice covering shall exceed fifty percent
(SO%) on any one square foot of surface area.
No overhead lattice structure shall be less than
eight (8) feet above ground level.
The area beneath the overhead lattice structure
shall remain open.
The length of any vertical
wall sections constructed within the area lying
beneath an overhead structure shall not exceed
sixty percent (60%) ~~ the total perimeter
distance of the overhead, and not less than fortv
percent (40%) of said perimeter distance shall be
permanently open from the ground to the roof.
For the purposes of this Code, the wall of the
main building adjacent to an overhead lattice
structure shall be included in determining the
vertical wall requirements, unless all portions of
the overhead lattice structure are located not
less than seven (7) feet from the closest part of
the main building.
No enclosed structures (i.e. storage shed, green
house) shall be constructed or maintained within
the landscape area.
2-5-19

,·
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D.
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Approval - Site Plan Required
Prior to the erection of any privacy screen or overhead
lattice structure within the front yard area or the
side yard area of a lot, a site plan showing the .
location of the main building, all proposed privacy
screens and overhead lattice structures, and all major
vegetative elements shall be submitted to and approved
by the Zoning Administrator and a permit issued
therefore.
Where, in the opinion of the Administrator, the plan
does not comply with the above criteria, he shall refer
the application to the Planning Commission for action.
Any applicant aggrieved by a decision of the
Administrator may appeal said deci.sion to the Planning
Commission, who shall have the authority to reverse,
affirm or modify any decision of the Administrator.
(Section added by Ord. 6-81-2-5)
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November 15, 1999
American Fork PJmming Commission
.
Attention: Mr. Rod Despain, Planning Dirt Ctor
31 North Church Street
:
American Fork, Utah 84043
Dear Planning Commission,

This letter is written to address several oft~e conditions being placed on our annexation request
into the City of American Fork. Your favo1!ahle consideration of these concerns is appreciated.
It bas never been my intent to allow develc pment of the property in a manner that would include
extending 400 East across the parcel This Iwould split my property in two and such a split would
have significant negative impacts to my pre PettY as it would greatly reduce its development
potential
!

Regardless ofthe use, the road would only~reate traffic problems for my neighbors t~ the North
that live on the dead end street. I am sure t-~t this will affect their property values. The coSt of
providing land for the widening of620 Sot:th will be a cost to the developer, so I am not opposed
to it.
On another subject, I have been farming m: r land for over 10 years and have never had any real
water problems. From time to time waste upgation water from other properties would spill over
onto my property, but that was never too niuch of a nuisance.

The project that is being proposed is a goo4 one for my property and as I understand it, it meets
the needs of the City. We have worked barl all of our lives in American Fork and this sale is
important to me and my fiunily at this stag~ l The only way we could annex our property is if it
was in connection with some type of develc ~pment, such as the one being proposed.
I

I welcome you to call me directly if you ha·ve any questiom. 1-435-673-2685.

Sincerely;

~W:,~

Lawrence Hansen

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COl\flviTSSION
DECE:MBER 1, 1999
* AMENDED - NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in regular
session on December 1, 1999, in the American Fork City Hall, 31 North Church Street,
commencing at 7:00p.m. The agenda shall be as follows :
7:00P.M. -REGULAR SESSION

*1.

Downtown American Fork Inc. will present a concept plan for a downtown pocket
park.

2.

Review and action on a site plan for Airswitch located at 1016 West Main Street.

3.

Review and action on the Martin Subdivision located at 1006 North 150 West.

4.

Review and action on the preliminary plat of the Greene Okey Subdivision located at
250 South 100 East.

5.

Review and action on an amendment to Section 2-5 .30 relating to landscape structures
in front and side yard areas adjacent to streets.

6.

Review and action on the storm water system portion of the public facilities and services
element of the General Plan.

7.

Discussion on elements of the General Plan.

8.

Site Plan Committee Report.

9.

Other business.

10.

Review and action on the minutes ofthe November 17, 1999, Planning Commission
Meeting.

11 .

Adjournment

Dated this 23 day ofNovember, 1999.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
DECEJ\1BER 1, 1999
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning Commission will meet in regular
session on December 1, 1999, in the American Fork City Hall, 31 North Church Street,
commencing at 7:00p.m. The agenda shall be as follows :
1.

Review and action on a site plan for Airswitch located at 10 16 West Main.

2.

Review and action on the Martin Subdivision located at 1006 North 150 West.

3.

Review and action on the preliminary plat of the Greene Okey Subdivision located at
250 South 100 East.

4.

Review and action on an amendment to Section 2-5.30 relating to landscape structures
in the front and side yard areas adjacent to streets.

5.

Review and action on the storm water system portion of the public facilities and services
element of the General Plan.

6.

Discussion on elements of the General Plan.

7.

Site Plan Committee Report.

8.

Other business.

9.

Review and action on the minutes ofthe November 17, 1999, Planning Commission
Meeting.

10.

Adjournment

Dated this 23 day ofNovember, 1999.

J.H. Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
DECEMBER 1, 1999
ATTACHMENT

REGULAR SESSION
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session
on December 1, 1999, in the City Hall, commencing at 7:05 p.m.
Those present included Chairman J.H. Hadfield, Juel Belmont, Keith
Richan, Steve Nielsen, James Hansen, Ken Baldwin, and Michael
Georgeson.
Staff present included Rod Despain, Howard Denney,
Kevin Bennett, and Richard Colborn.
Others present included Mary Fox, Curt Cummings, Dale Gunther,
Barbara Christiansen, Dennis Jensen, Mr. & Mrs. Randy Bradley, Don
Overson, and five citizens.
DOWNTOWN AMERICAN FORK
DOWNTOWN POCKET PARK

INC WILL

PRESENT A CONCEPT

PLAN FOR A

Mary Fox, introduced Dale Gunther President of Downtown American
Fork Inc.
Mr. Gunther explained that Bratt Landscaping had
produced a complementary concept plan for the pocket park, but that
he had forgotten to tell them about the need for the access to
Christensen's so there would be some minor modification to the
landscaping. This would provide access from a parking lot to the
north to Main Street.
Rod Despain noted that the parcel was under negotiation to be
bought by the City. It was a requirement that the plan come before
the Planning Commission for review.
The plan as provided was no
different from any other park plan reviewed.
The intent of the
review was to provide back any comment or recommendation to the
design. Whether or not the City should purchase the property was
not the prerogative of the Planning Commission.
It had been
approved by the City Council.
Mr. Despain noted that the walls on the east and west were sort of
shabby and asked if there was anything being planned for them. He
understood that the north wall would be removed to open up a
through pedestrian corridor between proposed parking on the north
and Main Street. He did not know the ownership to the north and if
they were willing to participate.
This project was an integral
part of the beautification and improvement in the downtown area.
James Hansen asked about the trellises proposed for the north and
south.
Dale Gunther reported that after review with David Bell, they were
not thought to be a good idea.
Michael Georgeson commented that the angle of the sun in the summer
time would create quite a bit of heat reflecting from the walls.
He suggested that the plantings take that into consideration.
1

..

Sleeves should be placed under the walkways to allow for
installation and maintenance of irrigation lines as needed.

the

Keith Richan asked the purpose of the pocket park.
Dale Gunther answered that it was to create pedestrian access to
the parking in the rear and to help beautify downtown.
It was a
piece of an overall plan. Similar things would be done for parking
on the south side of Main Street.
Merchants say there is no
parking.
Landscaped and lighting parking areas were desired.
Their goal was to beautify and create parking in the inner block.
There was a school of thought that the buildings now were under
utilized.
One of the limiting factors was that parking was not
available. Many of the larger buildings could be divided front and
back. Their overall plan was a long term solution.
Mr. Gunther explained that one part of Downtown American Fork Inc
was a marketing plan for the area which would allow them to look at
businesses that were successful and those that needed help and to
develop a good mix. They were trying to create a demand for space.
Keith Richan
contributors.

asked

if

the

property

owners

were

willing

Dale Gunther responded that they hadn't met with the property
owners for a while.
There was some verbal commitment to assist
financially in the project. He was encouraged in what has gone on
so far. This was something tangible to work towards.
Mary Fox noted that something would definitely need to be done
regarding the walls, but a decision has not yet been made as to
what. David Bell had mentioned that three larger trees should be
provided for shade and suggested honey locust. She explained that
they were doing some historical preservation with some of the
buildings on Main Street and this was a real sign of getting
something done.
The Bradshaw Auto building was going to be
restored.
Rod Despain asked if this was the plan or was
amended.

it going to be

Dale Gunther concluded that the only modification was the entry to
Christensen's, elimination of the trellises, and an angle of the
walkway to the sidewalk.
Michael Georgeson moved to approve the plan to include the
modification for the entry to Christensen's, no trellises, and an
angled walkway to the Main Street sidewalk.
The large planting
would differ from that shown on the plan.

Mary Fox added that the planter may be eliminated to provide more
useable space.
Steve Nielsen seconded the motion.
2

Keith Richan asked who was going to maintain the park.
Kevin Bennett noted
American Fork Inc.

that

there

would be

a

lease

to

Downtown

Mr. Bennett observed that since the property to the north was not
the City's property, there would need to be the agreement of the
property owner to allow it to be used by the public.
Dale Gunther responded that there was no written agreement. It had
been reported to him that the property owners were in harmony with
this. He would be meeting with them. Coast to Coast was in favor
of it .
Kevin Bennett suggested that landscaping or fencing be provided to
prohibit access to the north until there was agreement.
James Hansen explained that he had asked about the trellises not
meaning that he did not like them.
All were in favor.

Rod Despain noted that there was a lot of discussion about the
downtown and someone had to make a leap of faith and that the City
had done so. If this didn't work out , he felt it would not be the
fault of the City.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A SITE PLAN FOR AIRSWITCH LOCATED AT 1016 WEST
MAIN STREET
Curt Cummings from AirSwitch explained that they have a franchise
with American Fork City and others to provide high speed internet
connections which can also be used for other things besides the
internet such as meter reading. Their proposal was to have a yard
to keep their equipment, tools, and supplies while they were
installing the system in American Fork.
Chairman Hadfield noted that this site was previously going to be
a Komatsu Equipment Yard and the address should be 1092 West Main
Street. The location on the vicinity map needed to be modified to
show the location to be east of Paradise Lane, west of the location
shown.
Mr . Cummings continued that they would lease this property and
would be placing three trailers and in them have some records and
some
supplies and equipment and field offices
for
their
supervisors.
They would also have parking for their workers,
equipment trucks, and pickup trucks. They have signed a one year
lease with the option to renew.
Howard Denney asked how many vehicles.
Larry Erdman from AirSwitch expected that they would have about 75
to 100 employees working out of that yard at the peak time.
The
workers would come from Salt Lake County and Springville and would
3

be car pooling to this location. It depended on whether it was an
aerial or burial day or an installation day as to the number of
vehicles. When the processes overlapped , that was the peak time .
Michael Georgeson asked if the surface would remain graveled and
would there be things that needed to be collected and not allowed
to seep into the ground from their vehicle maintenance area?
Rod Despain discussed the temporary use of the site.
From the
point of view of AirSwitch it was temporary and they didn't want to
have to meet the same requirements as if it was a permanent
facility.
If it was permanent there would be issues including
drainage, hard surfacing, rest rooms, (not just port-a-pottys) on
site parking, and the use of trailers would be in question. It was
the opinion of AirSwitch that the expense to make it permanent was
not justified as it was just temporary.
Mr. Despain observed that the ordinance limited a temporary use to
10 days. Ancillary structures lasted for a longer period of time
but limited the building to 100 square feet.
There was not a
mechanism in the Ordinance to allow for long term temporary uses .
He added t hat if there was not some distinction between the two , he
had a concern that there was a discrimination to those to whom we
had enforced the ordinance.
One of the characteristics that was
needed was a drop dead date.
Howard Denney noted that there were some types of things that were
similar as when there was a major construction project such as a
school, church, etc . Those contractors were permitted to bring on
trailers, fence areas, and secure their equipment on site. In this
particular case, the construction site was North Utah County
including all of American Fork.
Chairman Hadf i eld noted that this would not be a sales yard .
It
was strictly a yard for equipment and company offices. He asked if
there would be any emissions, noise, smell, dust, or vibrations,
etc.
Mr . Cummings noted that they would put slats up if they needed to.
Mr. Erdman stated that they would be doing simple maintenance.
Steve Nielsen commented that he did not have a problem with a big
parking area.
Mr. Denney did not want to set a precedence with this type of
approval.
J . H. Hadfield explained that AirSwitch needed the approval of the
Planning Commission, so that the Building Department could perform
the necessary inspections so that power could be connected .
Keith Richan was impressed with the 100 employees noting that this
was a company that did not just rush into things.
4

Mr. Erdman added that as the bigger equipment moved out for the
day's work, others could park there.
Steve Nielsen suggested that the City could lease the additional
road property to them to park on.
Michael Georgeson suggested that if this was going to be for a
year's time, that rest rooms with washing facilities was necessary.
Howard Denney noted that sewer was adjacent to this site, but there
was no water.
Chairman Hadfield explained that every business had a requirement
to provide sufficient parking for their operation.
If it is said
that they were going to car pool and they had the company policy to
back it up, then we look at it in practice.
If it doesn't work
that way, the Commission will bring it back and look at it again as
it was temporary in nature.
James Hansen asked about the permanency of the site.
Mr. Cummings responded that this would be used just during
construction. When the system was up and running they would need
an office, yard, and maintenance on a much smaller site.
Keith Richan stated that the Commission could move to approve if
they can work with staff and if staff approves it subject to all
legal requirements,
then it was approved by the Planning
Commission.
Rod Despain explained that part of the basis for not coming into
compliance with the parking requirements was that characteristics
of the project did not require it. If they car pooled and you buy
into that notion, and the surplus area could be used to meet the
requirements, then you have it. If you miss it, you miss it for a
year.
Michael Georgeson commented that parking was not an issue as they
had plenty of internal area.
There were, however, minimum
standards for plumbing.
There was a plumbing code issue in his
mind for sanitary waste and hand washing and also waste products
from vehicle maintenance.
As far as persons on site, there would be about six to eight in the
trailers and maintenance area.
Michael Georgeson felt that if this was considered a construction
storage yard similar to other sites that he had been on and had
existed for more than a year and which were under the scrutiny of
OSHA, he was willing to buy off on the plumbing.
He was still
concerned with vehicle maintenance wastes.
Rod Despain stated that if they bought into the notion of long term
temporary, he was not sure on what basis it would be approved under
the current Ordinance.
5

Rod Despain noted that he had bought off on the parking also as he
had thought that the numbers given were a little high and in
reality would be less.
Mr. Cummings stated that they would maintain the yard in
Springville as well so that this facility did not get overcrowded.
Rod Despain explained temporary uses and ancillary uses again.
Chairman Hadfield asked legal counsel
comments on long term temporary.

Kevin

Bennett

for

his

Mr. Bennett stated that long term temporary was not defined in the
City's Code.
Chairman Hadfield recognized James Hansen.
James Hansen came back to the question as to when there was a
construction project going on. Right now there was a construction
project going on in American Fork City. When a school was built,
the subs bring their trailers and equipment on site along with
their port-a-pottys and anything they needed.
Here there is a
construction site that encompassed all of American Fork.
James Hansen moved to allow the use of the property based on the
fact that there was a construction project going on in American
Fork and that they need a temporary place to house their equipment
while the lines for AirSwitch were being run in American Fork.
They could use this site to house their equipment and other
pertinent items to that project until that construction was
completed. Michael Georgeson seconded the motion.

Rod Despain asked if there needed to be any form of a use agreement
to support the motion.
Chairman Hadfield did not think so.
Mr. Denney noted
construction.

that

the

franchise

agreement

authorized

the

James Hansen amended his motion to include that the construction
was authorized by a franchise agreement with American Fork City and
noting that the lease on the property was for one year, the
approval would be good for only one year. Michael Georgeson agreed
with his second.
All were in favor.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MARTIN SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 1006 NORTH
150 WEST
Chairman Hadfield noted that this would be a preliminary and final
approval in separate actions .
Mr . Dennis Jensen, noted that they were trying to make the deeding
6

of the property, whole.
Howard Denney noted five items:
1)
Subdivision monuments with
state plane coordinates, 2) Cleaning up of all quit-claims on the
property so that the boundaries were not encumbered, 3)
The well
easement on Lot 1 was intended to stay with Lot 2 and should be
labeled as a private easement and the PUE taken up and around that,
4) Sign off by the irrigation company, and 5) The curb and gutter
was approximately correct through Lot 2 but there needed to be a
new alignment for Lot 1 and required for Lot 3.
Rod Despain commented that Lot 3 was slightly below one acre in
size because of the action of the City to increase the width of the
right-of-way on 150 West which decreased the size of the lot below
1 acre.
James Hansen asked if Lot 3 would be able to be built on with the
angle of the north property line.
Rod Despain responded that there was enough room for a house.
Michael Bromley asked if this was adjacent to the Richard Bromley
property noting that there was a property dispute.
Randy Bradley, owner of Lot 3, explained that there was a dispute
of about 10 feet on the south property line. Brent Martin had quit
claimed that to him.
He currently had a proposal to Richard
Bromley that would give him that property including any of the gaps
or overlaps.
Dennis Jensen explained that the deed line was not the fence line.
At one time, Mr. Martin was going to force the issue.
He was not
now.
The subdivision line was Mr. Martin's old deed line.
That
was in front of Richard Bromley who has not yet signed it.
Howard Denney added that any of those instruments would need to be
filed prior to recording.
Steve Nielsen moved approval of the preliminary plat subject to
placement of subdivision monuments with state plane coordinates on
the plat.

Chairman Hadfield noted that would be on the final plat.
Mr. Nielsen withdrew his motion.

Dennis Jensen stated that the curb and gutter on Lot 2 would all be
removed and replaced and that Brent Martin agreed to do that.
Steve Nielsen moved approval of the preliminary plat subject to the
standard subdivision road improvements. Michael Georgeson seconded
the motion. All were in favor.
Michael Georgeson moved to approve the final plat subject to:
1)
Subdivision monuments with the state plane coordinates being placed
7

on the plat, 2)
The quit claim deed and other gaps and overlaps
being resolved, 3) The private well easement for Lot 2 being shown
with a public utility easement continuing around it, 4) Sign off by
the irrigation company, 5)
That 2 acre feet of water be provided
to the City for the subdivision, and 6)
A finding that Lot 3
conforms to the RA-1 zone because the reduction in size was due to
action of the City. Juel Belmont seconded the motion. All were in
favor.

Rod Despain noted that once the subject to's were met, it would go
to the City Council for their action. Because the subdivision was
owned by three separate parties, it was uncertain to him as to who
would post the improvement bond so the plat could be recorded.
Howard Denney explained that the Council would take specific action
on the acceptance of the bond, so that would need to be worked out.
Mr. Bradley asked when a building permit could be turned in on Lot
3.

Chairman Hadfield noted that the permit could not be issued until
the plat was recorded, but it could be turned in prior to that for
review.
He encouraged the Bradley's to visit with the Chief
Building Official Ron Morrill.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF THE GREENE OKEY
SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 250 SOUTH 100 EAST
This item would be rescheduled for another time.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDMENT TO SECTION 2-5.30 RELATING TO
LANDSCAPE STRUCTURES IN FRONT AND SIDE YARD AREAS ADJACENT TO
STREETS
Rod Despain had provided changes and discussed this section of the
Code.
The changes were basically to the map and just a small
change to the text.
James Hansen suggested that it was a little more than just some
small changes to the text.
Mr. Despain noted that it was really in the description of the map.
Privacy screens are open on both ends and would be allowed in the
primary landscape area and would be allowed under some conditions
in secondary landscape areas.
He had received three technical
corrections from Chairman Hadfield. He asked for comments from the
Commission.
James Hansen discussed Section C-3, "No overhead lattice structure
shall be less than seven ( 7) feet above ground level."
He
suggested that it could be 30 feet high.
Michael Georgeson proposed that the maximum height could not exceed
the roof line of the adjacent home. The Commission agreed.
8

Ken Baldwin moved approval of the Ordinance as so amended.
Hansen seconded the motion. All were in favor.

James

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE STORM WATER SYSTEM PORTION OF THE PUBLIC
FACILITIES AND SERVICES ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Mr. Don Overson from Horrocks Engineers presented the draft storm
water element of the General Plan. He reviewed the method of the
study and findings and then discussed the Executive Summary.
He explained that much data was gathered from various sources and
provided for input into a computer model.
This model identified the major drainage corridors as the American
Fork River and Mitchell Hollow.
This was already known, but
because of the limiting factor of other smaller conveyances, I-15
and the railroad provided a barrier to drainage to Utah Lake.
The City used irrigation ditches to drain a lot of the roadways.
There was a problem when the ditches were being used for their main
purpose and a major storm occurred.
Mr. Overson identified some items that needed to be addressed as
soon as possible.
(from page IV-4 and IV-5)
1-

The area where Mitchell Hollow abuts against the railroad
needs to be addressed. There has been some flooding in this
area. He explained that there were three culverts that could
be used under the railroad and US 89. He suggested that three
detention basins be constructed, one in front of each culvert,
so that the culverts would take the maximum amount of water
they could.
He was concerned about Mitchell Hollow because
American Fork City was taking the brunt of a problem that
originates in Highland. The irrigation company and Highland
City need to be brought into the solution of the problem and
share the cost of the solution. There was almost 400 acres in
Highland that drains directly into American Fork and there
were drainage systems above that collecting water and then
sent down stream. The State needed to be brought to task and
maintain those culverts under their road.

Keith Richan asked if there had been any problems in this area.
Mr. Overson noted that a year and half ago,
area where there are homes now.

it backed up in the

2-

This area was at 125 West 875 North and was a low point.
Right now it is not a problem because it was pasture and was
at the edge of the roadway.
It was the old Beck Sheep Farm.
As this area develops, the model shows that basements would be
flooded due to the natural depression of the area.

3-

This low area was the old gravel pit area at 700 East 30
South.
There was a lot water coming over ground into the
little cul-de-sac on 680 East where it ponds.
He felt that
9

sump pumps may even be necessary at this location to lift the
water out.
Keith Richan had not known of any problem in the area over the past
25 years and asked what would trigger the concern.
Mr. Overson stated that it was the development of the gravel pit
and water was just being discharged into the soil .
EPA would
require the water to be cleaned up as it went into a natural
underground stream .
Mr . Richan asked where all the water was coming from.
Don Overson explained that this was the low spot and was
location where the water collected during a normal storm.

the

Steve Nielsen observed that a foot of water collects at 700 East
and 100 North.
Chairman Hadfield added that water collection starts clear up by
the High School and flowed south to that point.
Ken Baldwin noted that the intent with the sump pump was to handle
severe storms.
In severe storms , power goes out.
Mr . Overson agreed, but stated that he j ust did not know too many
ways to get water uphill .
A sump and a portable pump may be
necessary. Even the frequency of a 10-year storm caused problems .
He suggested that if this area was developed, a detention pond
should be required within that development.
Juel Belmont added that there was no problem when the big pond was
there.
James Hansen asked why no cost was attached to this item in the
report .
Mr . Overson stated that there was a cost, but it needed to be
engineered and he had no idea what that would be.
James Hansen asked that it be noted that the costs for this was
still to be determined.
Chairman Hadfield commented that this area had been recognized as
the low spot but felt that ultimately the long term goal was to get
t he water out of there and on down to the Sager Slough.
The
question was how and what was the easiest way to do it.
Keith Richan commented that this was a situation that might happen
and was it worth going to the unknown expense to work this out . He
wanted to see some sort of figure to know if it was even a
practical thing to do.
It may be better to wait for it to happen
and bring in some pumps. We were talking about something that may
happen.
10

Don Overson responded
was developed it was
because of the amount
This was now going to

that it needed to be understood that once it
very hard to change and in this situation
of flow, the water goes into the gravel pit.
be developed. Where would the water go?

Juel Belmont noted that part of the water goes into Evergreen Park.
Mr. Overson agreed that the park acts like a detention pond now.
One of the solutions is to make it a true detention basin and hold
the water longer.
Mr. Richan stated development in the area had been in there for 20
years .
Mr. Overson was concerned about the development of the last part of
the area , Village Green.
Chairman Hadfield noted that this would be
prioritized. He asked that they continue on.

looked

at

and

4-

Immediate action should be taken by the City to reaffirm the
need of adequate storm drainage systems within the City.
Rising costs of property within the City dictates a need to
purchase land for detention facilities as soon as possible.

5-

Modeling data recommends a 10-year frequency,
six hour
duration design storm to size all drainage conduits for the
City.
A 100-year frequency, 24 hour duration design storm
should be used to size all detention areas.

6-

The restrictive discharge policy should be lowered to .15 cfs
from .2 cfs as it was not enough in some of the developed
areas to take care of the water.

Howard Denney asked what the discharge was for raw ground.
Mr. Overson responded that the runoff on undeveloped land was less
than .1 cfs if you went way back.
Once a house or asphalt is
installed, it increased by about 90%. If a developer was not made
to install detention basins, the City would end up with huge pipes
going down to the lake.
The City does not have room in their
streets for those size of pipes.
It comes down to making
developers install detention ponds. Parks can double as detention
basins very satisfactorily.
Don Overson asked for comments from the Commission and for ways to
improve the report.
Michael Georgeson stated that he had difficulty reading it and that
it needed editing in the worse way.
He had done everything he
could in order to understand it.
He would appreciate that added
effort.
Howard Denney asked that the capacity of 300 cfs in the river under
I-15 be checked.
He would get with Mr. Overson orr some of his
11

technical items.
Chairman Hadfield asked that it be edited and made easier to read
and to follow.
Rod Despain added that the pressure to develop to the south was
great. For a variety of reasons, it seemed to him that the drains
served a number of purposes. There was a need for the replacement
of existing field drains.
Mr. Overson stated that the biggest problem of developing south of
the I-15 was that when a subdivision went in there would have to be
sub drains around each house and a system to take that water away.
Rod Despain noted that may solve the immediate problem, but it did
not address the historic purpose of those drains. He had concluded
that as a general policy it was a mistake to pipe the drains
because piping did not solve all of the problems for which those
channels now and in the future would serve.
Don Overson totally agreed.
The City should adopt some type of
trail/channel combination to allow them to be open space area and
to enhance that and bring up the water.
Chairman Hadfield commented that those corridors could be
identified and that because those were our natural drainage
channels, development would not be allowed within 100 feet.
Rod Despain explained that this was a particularly critical issue.
The City was receiving proposals for that area which acknowledge if
the drains were piped, they could be built over. The engineering
solution to the drains was to pipe them.
This was going to be a
crunch point in the development.
The City was going to have to
come down strongly that those areas were going to need to be
preserved almost to the point that it was automatic that they had
to be left open as it was contrary to best interests. There was a
mind set out there that there was an engineering solution to
everything and the solution to drains was to pipe them.
Mr. Overson stated that even five years ago that was true.
But
now, open channels even in Utah, were the way to go.
A lot of
City's were adopting drainage features as open parks which
establishes a right of way that no one could encroach on.
Rod Despain stated that the City would need to stand up for this
concept.
Don Overson suggested that the City Council pass an Ordinance
preserving those channels. As little as eight years ago he would
have been in agreement with developers, but not now. Maintaining
the channel now would be cheaper and in the long run they would be
able to enhance the flow.
Sub drains would probably be needed in
this area.
Keith Richan noted that when a pipe was put around a house, water
12

could also back up in the pipe.
Chairman Hadfield invited Mr. Overson to get with Rod Despain and
Howard Denney and when it was refined, they would put him back on
the agenda.
DISCUSSION ON ELEMENTS OF THE GENERAL PLAN
Rod Despain provided a memo dated November 23, 1999, and explained
that following the November 17, 1999, Planning Commission Meeting,
there was a report that went to members of the City Administration
and it was asked when the plan would be completed by the Planning
Commission.
It was like they were waiting for the plan to be
finished so it could be attacked .
Chairman Hadfield stated that it was stated that he was personally
dragging his feet so that it cost them money .
Rod Despain added that at Site Plan Meeting he was informed that
there was a strong possibility that the Council would override the
Planning Commission's recommendations.
There was pressure to conclude the Commission's work with regard to
the General Plan. The memo identified where we were at and it was
discussed.
(The memo is included as an ATTACHMENT to these
minutes.)
Rod Despain noted that there were a projected 19,000 vehicle trips
from south of I-15 and they had yet to focus in on where those
19, 000 vehicle trips would go.
Somehow, the plan needs to
potentially identify how that would be accomplished.
The major
street element was not an identification of the problems but an
identification of the solutions .
Chairman Hadfield offered that he and Howard Denney meet with Mr .
Cabell from Horrocks Engineers and ask them to amend the
transportation plan to relieve that shortfall.
Rod Despain did not want to give up the overpass at Center Street.
The plan ought to mention that as a possible solution.
Michael Georgeson agreed.
This was one of the major things that
they needed to come to conclusion on and make sure the Council was
informed.
Ken Baldwin added that the allowed density south of I-15 would have
the ultimate affect on the transportation solutions.
Rod Despain commented that all the transportation computer runs
south of the freeway were done at three units to the acre. If the
density increased, the vehicle trips increased as well .
Ken Baldwin felt this was one of the biggest reasons for density
controls.
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James Hansen noted that north of St. George there was a new big
development going in and the developer was putting in an underpass
under a major road.
Howard Denney noted that when Lee Cabell was here, he stated that
he viewed his role in this as to identify the problem and the
Planning Commission's role was to come up with the solution.
He
viewed that as a City issue.
Chairman Hadfield noted that
options, cost, and time frame.

Council was going to ask about
They will visit with Mr. Cabell.

Rod Despain asked if the Commission in revisiting this issue wanted
to provide for commercial south of I-15.
The Commission felt it
was necessary probably at the major intersections.
James Hansen noted that the Commission was being a little more
visionary than they were recently being given credit for.
Chairman Hadfield stated that he was comfortable with the trails
and open space element, but there was a lot left to finish on the
drainage element.
Rod Despain stated that they still had work to do on the Affordable
Housing Element. He recalled that at the last meeting James Hansen
reported that based on the available statistics, American Fork
seemed to be in compliance until 2003.
The Affordable Housing
Element was required to address those at the 80% level, not the 50%
and 3 0% level.
In that sense, Mr. Alvarez's effort to address
affordable housing missed the mark.
Rod Despain asked if the Commission wanted to include it now or do
it later.
Chairman Hadfield felt it was necessary to include it now.
Michael Georgeson felt strongly that housing needed to be mixed.
Rod Despain concluded from the Commissioner's comments, that even
though it may take some additional time, the housing element should
be included now. The Commission agreed. He noted that the General
Plan or Amendments to the General Plan should not be adopted
without adequate Ordinance and implementation devices.
This may
include modification of or the addition of new zones. Land density
and zoning needs to be compatible.
A provision for transfer of
development rights may be desirable.
Rod Despain will develop an outline for completing the General
Plan.
James Hansen asked why they couldn't put an item on the agenda to
give direction to Mr. Despain for preparing the information to the
South and outline some of the things we need to include such as if
they were going to annex 600 acres, a concept plan showing the
whole 600 acres needed to be submitted and give that direction back
14

to Rod.
anywhere .

Unless

they

want

to

meet

those

things

it

won't

go

Chairman Hadfield explained that all along he had explained that
they had to meet the General Plan.
They want us to make the
General Plan fit what they want.
James Hansen noted the biggest stumbling block was that they had
property within the annexation that they did not own or control.
Unt il a development plan was agreed on , it wouldn 't go through .
Mr. Despain noted that the City was now willing to take some of it
piecemeal.
Chairman Hadfield reported there was now a request for the Spring
Creek Annexation to the West.
James Hansen noted that his thought was not a rejection, but an
outline as what the City needed from them.
It gets the thing
moving .
Keith Richan felt that the Commission was dealing with quite a
different situation in the nature of the ground down there.
He
asked about the City's requirement for soil testing.
Howard Denney noted that there were no standards at the present
time .
Keith Richan felt it was necessary.
Rod Despai n stated that would be included in the Sensitive Land
Ordinance.
The direction we were getting from the developer was
that if it could be developed, it should be developed.
Wetlands
can be built on, all you had to do was mitigate .
Should all
wetlands be mitigated? Or, not all wetlands should be built on.
It was a policy call. It was the difference between the developer
mind set and the planning mind set. The developer says if it can
be built on, it should be. The planner says the highest and best
use was not always exactly the most appropriate use.
Michael Georgeson agreed
necessarily monetary.

that

there

was

value

that

was

not

SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
There was nothing to report at this time.
OTHER BUSINESS
Juel Belmont asked who followed through on the installation of
landscaping approved by the Planning Commission .
She had two
projects to talk to Chairman Hadfield about.
Chairman Hadfield responded that it was the Zoning Administrator's
responsibility.
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Chairman Hadfield reported that Psomas would be holding a meeting
a week from tomorrow regarding the proposed new interchange.
It
was going to be at the Lindon City Hall beginning at 7:00p.m.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE NOVEMBER 17, 1999, PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING
Michael Georgeson noted that he was not at the last meeting and
would have abstained in the voting, but that he needed to be
excused. Chairman Hadfield excused him from the meeting.
Commission members suggested various changes to the minutes.
On
page 1, line 13, the addition of Doug Warren and Vic Deauvono to
those who were present. On page 2, line 3, changing of the second,
"his" to "is."
On page 4,
line 2,
change the word to
"neighborhood." On page 5, delete lines 34 & 35. On page 8, line
6, change the word to "taken," and in line 39, delete the word
" said . " On page 9 , delete the word "to" in line 29, and in line
34 , change the word, "which" to "and . " On page 13, line 33 , add
the word "to" after the word "has." On page 14, line 24, add the
word "a" after "have."
On page 15, line 33, change the word to
"lined" and in line 37 add change it to read" ... care of, not ... "
On page 16, line 5, it should read, "Metropolitan Statistical
Area."
On page 17, line 22, the word should be "aside," and in
line 35, the word should be "placed." On page 18, line 2, change
the word "does" to "will." On page 20, line 18, the word should be
"planning." On page 21, line 17, the word should be "like." On
page 22, line 6, replace "verily" with "barely." On page 24 line
10, change "no" to "not , " and in line 17, the word should be
"let's."
Ken Baldwin moved approval of the November 17, 1999, minutes with
the noted changes. Keith Richan seconded the motion. Voting was
as follows: Aye, Juel Belmont, J. H. Hadfield, Steve Nielsen, James
Hansen, Keith Richan, and Ken Baldwin. Absent, Michael Georgeson.
The motion carried.

ADJOURNMENT
Ken Baldwin moved adjournment at 10:57 p.m. Keith Richan seconded
the motion.
Voting was as follows:
Aye, Ken Baldwin, Juel
Belmont, Keith Richan, J .H. Hadfield, James Hansen, and Steve
Nielsen. Absent, Michael Georgeson. The motion carried.

L I;~.(Wl

Richard M. Colborn
Planning Administrator
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MEMORANDUM
Date: November 23, 1999
To: AFPC

From: Rod Despain

Subject

Time frame for completing General Plan and
implementing ordinances.

The mayor has requested that we provide an estimate of the time
frame for completion of the General Plan and implementation
ordinances.
At the moment we have several of the elements in the latter
stages of preparation, as follows:
1.

The Water, Sewer and Major Street elements have been
completed by Horrocks. To my memory they have been reviewed
and accepted by the PC. A last look-through appears to be
the only remaining task.

2.

The revised l and use e lement for t he south si d~ Planning
District has been reviewed and approvec by t he PC in its
semi-final form. A final look-through and any f i nal
tweaking is all that remains. One area perhaps r equiring
reconsideration is whether we want to identify any specific
commercial areas within the area to serve the needs of the
proposed residents, or whether we should delay any action on
that issue until the level of development requires
consideration.
There are several minor amendments to other portions of the
Land Use Element, however, for the most part the plan for
the planning districts, other than the South Side District
are to remain substantially as adopted in 1997.

3.

4.

The revised trails and open space element were provided at
· the last meeting.
A copy of the Drainage Element is enclosed with this packet.
The Affordable Housing Element remains outstanding and there
is some p ~ essure from the State to get it in place . As
James Hansen noted at the last meeting, available statistics
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on the subject indicate that AF seems to be in compliance
until 2003. However, a Housing Element document still needs
to be prepared and adopted as a formal element of the plan.
I do not believe that a completed Housing Element is
essential in order to proceeding with the adoption phase,
but a complete package would be nice. However, all other
elements are interdependent and, in my opinion, need to be
in their finished form before proceeding to adoption.
I have included portions of the State Code relating to plan
elements and adoption time frames.
As you may note,
adoption of the Plan requires advertizing and hearing by
BOTH the PC and the Council.
So, when we think we are ready
to move on to the hearing phase tentative drafts of the
completed plan should be prepared and the notices given.
Plan implementation is another matter. The Plan should not
be adopted without adequate ordinance and implementation
devises. A plan which is inconsistent with the development
ordinances is tough to implement. Accordingly, adoption of
the necessary changes to the code are an integral part of
the General Plan.
As I have previously indicated, I believe, as a minimum we
will need:
on ~

1.

At least
zone)

new PR Zone Clas s

(The 2 units per acre

2.

A final determi nation as to whether to change the Low
Density residential use category to conform with the
densities permitted by the R-1 and PR- 9000 zones
(About 3.6 du/ac) or adopt a new zone(s) to accommodate
the stated density for Low Density Residential,
currently set at 3 du/acre.

3.

A sensitive land overlay zone, for the purpose of
better addressing the characteristics for development
in sensitive lands (flood plain area, high ground
water, liquefaction and preservation of drainage
channels)

4.

A TDR (Transfer of Development Rights) ordinance.
Assuming that we are favorable of allowing the density
on lands not considered suitable for development to be
transferred and "used up" in other more suitable areas.

Please come prepared to discuss the above matters at the meeting
and hopefully, come to a resolution and estimated time frame for
completion.
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CITIES AND TOWNS

10-9-302. Plan preparation.
(1) (~)

The planning commission shall make and re~o~end to the legis.
latlve body a proposed general plan for the area Within the municipality
(b) The plan may include areas outside the boundaries of the munici~
pality if, in the commission's judgment, they are related to the planning of
the municipality's territory.
(c) Except as otherwise provided by law, when the plan of a municipal.
ity i~~olv~s territory outside t?e boun~aries of the _municipality, the
muruc1pahty may not take action affecting that terntory without the
concurrence of the county or other municipalities affected.
(2) The general plan, with the accompanying maps, plats, charts and
descriptive and explanatory matter, shall show the planning commission's
recon:mendations for the development of the territory covered by the plan, and
may 1nclude, among other things:
(a) a land use element that:
(i) designates the proposed general distribution and location and
extent ·of uses of land for housing, business, industry, agriculture
recreation, education, public buildings and grounds, open space, and
other categories of public and private uses of land as appropriate· and
(ii) may include a statement of the standards of population de~sity
and building intensity recommended for the various land use categories covered by the plan;
(b) a transportation and circulation element consisting of the general
location and extent of existing and proposed freeways, arterial and
collector streets, mass transit, and any other modes of transportation that
are appropriate, all correlated with the land use element of the plan;
(c) an environmental element that addresses:
(i) the protection, conservation, development, and use of natural
resources, including the quality of air, forests, soils, rivers and other
waters, harbors, fisheries, wildlife, minerals, and other natural resources; and
(ii) the reclamation of land, flood control, prevention and control of
the pollution of streams and other waters, regulation of the use oflund
on hillsides, stream channels and other environmentally sensitivt~
areas, the prevention, control, and correction of the erosion of soils.
protection of watersheds and wetlands, and the mapping of known
geologic hazards;
(d) a public services and facilities element showing general plans for
sewage, waste disposal, drainage, local utilities, rights-of-way, easements.
and facilities for them, police and fire protection, and other public service:~;
(e) a rehabilitation, redevelopment, and conservation element consist·
ing of plans and programs for:
(i) historic preservation; and
.
.
(ii) the elimination of blight and for redevelopment, tnclu~mg
housing sites, business and industrial sites, and public building sttej;
(f) an economic element composed of appropriate studies and an ceonomic development plan that may include review of municipal. reve_nu~
and expenditures, revenue sources, identification of base and restdentl~
industry, primary and secondary market areas, employment, andre
sales activity;
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MUNICIPAL LAND USE

-e~o~mend to the legis.
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unua~es of the mumti3late (~ : · the planning of
;he plan or.a.munitipa}.
- the muruc1pality th
.
' e
terntory without the
affected.
aps, plats, charts and
planning commission·5
~overed by the plan, and

10-9-303

(g) recommendations for implementing the plan, including the use of
zoning ordinances, subdivision ordinances, capital improvement plans,
and other appropriate actions; and
(h) any other elements the municipality considers appropriate.
History: C. 1953, 10·9-~102, enacted by L.
199 1. ch. 235, § 13; 1992, ch. 23, § 7; 1992,
·h 93, § s.
' ,\mendment Notes. - The 1992 amend_:nt bv ch. 23. effective July 1, 1992, in Sub~··uon . (1)(c) added "Except as otherwise pro~t><i bv law" and substituted "the municipality
~ .. v no.t take action affecting that territory" for
.:~· action affecting that territory may be
and added new Subsection (2)(e)(i), des-

...,:en·

ignated C2Xe)(ii), and made a related stylistic
change.
The 1992 amendment by ch. 93. effective July
1, 1992, substituted ''\Vhen" for "Where" at the
beginning of Subsection (1)(c) and inserted "the
quality of air" in Subsection (2)(c)(i).
This section is set out as reconciled by the
Office of Legislative Research and General
Counsel.

10-9-303. Plan adoption.
ution and location and
- . industry, agriculturt'.
·ounds, open space, and
J.nd as appropriate: and
:is of population dcn~JtY
·arious land use catt'£~

ns
:; of the hl'nPr:\i
Tee" ays, arterial :mci
s of transportation that
·1ement of the plnn:
nt, and use of natur:al
soils, rivers and nthr.r
and other nnturnl rc:.
evention and controlur
lation of the u~t· of l.:uul
ironrnentally ~l~JuutlTc:
of the erosion of suil.a.
:he mapping of k11uwn
.ving gencrnl pl:ttu fill
hts-of-way, t•as,·mc:Ilu.
d other public :sef\·i(Ca.
·ation element c-u~t·

11 (a) After completing a proposed general plan for all or part of the area
within the municipality, the planning commission shall schedule and hold
a public hearing on the proposed plan.
(b) The planning commission shall provide reasonable notice of the
public hearing at least 14 days before the date of the hearing.
(c) After the public hearing, the planning commission may make
changes to the ,proposed general plan.
2l The planning commission shall then forward the proposed general plan
· the legislative body.
~ l i a) The legislative body shall hold a public hearing on the proposed
general plan recommended to it by the planning commission.
(b) The legislative body shall provide reasonable notice of the public
hearing at least 14 days before the date of the hearing.
·1• After the public hearing, the legislative body may make any modifica. .ns to the proposed general plan that it considers appropriate.
·, ; The legislative body may:
1
al adopt the proposed general plan without amendment;
' h l amend the proposed general plan and adopt or reject it as amended;

·,r

.

cJ reject the proposed general plan.
The general plan is an advisory guide for land use decisions.
·hi The legislative body may adopt an ordinance mandating compliance
. . ,th the general plan.
i

,, ·a J

l1iau,ry: C. 1953, 10·9-303 enacted by L.
§ 14; 1992, ch: 23, § 8.

-Jtl . ch. 235,

~~'"~-rdmcnt

Notes. -

The 1992 amend-

.· '" ·· '"ct•ve July 1, 1992, added Subsection

~velopment. md~
:l public building ;,ua
:e studies and An tnr
of municipal ~
·ba.'" 'nd r~ldd..tarf
nr .ent . .illd rtUJ

(l)(b), redesignated fonner Subsection (l)(b) as
(1)(c), added Subsection (3Xb), redesignated
fonner Subsections (3)(b), (4), and (5) as (4), (5),
and (6)(a), and added Subsection (6)(b).

NOTES TO DECISIONS

~:::

..·:.· Citizen's Awareness Now
. · 1 P.2d 1117 (Utah 1994).

v.
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MUNICIPAL LAND USE

10-9-307

PART3
GENERAL PLAN

10-9-303. Plan adoption.
COLLATERAL REFERENCES

April 29. 1996. pursuant to
. \'1. Sec. 25.

:1

Utah Law Review.- Recent Developments
in Utah La\,. -.Judicial Decisions -Government. 199:1 Ctah L. Rev. 1.

10-9-304. Amendment of plan.
; reviewing or approving
_.Jt exceeds the lesser of:
:w: and
es for a building permit

COLLATERAL REFERE:\CES
Utah Law RPview.- Recent Developments
in Utah Law -.Judicial Decisions- Govc~rn
mcnt. 199:} L'tah L. Rev. 1.

submitted to a munici-

10-9-307.

plans that were
ild.
and approved by the

( 1 l The availability of moderate income housing is an issue of statewide
concern. To this end:
(a l municipalities should afford a reasonable opportunity for a variety
of housing. including moderate income housing, to meet the nt>eds of
peoplP desiring to live there; and
t b l moderate incon1e housing should he encouraged to allow pPrsons
with moderate incon1e.s to benefit from and to fully participate in all
aspects of neighborhood and community life .
(2) As used in this section:
(a l .. 1\loderate income housing... means housing occupied or reserved for
occupancy by households with a groRs household inconw equal to or lPHS
than 80'·; of the median gross income of the metropolitan statiRtical arPa
for households of the same size.
I b l '·Plan for 1noderate income housing"' or ·'plan·· means a \\Titt.en
document adopted by a municipal legislative body that includes:
'i l an estin1ate of the existing supply of moderate income housing
located within the municipality;
(ii l an estimate of the need for moderate income housing in the
municipality for the next five years as revised annually;
t iii i a survey of total residential zoning;
(iv) an evaluation of how existing zoning densities affect opportunities for moderate income housing: and
1v l a description of the municipality's progran1 to encourage an
adequate supply of moderate income housing.
(3) Before December 31, 1998, each municipal legislative body shall. as part
of its general plan, adopt a plan for moderate income housing within that
municipality.
(4) A plan may provide moderate income housing by any means or combination of techniques which provide a realistic opportunity to meet estimated needs. The plan may include an analysis of why the means or

1e as the land on which
:msly approved plans is

.cal and meteorological
1uilding described in the
:1ably rei1nburses a tnuncurred in:
d(lntical plans: and
inor aspects of identical
reviewed and approved
t2)(a)(i).

may impose and collect
dentical plans.
on

~lay

3. 1999. pursuant to

. \'I. Sec. 25.

Plans for moderate income housing.
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techniques selected provide a realistic opportunity to meet the objectives of
this section. Such techniques may include:
(a) rezoning for densities necessary to assure the economic viability of
inclusionary developments, either through mandatory set asides or density bonuses;
(b) infrastructure expansion and rehabilitation that will facilitate the
construction of moderate income housing;
(c) rehabilitation of existing uninhabitable housing stock;
(d) consideration of waiving construction related fees generally imposed
by the municipality;
(e) utilization of state or federal funds or tax incentiYes to promote the
construction of moderate income housing;
(f) utilization of programs offered by the Utah Housing Finance Agency
within that agency's funding capacity; and
(g) utilization of affordable housing programs administered by the
Department of Community and Econ01nic Development.
(5) (a J After adoption of a plan for n1oderate income housing under Subsection (3 l. the legislative body of each city that is located within a county of
the first or second class and of each other city with a population over
10.000 shall annually:
(i) review the plan and its implementation: and
(ii) prepare a report setting forth the findings of the review.
(bl Each report under Subsection (5)(a)(iil shall include a description of:
(i J efforts made by the n1unicipality to reduce . mitigate, or eliminate local regulatory barriers to moderate income housing;
Hi) actions taken by the municipality to encourage preservation of
existing moderate income housing and development of new moderate
income housing;
(iii l progress made within the municipality to provide moderate
income housing, as measured by permits issued for new units of
moderate income housing; and
(iv) efforts made by the municipality to coordinate moderate income housing plans and actions with neighboring municipalities.
(c) The legislative body of each city that is located \\'ithin a county of the
first or second class and of each other city with a population over 10,000
shall send a copy of the report under Subsection (5 Ha)( ii) to the Department of Comn1unity and Economic Development and the association of
governments in which the 1nunicipality is located.
History: C. 1953, 10-9-307, enacted by L
1996, ch. :ns. ~ 2; 1998, ch. 117, ~ 2.
Amendment Notes. - The 1998 amendment. effective May 4. 199~. subl'titutcd "lcgislativt•" for .. governing" in Subsection 12)(bl: sub-

stituted "lcgislatin- body" for "governing board"
in SubHcction t3l: and addt•d Subsection <fi).
Effective Dates.- Laws 1996. ch. 316. § 7
makes thiH section l'ffl•ttin• on .July 1. 1996.

AMERICAN FORK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
DECEMBER 15, 1999
NOTICE AND AGENDA
Notice is hereby given that the American Fork City Planning
Commission will meet in regular session on December 15, 1999, in
the American Fork City Hall, 31 North Church Street, commencing
at 7 : 00 p.m . The agenda shall be as follows:
7:00 P.M. - REGULAR SESSION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10 .
11.
12 .
13 .
14.

Review and action on an amended final plat for the Mira
Vista Plat A Subdivision located at 390 South 1088 East .
Review and action on an amended preliminary plat for Mira
Vista , Lot #2 (Alzheimer's Facility) located at 394 South
1040 East.
Presentation by Mr. Paul Washburn concerning Congregate Care
Living .
Review and action on the preliminary plat for Mira Vista Lot
#4 (Congregate Care Living Facility) located at 502 South
1040 East.
Review and action on the preliminary plat of the Greene Okey
Subdivision located at 250 South 100 East.
Review and action on a revised commercial site plan for
Deseret Industries located at 185 North West State Road.
Review and action on an amended commercial site plan for an
office building located at 85 North Center Street.
Review and action on the annexation agreement for the
Chipman Subdivision Phase I Annexation at 575 South 100
West.
Review and action on the annexation agreement for the
Merrill Annexation at 1000 West Main Street.
Review and action on the annexation documents for the
boundary adjustment with Pleasant Grove City at 1100 East
State.
Site Plan Committee Report .
Other business .
Review and action on the minutes of the December 1 , 1999 ,
Planning Commission Meeting.
Adjournment.

Dated this 7 day of December, 1999.

J.H . Hadfield, Chairman

AMERICAN FORK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
DECEMBER 15, 1999
The American Fork City Planning Commission met in regular session on December 15, 1999, at
the City Hall, commencing at 7:00p.m. Those present included Chairman J.H. Hadfield, James
Hansen, Councilmember Juel Belmont, Keith Richan, Steve Nielsen, Michael Georgeson, and Ken
Baldwin. Others present included Rod Despain, Howard Denney, Melanie Marsh, Stan Smith,
Paul Washburn, Darin Chipman, Mina Pajela, Phillip Washburn, Leon Day, Jolene Greene, DeR
Greene, Steve Pruitt, Bob Phelps, Lena Jean Phelps, and Barbara Christiansen, a member of the
press.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED FINAL PLAT FOR THE MIRA VISTA PLAT A
SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 390 SOUTH 1088 EAST
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that Lot 1 and Lot 3 have not changed. He pointed that Lot 2 has
been enlarged. Chairman Hadfield said the plat should be changed to be called amended or
enlarged. He stated that he sees no problem with the proposed amended final plat for the Mira
Vista Subdivision located at 390 South 1088 East. Chairman Hadfield said that Mina Pajela has
indicated that she is willing to close off the temporary road coming through Lot 3 and continue
390 South to meet with the existing 11 00 East.
Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said 3 90 South needs to be connected to 1100 East. He said on Lot 3, the west
easement needs to be changed from a temporary easement to a 10-foot PUE. Mr. Denney said
two section corners need to be added to the plat or the notation of the corner section line needs to
be added. He said the entrance into the parking lot of the facility needs to be 90 degrees so that
there can be full turning movements through it.
Mr. Denney said the state plane coordinates need to be added to the subdivision monuments and
also on the corner that is deeded on the plat as curb C-9. He pointed out that there are state plane
coordinates on the southwest leg, but not the northeast leg.
Mr. Denney said there are some drainage issues associated with the final plat that need to be
resolved. He explained that the calculations have been done at the release rate of .2 CFS per
acre, which is allowable in the City; but the question is where is the drainage being released to .
He pointed out that there is no storm drain in the area. Mr. Denney said he is concerned about
the whole drainage issue.

It was discussed that the Alzheimer's unit and the congregate care units are preliminary plats to
the proposed amended final plat. Chairman Hadfield said the issues with regards to the drainage
can be addressed as they look at the preliminary plats for the Alzheimer's unit and the congregate
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care units.
Chairman Hadfield asked for Mr. Despain's concerns.
Mr. Despain said it is probably acceptable that the proposed plat is proposed as an amended plat,
but it actually is a replacement plat of an earlier one plus some additional territory. He said some
simple changes in wording need to be made on the plat.
Mr. Richan asked when the water table was taken.
Mr. Denney said the test holes were drilled on May 11, 1995. Mr. Denney said there were six test
holes and all six test holes have a water table.
Mr. Ric han said that his experience with ground water is that it fluctuates so much. He said once
he found a 4-foot fluctuation in ground water from May to October. He asked if the proposed
building will be slab on grade.
Mr. Washburn said the proposed building will be slab on grade.

Mr. Washburn said they prefer to do the test holes in September.

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the amended final plat for the Mira Vista Plat A
Subdivision located at 390 South 1088 East subject to (1) 390 South being connected to
1100 East (2) on Lot 3, the west easement being changed from a temporary easement to a
PUE (3) the quarter section line being listed as a reference for the basis of bearing (4) the
state plane coordinates being added on the subdivision monuments and also on the corner
that is deeded on curb C-9 (5) the drainage issues being resolved based on the other
preliminary plats associated with the proposed plat and being resolved to the engineer's
specifications (6) word changes being made on the plat according to the City Planner such
as enlarged, amended or what other word changes the City Planner deems necessary. Mr.
Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any discussion on the motion.
Mr. Despain suggested that part of the motion include that the recording of the proposed final
plat be tied to the approval of both Lots 2 and 4.
Chairman Hadfield said there is already a current development on Lot 1. He said the plan before
the Planning Commission tonight does reflect Lot 2 and Lot 4. He asked Mr. Despain if he was
suggesting that the proposed plat not be recorded until Lot 3 is developed.
Mr. Despain said he is suggesting that the recording of the proposed plat not be recorded until the
approval of Lot 3.
(Planning Commission Minutes - December 15, 1999)
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Mr. Washburn said there is no project planned for Lot 3 at this time. He said the development of
Lot 3 is years away.
Mr. Hansen and Mr. Nielsen did not see a reason to wait to record the proposed plat until Lot 3 is
approved.

Mr. Despain asked if a bond could be set.
Mr. Denney said a bond could be set.

Mr. Despain said what he is really asking is whether there is enough data to enable the City to
understand what utilities will be constructed and what the cost of the improvements are going to
be installed, it Lot 2 and Lot 4 are not developed.
Mr. Washburn said there are a lot of checks and balances in place and the City has to be totally
satisfied before a building permit can be issued.
The Planning Commission did not feel the proposed plat needed to be tied to the approval of Lot
3.

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

Those voting aye: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr.
Nielsen, and Mr. Baldwin. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED PRELIMINARY PLAT FOR THE MIRA
VISTA; LOT #2 (ALZHEThffiR'S FACILITY) LOCATED AT 394 SOUTH 1040 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He pointed out that Lot 2 has been enlarged. He then
turned the time over to Paul Washburn.
Mr. Washburn stated that the facility proposed will be a 67 -bed facility. He pointed out that there
will also be a 20-person day care center for Alzheimer's patients.

Mr. Denney said the proposed plan has to be treated as a revised site plan because if the Planning
Commission grants approval of it, the other approved plan will go away. He said drainage is one
issue that needs to be resolved. Mr. Denney said Note #5 on the proposed plat states that there
are 3 6 spaces required and that 40 spaces are provided. He said the City does not know how
much parking to require for the proposed project at this time. He said the statement on Note #5
(Planning Commission Minutes - December 15, 1999)
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that states 36 spaces are required needs to be deleted.
Mr. Denney said Note #8 on the proposed plan needs to be stricken. Mr. Denney said the
drainage issue needs to be addressed. He said there is probably going to have to be a detention
pond. He said a retention pond is not a good solution because it is a public nuisance because
there would be a lot of mosquitos. Mr. Denney said he has concerns with the drainage
calculations because as he looks over Plat A and uses the square footage on Plat A, there is
substantial area missing in the calculations that are shown. He explained that the calculations
shown are based on the square footage of 369,000 square feet and the square footage on Plat A is
486,000 square feet. He stated that about a quarter of the area has not been counted.
Chairman Hadfield asked the Planning Commission to pay close attention to the location of the
sign and the location of the OS & Y in relationship to the new fire hydrant. He said that he is not
too concerned about the parking because not many Alzheimer's patients drive themselves.
Mr. Richan said in his experience with groundwater testing, he has found that March, April, and
May are the lowest months of the year. He expressed concern about relying on sumps for the
drainage situation.
Mr. Georgeson said that late fall and early winter are the lowest times of the year for
groundwater.
Mr. Ric han said late fall and early winter are not the lowest times of the year on the piece of
property that he did groundwater testing on for over a year.
Mr. Washburn said that each piece of ground is different. He stated that the soils study was done
by Steve Smith, who is very well respected in terms of soil analysis. Mr. Washburn said he feels
extremely comfortable with the soils study. He pointed out that they have a building currently
on the site and they have not had any groundwater problems.

Mr. Richan asked if all the runoff has been kept on site.
Mr. Washburn said all the runoff has been kept on site.
Mr. Denney explained that part of the requirements with the next phase is that the surface
drainange problems will all have to be solved.
Mr. Hansen pointed out that there is not a note to show that there is a handicap ramp in the drop
off area.
Mr. Washburn said there will be handicap access in the drop off area.
Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the amended preliminary plat for Mira Vista Lot #2
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(Alzheimer's Facility) located at 394 South 1040 East subject to (1) striking Note #8 on the
plat (2) solving the drainage problems to the satisfaction of the City Engineer (3) there
being handicap accesses into all the entrances into the building and (4) correction of Note
#5 to state that 40 parking spaces are provided and deleting the statement that says how
many parking spaces are required. 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: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr.
Nielsen and Mr. Baldwin. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
PRESENTATION BY MR. PAUL WASHBURN CONCERNING CONGREGATE CARE
LIVING
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Washburn.
Mr. Washburn said they would like to build a congregate care facility. He said congregate care is
best represented by the Seville in Orem. He said the proposed congregate care facility will
provide apartments or condo units that will be used by people who are 55 or older. Mr.
Washburn said the people who live in the congregate care facility have to be 55 or older. He said
he has discussed the 55 and older requirement with Kevin Bennett and Mr. Despain.
Mr. Washburn said people who live 'in the congregate care facility can own their own cars. He
said to a limited degree the residents living in the congregate care facility can make some of their
own meals. He said the residents will have some private space where they can have visitors.
Mr. Washburn said the residents will have maid service to clean their rooms and there will be
laundry facilities on the premises.
Mr. Washburn said they do not know how much parking to provide because the City is not really
sure what the parking requirement should be. He said the issue of parking for a congregate
facility has never been addressed in American Fork. Mr. Washburn said Mr. Despain asked him
to look at five or six other facilities that are similar to the one proposed and make a report on
what those facilities are doing in terms of parking.

Mr. Washburn said the Golden Living Center in Orem is a 77 -bed facility with 3 0 parking stalls.
He said the Golden Living Center is closer to a residential care facility than the proposed facility.
Mr. Washburn said Mr. Taylor, the owner of the Golden Living Center, said that he has owned
the facility for two years and the 30 parking stalls have never been completely filled .
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Mr. Washburn said Friendship Manor, which is located on 400 East and about 300 North in
Orem, is a residential care facility and adjoining it are some individual residential type condos
where there is a lot more independent living. He said the Friendship Manor has 24 beds with 20
parking stalls. Mr. Washburn pointed out that the Friendship Manor has a drop off Alzheimer' s
unit. He said that the majority of the parking is for the drop off Alzheimer's unit.
Mr. Washburn said Cove Point in Provo, which is the oldest facility in the area, has 45 beds with
20 parking stalls. He said that the people who work at Cove Point said they are comfortable with
the number of parking spaces and they do not need more spaces.

Mr. Washburn said the Seville in Orem, which is the most similar to the proposed facility, has 97
beds with 50 parking stalls. He said the only time the parking lot is almost completely full is on
election day and during the holidays.
Mr. Washburn said another facility is Prestige Living Center in Provo across the street from
Jamestown. He said Prestige Living Center has 144 beds and 20 parking spaces.
Mr. Washburn said he feels that with the 101 units proposed, 50 parking spaces would be
adequate and 60 parking spaces would be excessive. He said that asphalt and grass cost exactly
the same, but if they put down asphalt; grass will probably never be put in. He suggested that
they be allowed to put in grass. He pointed out that they currently have 144 parking spaces
proposed.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain if the proposed congregate care facility is appropriate in
the Professional Office Zone.
Mr. Despain said health care facilities are permitted in the Professional Office Zone and the
proposed congregate care facility is an extension of a health care facility. He said the proposed
facility is permitted under the current PO-l Zone.

Chairman Hadfield asked what is the guarantee that the proposed facility will be for people of a
certain age or certain capacity and not just a place to rent rooms to students who are going to
college.
Mr. Washburn said part of the CC&R' s and the financing mechanism will assure that the units are
only rented to people who are 55 and older. He said they have to meet the HUD Standards for
senior housing. Mr. Washburn said if they rent the units to people who are under age 55, their
financing will be in jeopardy.
Chairman Hadfield pointed out that the kitchen in each of the units will have a hot plate, but not a
full service range; an apartment size fridge, sink and convenience bar.
Mr. Washburn said they are looking at primarily two-bedroom facilities. He said the units will
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have a small kitchen area. He said the proposed facility will be similar to the Seville in Orem.
Mr. Georgeson asked if the kitchen in each of the units will accommodate a microwave.
Mr. Washburn said the kitchen will accommodate a microwave. He said the residents can cook a
TV dinner, but it will not be a kitchen where grandma can cook a big meal and invite the kids
over for dinner.
Mr. Nielsen said he would like to see some of the proposed parking reduced and turned into
landscaping.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT FOR MIRA VISTA LOT #4
(CONGREGATE CARE LIVING FACILITY) LOCATED AT 502 SOUTH 1040 EAST
Councilmember Belmont asked Mr. Washburn to describe the outside lighting that is proposed.
Mr. Washburn discussed the outside lighting. He said the lighting will be good and it will not be
obtrusive.
Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Denney to state the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said Note #8 on the proposed plat should be stricken from the plat. He said that he
also has concern about the storm water disposal.
After Mr. Denney stated the engineering concerns, Chairman Hadfield asked for Mr. Despain's
concerns.
Mr. Despain said he has the condominium documentation, but there may need to be additional
documentation provided to make the linkage between the proposed condominium units,
Alzheimer's facility and the current facility.
Mr. Denney said the project area exceeds the 5-acre minimum requirement for State notification
under the new clear water regulation. He stated that Mr. Washburn would need to provide the
notification prior to recording.
Chairman Hadfield asked at what point in time the City needs to start worrying about up sizing
the sewer in the area near the proposed project.
Mr. Denney said a water audit needs to be done.

Chairman Hadfield said if there are other facilities that are going to tie into the sewer, now is the
time to look at that so that the road does not have to be torn up later.
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Mr. Ric han asked about the selling of the proposed units. He said that some years ago when he
investigated the Seville in Orem, the units were strictly rental.
Mr. Washburn explained that the majority of the units will be rented, but some people will insist
on owning them so they will sell some of the units. He said they are trying to make some
accommodation for people who still want to own their own home.

Mr. Despain pointed out that there will be association dues and that there will be a homeowner' s
association.
Councilmember Belmont said that 31 trees on a 5-acre lot is really stingy. She said she would like
to see more trees.
Mr. Washburn said they tried to fit in trees around the substantial parking areas.
of the parking areas can be reduced, they will gladly put in more trees.

He said if some

Councilmember Belmont said Burr Oak is not a very good tree because it does not produce a lot
of shade. She said it would be advantageous to the proposed project if there were a lot more
shady places provided. Councilmember Belmont said she would think that the applicant would
like to double the amount of tree planting. She asked if there was a landscape architect who
worked on the proposed project.
Mr. Washburn said they did not have a landscape architect.

Mr. Washburn said they would like to eliminate some of the proposed parking and put a pavilion
m.

Mr. Denney said if the pavilion they would like to put on the site is over 100 square feet, it should
be on the site plan now.
Mr. Nielsen suggested that the proposed parking be reduced to half
Chairman Hadfield said he is comfortable with the 144 parking spaces proposed for 101 units
because there are some couples who will live at the proposed facility and will have two cars. He
said he also realizes that there will be people who live at the facility that do not have cars.
Chairman Hadfield said he is comfortable with the proposed 144 parking spaces until they have
some better information or experience with the proposed facility.
Mr. Despain said based on the parking resolution, the Planning Commission has the authority to
set the number of parking spaces required based on the best available information it has. He said
that he just came by the Seville on his way to the meeting and 2/3 of the parking spaces were
occupied. Mr. Despain said American Fork City really does not have a good standard for
parking for congregate care facilities .
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Chairman Hadfield said he is not "hard and fast" on the proposed 144 parking spaces, but he
would hate to cut the parking to half He said if some of the parking is eliminated for the
proposed project, there is still the opportunity to require some additional parking for the adjacent
property across the street if it is found that more parking is needed for the proposed facility.
Mr. Washburn asked the Planning Commission to look at the facility as a whole. He said the
residential care facility parking lot has never been full. Mr. Washburn said that 40 parking stalls
for the Alzheimer's unit is excessive under any scenario.
Mr. Nielsen said the Planning Commission needs to look at the proposed project independent of
the current residential care facility in case one of the facilities is ever sold off. He said he would
be happy with the one-to-one ratio for parking. He said he would like to see some carports.
Mr. Washburn said the majority of the units will not have cars. He said they can do some covered
parking, if that is the desire of the Planning Commission.
Mr. Baldwin said if they put in grass first they can always go back and put it into paving, but it is
hard to go the other way. He said he would like to see more landscaping.

Mr. Washburn said he believes that the proposed parking lot will never be 50% full. He said it
costs the same amount to put in paving as it does to put in grass.
Mr. Nielsen said that he would like to see covered parking near the building.
Mr. Washburn said he would like to put the covered parking away from the building so that it
does not block the building. He said the building is going to be good looking.

Mr. Hansen said if the number of parking spaces is going to be reduced on the preliminary plan,
the applicant could make the changes to the plan and it could come back to the Planning
Commission on January 5, 2000 and then it could go onto the City Council on January 11, 2000
and there would be no delays.
Chairman Hadfield said if the applicant wants to put a gazebo or pavilion on the site, it should be
proposed on the plan now instead of coming back to the Planning Commission later.
Mr. Washburn asked if the Planning Commission needs to see the proposed plan again.
Mr. Georgeson said he suggests that the Planning Commission see the proposed plan again with
the changes that have been discussed.

Mr. Denney said the City needs to accept the offset. He stated that the offset is determined by the
height of the building.
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Mr. Washburn requested to withdraw the proposed plan until the January 5, 2000, Planning
Commission and said he will come back to the Planning Commission Meeting with an amended
plan.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF THE GREENE OKEY
SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 250 SOUTH 100 EAST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item. He asked Mr. Denney to state the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney suggested that the Planning Commission approve the combination curb, gutter, and
sidewalk that is proposed on the cul-de-sac. He said 250 South Street needs to be a full width
street. Mr. Denney said the City needs to know what the disposition of Lot 7 is going to be so
that there is not a derelict strip. He said the proposed scheme for the public utility easements
needs to be indicated on the proposed plan. Mr. Denney said the street lighting plan needs to also
be indicated on the proposed plan and the placement of the street sign needs to be indicated.
Mr. Denney said the applicant needs to provide the storm calculations. He said the applicant is
proposing to dispose of the water by piping it to the American Fork River. He said the City
needs to make sure that the applicant is able to obtain the easements to cross private property to
the American Fork River.
Mr. Greene asked if the City owns the creek.

Mr. Denney said the ownership of the creek is private.
Mr. Denney said the proposed scheme of the two subdivision monuments is required. He
expressed concern about having double fronted lots. Mr. Denney said with the way that the
Featherstone Subdivision was approved and with the way the proposed Greene Okey Subdivision
is proposed there is not enough depth between 100 East and 13 0 East to have lots back to back.
Councilmember Belmont asked if the proposed subdivision is technically an inner block project.
Mr. Denney said the applicant is not going through the inner block process. He said the applicant
is proposing to put in the full width street.

It was discussed that the proposed lots are twin home lots with the exception of Lots 1, 5 and 6.
Mr. Hansen asked if250 South Street is pretty much straight across from the driveway.

It was discussed that 250 South Street is straight across from the driveway.
Mr. Hansen said the reason he asked about 250 South Street is because he was worried about
cross turning traffic.
(Planning Commission Minutes -December 15, 1999)
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Mr. Despain said there will be no water right for the three existing dwellings. He said 6-acre feet
of water is required for the three proposed twin homes. He said the water rights are not required
with the preliminary plan, but will be required when the proposed plan comes back for final
action.
Mr. Despain said the proposed development is not a full width block so it is not easy to develop .
He said the City is getting as good a development as it can under the circumstances.
Mr. Georgeson asked the applicant if he has contacted the neighbors to the north of the property
proposed for development to see if they are interested in developing.

Mr. Greene said he has contacted Joy Greenwood and she is not interested in doing anything.
He said that he also contacted Brett Wright when he owned the property, but he has not talked to
the new owner of the property.
Mr. Despain said that from an inner block standpoint, he really has not looked at the facts of the
Wright and the Greenwood Property.

Mr. Georgeson asked if Kogianes are willing to accept Lot 7.
Mr. Greene said he has not talked to the Kogianes yet. He said he has been waiting to find out
what the City wants to do with Lot 7.
Mr. Georgeson asked if the Phelps are interested in participating in the cul-de-sac.

Mr. & Mrs. Bob Phelps were present. They said they were not interested in participating in the
cul-de-sac.
Councilmember Belmont asked what the style of the twin homes will be.
Mr. Greene said they have not looked at a style for the twin homes yet.
There was some discussion about the irrigation rights. Mr. Greene said that he is in the process
of contacting the people who still have irrigation rights to see if the ditch can be abandoned. He
said his preference is to abandon the ditch. He said if the people who still have irrigation rights
want the water, he will have to do something to provide the water.
Chairman Hadfield said he does not think whether the Phelps choose to develop or not has any
bearing on the property proposed for development. He said that the Phelps will still have the
potential to further develop their property, if they ever choose to .
There was some concern about whether all the lots have enough room to build an adequate home
on. It was discussed that the lots meet the setback requirements and width requirements. It was
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discussed that the lots are all well over 10,000 square feet.
numerous designs that will fit the lots.

It was discussed that there are

Mr. Richan asked if the cul-de-sac allows access for turning.
Mr. Denney said that large trucks can't swing a full circle.
Mr. Hansen said the people who will live in the cul-de-sac may be required to put their garbage
can out on 100 East so their garbage can be collected.

Mr. Georgeson said that on his cul-de-sac his neighbors put all of the garbage cans on one side of
the street so the garbage truck driver can drive in and back out.
Mr. Richan expressed concern about the addressing of the lots.
Mr. Despain said that Mr. Morrill is the one that provides the street addressing. Chairman
Hadfield said the proposed street addressing is common to what was done at the North Court
Project.

Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the preliminary plat of the Greene Okey Subdivision located
at 250 South 100 East subject to (1) approving the combination curb and gutter on the culde-sac (2) a full width street on 250 South (3) the known disposition of Lot 7 by deeding it
to the adjacent property owner or to the City ( 4) the proposed scheme for public utility
easements on the lots (5) the proposed lighting scheme (6) identifying the location of the
street sign (7) the storm drain counts and deliverance of the storm water being resolved (8)
tieing the plat to the two subdivision monuments (9) water rights conveyance prior to the
final plat and (10) American Fork Irrigation's approval. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield asked for any further discussion.
Mr. Georgeson asked if the motion includes having curb and gutter installed on 100 East in front
of the Okey Home.

Chairman Hadfield said the motion includes that there will be curb and gutter installed on 100
East in front of the Okey Home.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Richan, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr.
Richan, and Mr. Nielsen. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON A REVISED COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR DESERET
INDUSTRIES LOCATED AT 185 NORTH WEST STATE ROAD
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Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Steve Pruitt.
Mr. Pruitt said the reason he is present tonight is because of the change in the configuration of the
building. He stated that they are now proposing to increase the production area of the building.
He said they also have taken a good look at the aesthetics of the building. Mr. Pruitt said they are
trying to mirror the courtyard concept in terms of the large sidewalk area that is in the entrance of
Kmart and trying to mirror that over to the front of the Deseret Industries Building. He said
they are also proposing to move the donation canopy further to the west so that it interacts in
terms of the internal operation. He said the net effect is an increase in the production area of
about 6800 square feet. He pointed out that there have been no changes to the retail area itself
After Mr. Pruitt's comments, Chairman Hadfield asked for the engineering concerns.
Mr. Denney said the site plan for the Deseret Industries Building was previously approved subject
to providing access to the S& L lot, which has now taken place. He said the only outstanding
issue that was talked about previously was the potential for a sign with street frontage. Mr.
Denney said there is not a sign identified on the plat and there is not a desire at this time to
identify where they would like a sign to be placed.
After Mr. Denney stated the engineering concerns, Chairman Hadfield asked Mr. Despain for his
comments.
Mr. Despain said as to the parking, the applicant has provided a copy of the CC&R' s.
Mr. Pruitt pointed out that the original approved site plan permitted 25,300 square feet of retail
space and now they are proposing about 24,000 square feet of retail space.
Mr. Despain asked if the proposed changes are satisfactory to Mr. Gosser.
Mr. Pruitt said Mr. Gosser is satisfied with the proposed changes.
Mr. Despain said the CC& R' s are very specific. He said it states in the CC& R' s that the
building can be less than what was shown on the approved plan, but it can't be greater. Mr.
Despain asked if the proposed changes are acceptable to the association and to DFI.
Mr. Pruitt said the proposed changes have required that an amendment be made to the CC&R' s.
He said Mr. Gosser has signed off on the amendment to the CC& R' s. He stated that the
amendment to the CC&R' s requires the consent of all parties who have a recorded interest in the
county records regarding the property proposed for development. Mr. Pruitt said that he is in the
process of obtaining consent from all the parties involved.
Mr. Despain pointed out that the City is not a party to the CC&R documents.

(Planning Commission Minutes - December 15, 1999)

13

Mr. Denney said that typically the expansion of a building would require a reevaluation of the
storm water, but he does not see the need to do an overview of the storm drain.

Mr. Georgeson asked how the parking will be affected if the whole building is eventually turned
into retail.
Mr. Despain said the proposed parking is within 3 spaces ofbeing to capacity. He said if the
whole building were eventually turned into retail, they would be 52 spaces short.

Chairman Hadfield said most of the cars parked at Kmart are people who park and ride the bus to
Salt Lake.
Mr. Pruitt said that he would suggest that the City hold the "trump card" with regards to the
parking issue, if the whole building were ever converted to retail. He said that he would suggest
that if someone ever wants to change the use of the building that would be reviewed when the
person applies for a business license.
Mr. Despain said there is some risk taken when the parking is based on the tenant demands as
opposed to the structure size demands.

There was some discussion that Kmart has the burden of meeting the requirements for its parking
and Deseret Industries has the burden of meeting its own parking requirements.
Chairman Hadfield said if someone buys the out parcel, it will have to stand on its own merit in
regards to parking.
It was discussed that the revised commercial site plan for the Deseret Industries would not require
another public hearing. The Planning Commission perceived the change to the site plan as a
minor change that did not require another public hearing.

Mr. Hansen moved to recommend approval of the revised commercial site plan for Deseret
Industries located at 185 North West State Road noting the following: (1) there are no
water shares required (2) if there is going to be a sign, it must come back to the Planning
Commission for future consideration and (3) the revised commercial site plan will now go
to the City Council for action and the Planning Commission finds that it does not require
another public hearing because the change is only a minor change. Councilmember
Belmont seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Councilmember Belmont, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr.
Richan, and Mr. Baldwin. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
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REVIEW AND ACTION ON AN AMENDED COMMERCIAL SITE PLAN FOR AN OFFICE
BUILDING LOCATED AT 85 NORTH CENTER STREET
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Bob Phelps.
Mr. Phelps said he would like to put a canopy in the back of the building to eliminate some ice
and to have some covered parking.

Mr. Denney said the width of the proposed structure is less than 30 feet. He said there will only
be 3 parking stalls underneath the canopy. He said his only real concern with the proposed
structure is the runoff that will come from the structure. Mr. Denney said there is no storm drain
provided in the area of the proposed structure. He pointed out that there is a utility pole on the
south corner so there may have to be some maneuvering to get around the pole.
Chairman Hadfield asked if a canopy is allowed in the CC-1 Zone.
Mr. Despain said the CC-1 Zone does not have a setback requirement so the structure can
basically go to the property line. He said the applicant just needs to make sure that any pillars that
support the canopy do not hang over the right-of-way.
Mr. Hansen expressed concern about water running across the sidewalk. He suggested that the
runoff be directed away from the sidewalk.
Mr. Denney said Mr. Phelps could do a full size City sump and a sump to receive the storm drain
on his own site.

Chairman Hadfield said the water from the site is currently going to the neighbors yards or into
the street. He asked why the runoff from the roof is any different.
Mr. Georgeson said the Planning Commission can't direct Mr. Phelps to continue the practice of
letting the water run into the neighbor's yards.
Mr. Hansen said the reason the runoff from the roof is different is because instead of it sitting in
the parking lot the water concentrates in a certain spot on the sidewalk until there is more of a
concentration in one area.
Mr. Baldwin asked if the parking is going to interfere with the ramp and the stairway.
Mr. Phelps said there is 23 feet from the building to the sidewalk. He said the parking will not
interfere with the ramp and the stairway.

Chairman Hadfield said that he has seen a full size Dodge truck parked on the site and it does not
interfere or overhang into the public right-of-way.
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Mr. Nielsen moved to approve the amended commercial site plan for an office building
located at 85 North Center Street subject to proper handling of the runoff or storm water.
Mr. Georgeson seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Georgeson, and
Councilmember Belmont.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE CHIPMAN
SUBDIVISION PHASE I ANNEXATION AT 575 SOUTH 100 WEST
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain said the adequate width for the enlargement of 100 West needs to be taken into
account. He said because there is no subdivision plat there is no proposed dedication so the City
needs a deed for the property that will come to the City for the expansion of 100 West.
Mr. Georgeson asked if the depth of the proposed annexation is adequate to provide the
additional roadway and the proposed lots.
Mr. Despain said the map shows that the lot is 120 feet deep and there is a note that identifies a
length of line being approximately 14. 13 feet. He asked if the 15 feet of the road is in the
annexation.
Mr. Denney said it appears the 15 feet is already part of the City.
Darin Chipman said the 15 feet is not part ofthe City right now. He said the 15 feet will be
deeded to the City when development takes place.

Mr. Despain said the annexation plat needs to be modified to include the 15 feet in the City so
that American Fork does not own a public street that is in the County.
Chairman Hadfield asked if the annexation agreement needs to include some language regarding
impact fees .
Mr. Despain said that he has already made a note that he needs to add a section in the annexation
agreement on impact fees .

Mr. Georgeson moved to recommend approval of the annexation agreement for the
Chipman Subdivision Phase I Annexation at 575 South 100 West upon presentation of (1)
an amended map (2) inclusion of impact fee language in the agreement. Councilmember
Belmont seconded the motion.
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Chairman Hadfield asked for any discussion on the motion.
Mr. Hansen asked if the motion included the road dedication part.
Mr. Georgeson said his motion did include the part about the road dedication.

Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Baldwin, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, and
Councilmember Belmont. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION AGREEMENT FOR THE MERRILL
ANNEXATION AT 1000 WEST MAIN STREET
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item and turned the time over to Mr. Despain.
Mr. Despain said that as he read the draft of the Merrill Annexation Addition, he realized that
there are many changes that will have to be made. He recommended that the Planning
Commission take no action on the proposed annexation agreement tonight. He said he will draft a
revised version and get it back to the Planning Commission for its next meeting.
Mr. Despain explained that part of the problem is that there is both a Merrill Annexation and
Childs Annexation. He said the name of the proposed annexation is not even right anymore.
Mr. Despain said the name of the annexation has to change.
Chairman Hadfield said one issue that needs to be resolved as they look at the proposed
annexation is the expansion of the park and ride.
Mr. Despain pointed out that he added a section regarding the park and ride in the proposed
annexation agreement. He said the matter of the park and ride is a major concern. Mr. Despain
said Mr. Childs and Mr. Merrill have been made aware of the desire to expand the current park
and ride site. He said that there has been a study done that says how many more parking spaces
are needed at the park and ride site.
Mr. Denney said 150 to 200 more spaces are needed to accommodate the current use of the park
and ride lot. He said the City needs to acquire at least a 5 -acre parcel so that it can expand the
park and ride to meet the current needs and have 2 acres to work with in the future.
Mr. Despain said part of the dilemma is that the entire annexation is only 7 acres and there is the
notion that upwards of 2 or more acres is perceived by the City as necessary for expansion of the
park and ride.

Chairman Hadfield suggested that the Planning Commission look at requiring 1020 West to be a
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full width street with sufficient turning radiuses. He said the park and ride is not adequately laid
out.
Mr. Denney said the goal is to provide a parking lot to accommodate parking and have the UTA
Buses be able to access it, instead of people having to cross the busy highway.

Chairman Hadfield said if the City wants to expand the park and ride, it needs to purchase the
property at the price it is prior to annexation and not wait until the property is annexed and it is
worth more money.
Mr. Despain said there needs to be a development plan component. He said in order to come up
with a decent development plan component there has to be some understanding of what kind of
park and ride facility is necessary. He said there is also the question of where the money comes
from and when does it need to come.
Mr. Denney said he does not think the money issue is as big an issue as Mr. Despain thinks. He
said the City has already applied for federal funds and if the new stipend is signed, the City may be
eligible for federal funds to expand the park and ride.

Mr. Richan moved to table action on the annexation agreement for the Merrill Annexation
at 1000 West Main Street. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

Those voting aye: Mr. Richan, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Hansen, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Baldwin, and
Council.member Belmont. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE ANNEXATION DOCUMENTS FOR THE BOUNDARY
ADJUSTMENT WITH PLEASANT GROVE CITY AT 1100 EAST STATE
Chairman Hadfield introduced this item.

Mr. Hansen moved approval of the annexation documents for the boundary adjustment
with Pleasant Grove City at 1100 East State.
Mr. Despain said the only question that needs to be addressed is what zone the property should be
placed in. It was discussed that the adjacent zone is the PO-l Zone.

It was discussed that some of the Pajela Property will still be in Pleasant Grove City.

Chairman Hadfield said the piece of property proposed for annexation is not wide enough to sell
and develop it as an individual lot. He said the value of the property is to have Mrs. Pajela
acquire it and increase the landscaping on Lot 1 and/or rezone Lot 3 for commercial use because
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that will be a lucrative corner.
Mr. Despain explained that American Fork is the owner of the piece of property. He said nothing
is required in terms of an annexation agreement. He said the Planning Commission needs to
make a recommendation on the zone classification. Mr. Despain said Lot 1 and Lot 3 are in the
PO-l Zone and it stands to reason that the property proposed for annexation ought to be put in
the PO-l Zone.

Mr. Hansen again moved to approve the annexation documents for the boundary
adjustment with Pleasant Grove City at 1100 East State with the recommendation that it
be annexed into the City under the PO-l Zone, which is the contiguous zone. Mr. Richan
seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion

Those voting aye: Mr. Hansen, Mr. Nielsen, Mr. Richan, Mr. Georgeson, Mr. Baldwin, and
Councilmember Belmont. Voting was unanimous. The motion carried.
SITE PLAN COMMITTEE REPORT
Mr. Despain had nothing to report.
OTHER BUSINESS
It was discussed that the semi-annual Planning Commission Dinner will be held on February 11,
2000 at 6:30 p.m. at Carvers in Orem.

REVIEW AND ACTION ON THE MINUTES OF THE DECEMBER
COMMISSION MEETING

1~

1999 PLANNING

Mr. Hansen moved to approve the December 1, 1999, Planning Commission Minutes
subject to the following corrections:
On Page 2, Line 49 "The large planting it was understood would be different from what
was called out" should be changed to "The large planting would differ from that shown on
the plan." On Page 3, Line 25 "at" should be deleted. On Page 4, Line 41 "could" should
be changed to "would." On Page 5, Line 32 "compliance was" should be changed to
"compliance with the parking requirements was." On Page 5, Line 53 "sure what" should
be changed to "sure on what." On Page 6, Line 16 "Chairman Hadfield finally recognized
the standing James Hansen" should be changed to "Chairman Hadfield recognized James
Hansen." On Page 7, Line 40 "Placement" should be changed to "placement." On Page 8,
Line 53 "promoted" should be changed to "proposed." On Page 9, Line 9 "discuss" should
be changed to "discussed." On Page 9, Line 12 "provided into" should be changed to
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"provided for input." On Page 9, Line 21 "happened" should be changed to "occurred."
On Page 9, Line 33 "is extended from upstream in Highland" should be changed to
"originates in Highland." On Page 9, Line 35 "the problem" should be changed to "the
solution of the problem." On Page 9, Line 38 "sent" should be changed to "then sent."
On Page 9, Line 45 "were" should be changed to "are." On Page 9, Line 47 "This" should
be changed to "The second." On Page 9, Line 48 "was" should be changed to "is." On
Page 10, Line 9 "that" should be changed to "the." On Page 10, Line 20 "was collected"
should be changed to "collection."
Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion.
Chairman Hadfield called for a vote on the motion.

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

Mr. Georgeson moved to adjourn. Mr. Nielsen seconded the motion. All voted in favor.
The motion carried.
The meeting adjourned at 9:38p.m.
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